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Abstract: In this tutorial review, we briefly discuss the role that the Jaynes-Cummings model
occupies in present-day research in cavity quantum electrodynamics with a particular focus on the
so-called ultrastrong coupling regime. We start by critically analyzing the various approximations
required to distill such a simple model from standard quantum electrodynamics. We then discuss
how many of those approximations can, and often have been broken in recent experiments. The
consequence of these failures has been the need to abandon the Jaynes-Cummings model for
more complex models. In this, the quantum Rabi model has the most prominent role and we will
rapidly survey its rich and peculiar phenomenology. We conclude the paper by showing how the
Jaynes-Cummings model still plays a crucial role even in non-perturbative light-matter coupling
regimes.

1. Introduction

The Jaynes-Cummings model (JCM) is a pivotal theoretical object in quantum optics, describing
the quintessential interaction between light and matter at the quantum level. It models the
simplest quantum emitter, a two-level system (TLS), interacting with a single electromagnetic
degree of freedom, a discrete mode of a photonic cavity. Their interaction is described by a
Hamiltonian composed of two terms with transparent physical interpretation: the first describes
the emitter transitioning between the ground and the excited state by the absorption of a photon,
and the second, its Hermitic conjugate, describes its de-excitation caused by photon emission.
This simplicity has made the JCM an outstanding pedagogical tool in quantum optics, and
a fundamental framework for understanding and analyzing light-matter interactions in cavity
quantum electrodynamics (CQED) systems. Since the Nobel-worth experiments of Haroche
and Wineland [1, 2], which for the first time allowed to experimentally measure some of the
most peculiar predictions of the JCM, the study of CQED has grown into one of the most active
in physics, with impact in fields as different as quantum information [3–5], chemistry [6–8],
photonics [9,10], material engineering [11–15], and many others. As the boundary of knowledge
was pushed forward, some of the underlying hypotheses that allowed to distilling of the Platonic
simplicity of the JCM out of the complexity of an interacting light-matter system have been
stretched or altogether broken. This led in turn to a vast theoretical effort to extend the JCM to
understand and solve these shortcomings.

This tutorial review aims to give an overview of the physics of and beyond the JCM, exploring
under which conditions different approximations break down, how the theory can be modified to
accommodate those situations, and which novel phenomenology becomes observable.
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2. The minimal description of a cavity QED system

2.1. Introducing the Jaynes-Cummings model

The JCM model describes the idealized system represented in Fig. 1: a TLS coupled to a single
electromagnetic mode of a cavity. Its Hamiltonian reads

𝐻̂JC = ℏ𝜔𝑐 𝑎̂
†𝑎̂ +

ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔

2
𝜎̂𝑧 + ℏΩR

(
𝑎̂𝜎̂+ + 𝑎̂†𝜎̂−

)
. (1)

Here 𝜎̂𝑧 and 𝜎̂− = 𝜎̂
†
+ = 𝜎̂𝑥 − 𝑖𝜎̂𝑦 are Pauli matrices, 𝑎̂ is the annihilation operator of a cavity

photon with frequency 𝜔𝑐, satisfying [𝑎̂, 𝑎̂†] = 1, 𝜔𝑒𝑔 is the frequency of an optically active
transition, and ΩR is the so-called vacuum Rabi frequency, which quantifies the light-matter
interaction strength.

The intuitive understanding of light-matter interactions provided by the JCM is based on the
concepts of absorption and emission, spontaneous and stimulated, first introduced by Einstein
through his A, B coefficients [16]. The interaction part of the JCM Hamiltonian in Eq. (1),
proportional to the vacuum Rabi frequency ΩR, is of the flip-flop type and whenever a photon is
destroyed the TLS is excited, and vice versa. As a consequence, the sum of photon number plus
TLS excitation is a conserved quantity, which can be formalized by introducing the excitation
number operator

𝑁̂ = 𝑎̂†𝑎̂ + 1
2
[𝜎̂𝑧 + 1] , (2)

that commutes with the JCM Hamiltonian [𝑁̂, 𝐻̂JC] = 0. In the spirit of the Noether theorem,
conservation laws are linked to symmetries. So the conservation of the excitation number is
reflected in the continuous 𝑈 (1) symmetry of the JCM where 𝑁̂ is the generator of the phase
shift transformation

𝑒𝑖 𝜃 𝑁̂ 𝑎̂𝑒−𝑖 𝜃 𝑁̂ = 𝑎̂𝑒𝑖 𝜃 , 𝑒𝑖 𝜃 𝑁̂ 𝜎̂−𝑒
−𝑖 𝜃 𝑁̂ = 𝜎̂−𝑒

𝑖 𝜃 , (3)

that leaves the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) invariant. The symmetry and the commutativity of 𝑁̂
with 𝐻̂ allow us to express the JCM Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) in block-diagonal form, where
each block is characterized by the quantum number 𝑛 ∈ N+. Since each 𝑛 ≠ 0 eigenvalue of
𝑁̂ is doubly-degenerate, with eigenstates |𝑛, 𝑔⟩ , |𝑛 − 1, 𝑒⟩, the JCM can be put in two-by-two
block-diagonal form (one-by-one for the 𝑛 = 0 non-degenerate ground state |0, 𝑔⟩)

𝐻̂0
𝐽𝐶 = −

ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔

2
, (4)

𝐻̂𝑛
𝐽𝐶 =


ℏ𝜔𝑐𝑛 −

ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔

2 ℏΩR
√
𝑛

ℏΩR
√
𝑛 ℏ𝜔𝑐 (𝑛 − 1) + ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔

2

 , (5)

where for each 𝑛 > 0 the eigenvalues of the nth block, 𝜔𝑛,±, describe dressed states with 𝑛

excitations. The JCM spectrum is then immediately given by 𝜔𝑛,± = −𝜔𝑒𝑔/2 + 𝜔𝑐𝑛 − Δ/2 ±√︃
Δ2/4 +Ω2

R𝑛, where we have introduced the cavity-TLS detuning Δ = 𝜔𝑐 −𝜔𝑒𝑔. The saturation
of the TLS makes the system nonlinear, leading to a 𝑛-dependent intra-doublet splitting which at
resonance, Δ = 0, reads [17, 18]

𝜔𝑛,+ − 𝜔𝑛,− = 2ΩR
√
𝑛. (6)

The JCM nonlinearity is at the base of many important effects in quantum optics, among all it is
worth mentioning the photon blockade [19–22], which is a central object in the developments of
quantum technology [23, 24].
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Figure 1 | Superconducting qubit–oscillator circuit. a, Circuit diagram.
A superconducting flux qubit (red and black) and a superconducting LC
oscillator (blue and black) are inductively coupled to each other by sharing
a tunable inductance (black). b, Laser microscope image of the
lumped-element LC oscillator inductively coupled to a coplanar
transmission line. c, Scanning electron microscope image of the qubit and
the coupler junctions located at the red rectangle in image b. The coupler,
consisting of four parallel Josephson junctions, is tunable via the magnetic
flux bias through its loops (see Supplementary Sections 1 and 2, and
Supplementary Fig. 1).

state. Theoretical fits to ωij were obtained by diagonalizing Htotal,
treating∆, ωo and g as fitting parameters. The obtained parameters
are shown in Table 1. The calculated transition frequencies ωcal

ij are
superimposed on themeasured transmission spectra. As g increases,
the anticrossing gap between the qubit and the oscillator frequencies
at ε � ±ωo becomes smaller and the signal from the |1〉 → |3〉
transition gradually transforms from aW shape to a � shape in the
range |ε|�ωo. These features are seen in both the experimental data
and the theoretical calculations, with good agreement between the
data and the calculations. Note that ωo depends on the qubit state
and ε via Lqc, which results in the broad V shape seen in the spectra
(see Supplementary Section 2).

To capture signals from more transitions, the transmission
spectra in a wider ωp range and a smaller ε range were measured,
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Figure 2 | Transmission spectra for circuits I and II. Calculated transition
frequencies ωcal

ij are superimposed on the experimental results. As
summarized in Table 1, a shows data from circuit I at nφq=−0.5, b shows
data from circuit I at nφq=−1.5, c shows data from circuit I at nφq=2.5, and
d shows data from circuit II at nφq=−0.5. The values of g/2π are written in
the panels. The red, green, blue, and cyan lines indicate the transitions
|0〉→|1〉, |0〉→|2〉, |1〉→|3〉, and |2〉→|4〉, respectively.

as shown in Fig. 3a for circuit I at nφq = −1.5. As we approach
the symmetry point ε = 0, the signals from the |0〉 → |2〉 and
|1〉→|3〉 transitions disappear while the signals from the |0〉→|3〉
and |1〉→|2〉 transitions appear near ωcal

03 and ωcal
12 . The appearance

and disappearance of the signals are well explained by the transition
matrix elements Tij =〈i|(â+ â†)|j〉 shown in Fig. 3b: when ε→0,
|T02| = |T13| → 0 (forbidden transitions), while |T03| and |T12| are
maximum (allowed transitions). As can be seen from the expression

Table 1 | Set of parameters obtained from fitting spectroscopy measurements.

Circuit nφq Figure ∆/2π (GHz) ωo/2π (GHz) g/2π (GHz) α=g/ωo 2g/
√

ωo∆

I −0.5 2a 0.505 6.336 4.57 0.72 5.1
I −1.5 2b and 3a 0.430 6.306 4.92 0.78 6.0
I 2.5 2c 0.299 6.233 5.79 0.93 8.5
II −0.5 2d 0.441 5.711 7.63 1.34 9.6
III 0.5 SI6 3.84 5.588 5.63 1.01 2.4

The parameters are obtained from five sets of spectroscopy data in three circuits. The column ‘Figure’ shows the corresponding figures. ‘SI’ stands for Supplementary Information.
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(COMSOL Multiphysics) which allow us to plot the mode profile
(see Fig. 2b).
Our main findings are presented in Fig. 3 and correspond to

three different devices, each coupling a THz cavity to CNT-QDs,
all essentially identical. The clearest conductance map is pre-
sented in Fig. 3a. The conductance at large bias is large for a
quantum dot, of the order of 0.4 × e2/h, whereas there is a stripe
of strong suppression at low bias where the conductance stays
roughly below 0.05 × e2/h. This signals a clear gap in the spectrum
of the quantum dot from about −2.6 mV (0.63 THz) to +2.6 mV
throughout the plotted region. Faintly visible in light blue (below
0.05 × e2/h) is the remainder of the conductance of the uncoupled
electronic states which would constitute the unperturbed cou-
lomb diamonds (highlighted by black dashed lines). The nor-
malised conductance Gnorm vs source-drain bias at fixed gate
voltage is shown in Fig. 3b, c (vertical cut of the map in Fig. 3a),
along with representative traces of the gaps in the other samples.
It is striking that all gap edges approximately collapse onto each
other and correspond to the energy of the cavity mode, as cali-
brated from the direct THz transmission measurements. For
samples A and B, the gap is symmetric and both positive and
negative gap edges are visible as shown in figure Fig. 3b. Sample B
can also display negative differential resistance after the gap edge
(see Supplementary Note 1) which we attribute to interaction
effects and multiple levels participating to transport at large bias.
However, the suppressions of conductance for Sample B and
Sample A below ±2.6 mV are qualitatively the same as one can see
from Fig. 3b comparing the dark blue and orange curves (samples
A and B respectively). For sample C, only the positive gap edge is
visible as shown in figure Fig. 3c (see Supplementary Note 1 for
the full conductance maps of samples A, B, and C). We attribute

this effect to the asymmetry of tunneling between the left and the
right contact, which can be quantified by ΓL and ΓR in the tun-
neling model shown in the methods. Importantly, devices B and
C have also large maximum conductances (respectively 0.3 × e2/h
and 1.7 × e2/h). This means that below the energy corresponding
to the cavity frequency, the quantum dots, initially well coupled
to the leads, become essentially decoupled from the leads on a
wide gate voltage range. In order to get further insights on our
findings, we use a theory based on non equilibrium Green’s
functions7. We use that theoretical approach rather than a master
equation6 since our experiments are carried out in the regime
ΓL,R≫ kBT, where T is the temperature. It is interesting to note
that the theory, presented in Fig. 3e is able to reproduce quali-
tatively the observed gap as well as the two-photon peak present
for sample A at twice the cavity frequency. As shown in Fig. 3e,
the theory also predicts asymmetries in the gap edges but they are
not as strong as in the data of sample C, which we attribute to our
mean-field treatment for the electron-electron interactions.
Nevertheless, the theory is also able to reproduce qualitatively the
2D color scale plot as illustrated for sample A. In particular, the
gap edge is highlighted by the transition from blue to red color of
the conductance map, as shown in Fig. 3d. It seems that the
overall curve better matches for ~g � 2 than for higher ~g (we show
that ~g ¼ 5 is markedly different from our findings for the overall
shape, although the gap is more pronounced than for lower
coupling values). This confirms our estimate of deep strong
coupling with ~g ≳ 1.
The presence of such a gap in the transport characteristics of

the dot is a qualitative signature that the normalised coupling
strength between the electronic level and the THz mode ~g is
greater or equal to unity. It was first predicted by Koch, Von
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(Fig. 2b and Supplementary Information), with the methylene-blue 
molecule aligned vertically in the gap19. Previous studies17 with 
empty cucurbit[n]urils show that the gap is 0.9 nm, with a refractive 
index of 1.4.

Dark-field scattering spectra from individual NPoMs show the effect 
of aligning the emitter in different orientations (Fig. 3a). With µm par-
allel to the mirror (top; without cucurbit[n]urils the methylene blue lies 
flat on the metal surface), the resonant scattering plasmonic peak (ωp) 
is identical to that of NPoMs without any emitters (ω0). But with µm
perpendicular to the mirror (bottom), the spectra show two split peaks 
(ω+ and ω−) resulting from the strong interaction between emitters 
and plasmon. We contrast three types of samples. Without dye (Fig. 3b, 
top), a consistent gap plasmon (ωp) at 660±  10 nm is seen. Small fluc-
tuations in peak wavelength are associated with ±5-nm variations in 
nanoparticle size (Supplementary Fig. 2). When this NPoM is partially 
filled with methylene blue inside the cucurbit[7]uril, peaks at 610 nm 
and 750 nm are seen either side of the absorption peak of methylene 
blue at ω0 (Fig. 3b, bottom), corresponding to the formation of hybrid 
plasmon–exciton (‘plexciton’) branches, ω±=  ω0±  g/2. This yields a 
Rabi frequency of g=  380 meV, confirmed by full three-dimensional 
finite-difference time-domain (FDTD) simulations (Supplementary 
Fig. 3). While some studies13,14 have shown significant variations in 
ω±, we obtain highly consistent results, with no spectral wandering 
observed on individual NPoMs. With dye molecules perpendicular to 
the plasmon field (without cucurbit[n]urils), only a gap plasmon is seen 
(Supplementary Fig. 4c). Methylene-blue molecules self-assembling on 
gold orient flat to the surface, owing to π-stacking interactions between 
the conjugated phenyl rings and the metal film20. Our study thus shows 
how molecular scaffolding is essential to yield molecular coupling to 
the gap plasmon.

To map the dispersion curve, we combine scattering spectra from 
differently sized nanoparticles, plotted according to their detuning 
from the absorption (‘exciton’) resonance. Simulations of nanoparticles 
of 40–60 nm in diameter (Supplementary Fig. 5) show gap plasmons 
tuning across the exciton. A simple coupled-oscillator model matches 
the quantum mechanical Jaynes–Cummings picture13:

ω ω ω δ= ( + )± +± g1
2

1
2

p 0
2 2

with plasmon and exciton resonance energies ωp and ω0, and detuning 
energies of δ=  ωp−ω0. Extracting ω± from the scattering spectra allows 
ωp to be calculated (knowing ω0, which does not show any spectral 

wandering). This fitting reveals typical anticrossing (mixing) behav-
iour (Fig. 3c), with g=  305±  8 meV at δ=  0. We find 2g/γpl∼  5, well 
into the strong coupling regime. A key figure of merit is the Purcell 
factor, P=  Q/V, which characterizes different cavity systems (Fig. 1a). 
For our plasmonic nanocavities, P≈  3.5×  106 (Supplementary Fig. 6); 
this is over an order of magnitude larger than the Purcell factors of 
state-of-the-art photonic crystal cavities5, which have reached 105, 
while state-of-the-art planar micropillars21,22 attain Purcell factors of 
3×  105. The ultralow cavity volume arises here because of the very 
large field confinement in such nanometre-sized gaps (Supplementary 
Fig. 9e). Such Purcell factors imply photon emission times below 
100 femtoseconds, seen as the ħ/g∼30-femtosecond Rabi flopping, 
but very short to measure directly.

To probe single-molecule strong coupling, we systematically decrease 
the number of methylene-blue molecules by reducing the ratio of meth-
ylene blue to cucurbit[7]uril. Previous studies and simple area estimates 
imply that 100 cucurbit[7]uril molecules lie inside each nanocavity 
(Supplementary Fig. 9). With the initial 1:10 molar ratio of methylene 

Figure 1 | Comparing single-molecule optical cavities. a, The quality 
factor, Q, of a nanocavity is plotted against its effective volume, V/Vλ
(scaled to Vλ=  (λ/n)3), showing strong-coupling (green arrow), room-
temperature (blue arrow), and plasmonic (orange arrow) regimes for 
single emitters. The icons show realizations of each type of nanocavity: 
from right, whispering gallery spheres (used as microresonators in 
filters, sensors and lasers), microdisks, photonic crystals (with possible 
applications in optical computing), micropillars (used in high-throughput 

screening), and nanoparticle-on-mirror geometry (NPoM, used here). 
Purcell factors (P) show emission-rate enhancements. b, Diagram of a 
NPoM. The blue arrow in the gap between the nanoparticle and the mirror 
locates the transition dipole moment of the emitter. The inset above shows 
the simulated near-field of the coupled gap plasmon in the dashed box, 
with maximum electric field enhancement of about 400, oriented vertically 
(in the z direction).
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Fig. 1. (a) Schematic illustration of the quantum light-matter interaction in a Fabry-Pérot
cavity. A single atom is coupled to a single mode of the cavity field (blue wave). The
figure shows the four assumptions that lead to the Quantum Rabi model. (i) A single
atom is present in the cavity. (ii) Single-mode approximation, which assumes that only
one cavity mode is relevant for the atom-field coupling. The other cavity modes are
shaded. (iii) Dipolar approximation, with a constant electromagnetic field across the
atom region. (iv) The two-level approximation, neglecting the higher-lying states shaded
in the figure. The rotating wave approximation then leads to the Jaynes-Cumming
model, whose two interaction terms are depicted on the top of the mirrors. These
processes result in the coherent exchange of energy between the atom and the field.
(b) A superconducting circuit that reaches the USC regime, taken from Ref. [25]. (c)
Quantum dot coupled to a THz cavity in the USC regime, taken from Ref. [26]. (d)
Plasmonic nanocavity device, taken from Ref. [27].

Notice that when the vacuum Rabi frequency is larger than the bare excitation frequencies
ΩR > 𝜔𝑐, 𝜔𝑒𝑔 the lowest eigenenergy of the JCM becomes negative, replacing the ground state of
the system and thus changing its equilibrium properties. This prediction gives us a hint regarding
the potential interest in studying the regime in which the vacuum Rabi frequency is comparable
to or larger than the bare cavity and TLS frequencies.

2.2. Why we need to go beyond the JCM: three experimental examples

The JCM is usually employed to describe systems in the strong coupling regime of CQED [28],
in which the vacuum Rabi frequency becomes larger than the loss rates for the light (𝛾 ) and
matter (𝜅) degrees of freedom, and we can resolve the resonant 𝑛 = 1 splitting 𝜔1,+ −𝜔1,− = 2ΩR
as from Eq.6. It is thus useful to introduce the cooperativity parameter 𝐶 = 4Ω2

R/(𝛾𝜅) [18], with
𝐶 > 1 marking the onset of the strong coupling regime.

When the coupling becomes instead comparable to the frequencies of the bare excitations,
the system enters a different regime characterized by a novel non-perturbative phenomenology.
Such a regime has been named ultrastrong coupling (USC) regime [29–31]. By analogy with the
cooperativity, it is useful to introduce the normalized coupling parameter 𝜁 = 4Ω2

R/(𝜔𝑐𝜔𝑒𝑔), with



𝜁 ∼ 𝑂 (1) identifying the USC regime [32] (the value 𝜁 = 0.04, corresponding in the resonant
case to ΩR = 0.1𝜔𝑐, is usually used as threshold but this is only a historical accident [33]).

In the state-of-the-art experiments with Rydberg atoms in high-finesse optical cavities 𝐶 ∼
10 − 100 ≫ 1 , but at the same time 𝜁 ∼ 10−5 ≪ 1 [18]. It was indeed shown in [34] that
for a single hydrogenoid atom coupled to a resonant electric field, the normalized coupling
can be written as ΩR/𝜔𝑐 ≈ 𝛼

3/2
fs /(ℓ𝜋

√
𝑉), where 𝛼fs ≈ 1/137 is the fine structure constant, ℓ

is the principal quantum number, and 𝑉 the cavity volume expressed in units of a cube with
half-wavelength sides. Without extreme subwavelength confinement, which is often accompanied
by large losses [35], it is thus impossible to achieve non-perturbative light-matter USC on a
single atom due to the fundamental hard bound imposed by the fine structure constant. From this
analysis, it seems that the single particle USC regime is forbidden by the very basic principles of
QED.

To circumvent this bound one can only rely on artificial, highly engineered systems where the
dynamics of the electromagnetic field is mediated by a material component [34]. In particular,
considering superconducting circuits it was found that the fine structure constant is rescaled by
the circuit impedance 𝛼fs ↦−→ (𝑍/𝑍0)ℓ 𝛼fs, where 𝑍0 = 1/(𝜖0𝑐) is the vacuum impedance, while
ℓ = ±1 dependently from the origin of the coupling (capacitive, inductive,etc...) [36,37]. Beyond
superconducting circuits only, this concept has a more broad application and similar scaling
can be found also for plasmonic cavities, metamaterials and in general for any sub-wavelength
resonant structure [38,39]. In such setups the impedance has no bound in principle (if not merely
technological), and a fully non-perturbative USC is possible, with values of 𝜁 ∼ 0.01 − 100.

In Table 1 we report three examples of CQED setups working in various frequency regimes
where a TLS coupled to a photonic resonator reaches the USC regime. Note that the performance

System Cavity 𝜔𝑐 Atom 𝜔𝑒𝑔 Coupling ΩR 𝜁

Superconducting
circuits [25]

35.2 GHz 23.9 GHz 35.2 GHz 6

Molecular plas-
monic cavities
[27]

452 THz 452 THz 73 THz 0.03

Graphene quan-
tum dots [26]

25 THz 3.8 THz 49 THz 101

Table 1. Parameters of CQED setups in which a TLS coupled to a photonic resonator
reaches the USC regime.

of the molecular plasmonic setup [27] was just close to USC physics. It was nevertheless shown
how small modifications [40] could increase the coupling even further. In Fig. 1 we shows these
three setups: superconducting circuits (b) [25] (also in their multimode or multi-qubit USC
versions [41–45]), carbon nanotube quantum dots in THz cavities (c) [26], and molecules in
plasmonic resonators (d) [27, 40, 46, 47]. Notwithstanding their differences, these USC systems
share the same underlying CQED structure: a discrete electronic transition interacts coherently
with a confined electromagnetic field. Still, the JCM does not correctly reproduce their features.

3. Understanding the Jaynes-Cummings model from QED

In order to understand this failure, and obtain a new model applicable in the USC regime and
which recovers the JCM for weaker coupling strengths, we need first to understand how the JCM
itself is obtained. Its clear depiction of light-matter interactions can be rigorously derived via a



series of approximations from the non-relativistic quantum electrodynamics (QED) Hamiltonian.
We list here the main steps to distill the JCM from the underlying QED theory, with the main
approximations schematically represented in Fig. 1.

3.1. Dipolar approximation

To start, the JCM considers the light-matter interaction in the dipolar approximation. Formally
this is obtained by expressing the full non-relativistic QED Hamiltonian in the so-called Poincaré
gauge [48]: truncating its multipolar expansion to the lowest order, one obtains the dipole gauge
Hamiltonian [49]. In simpler terms, when the electromagnetic field does not vary too much
on the length scales of the TLS spatial extension, it can be considered spatially uniform. As a
consequence, the light-matter interaction Hamiltonian can be derived by considering the energy
of an electric dipole d̂ in a uniform electric field Ê or a magnetic dipole m̂ in a uniform magnetic
field B̂

𝐻̂𝐼 ∝ d̂ · Ê or m̂ · B̂. (7)

While standard cavity QED discussed in textbook is typically due to the electric dipole
coupling [18, 50, 51], it is worth stressing that a magnetic coupling leads to the very same
phenomenology either through the Zeeman term [52–57] or through orbital magnetism [58–60].

This is a safe approximation for atoms in microwave cavities [1], but much less so for extended
objects like molecules or quantum dots [61–63], or in nanophotonic resonators in which higher-
order modes can be excited [64] and can lead to the phenomenon of fluorescence quenching [65].
In general, the presence of selection rules can suppress the dipole coupling in favor of other type
of multipolar interactions due to symmetry [61, 66, 67].

3.2. Modelling the emitter as a TLS

While transitions in spin doublets can be exactly modeled as TLS, most quantum emitters
are implemented with electronic transitions. The number of trapped electronic states can be
substantially larger than two, and the possibility of focusing only on a single, discrete transition,
between the ground state (|𝑔⟩) and a single excited state (|𝑒⟩) rests on the assumption that the
coupling with all the other parts of the spectrum can be neglected. The evolution of the system
can thus be considered to span only the two-dimensional Hilbert space [|𝑔⟩ , |𝑒⟩]. Using the
Pauli matrices we can then describe any operator in the two-level subspace, for instance, the
atomic electric dipole operator becomes

d̂ ∝ |𝑒⟩⟨𝑔 | + |𝑔⟩⟨𝑒 | = 𝜎̂− + 𝜎̂+. (8)

The reason to ignore the other energy levels is that they are out-of-resonance, a justification so
pervasive in physics that its assumptions are sometimes overlooked and can become surprisingly
fragile in state-of-the-art CQED setups [68]. When this approximation breaks down modifications
of the electronic wavefunction can be obtained. The coupled wavefunctions are interference
patterns of the bare ones, and thus very sensitive and tunable [69–72], a phenomenology referred
to as very strong coupling.

3.3. Considering a single cavity mode

Analogously to the matter degrees of freedom, the photonic resonator also hosts a complete set
of modes [73], both discrete and belonging to a continuum. If the field is strongly confined in a
cavity or in any artificial structure (e.g. subwavelength resonators), the energy spacing between
the different electromagnetic modes is such that we can discard all of them except the one that is
most resonant with the optically active transition of interest. In such a way the cavity dynamics is
completely described as a harmonic oscillator, with annihilation operator 𝑎̂, and the electric and



magnetic field operators are given by

Ê ∝ 𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†, B̂ ∝ −𝑖
(
𝑎̂ − 𝑎̂†

)
. (9)

When this approximation is violated and the light-matter coupling becomes larger than the free
spectral range we reach a different regime which has been called superstrong coupling [74]. In
such a regime considering a single photonic mode allows faster-than-light signalling [75].

Analogously to the electronic case in the very strong coupling regime, the electromagnetic field
of the coupled modes in the superstrong coupling regime are linear superpositions of multiple
uncoupled electromagnetic modes, and dynamical modifications of subwavelength mode profile
can be achieved [76,77]. The coupling of different electromagnetic modes also provides extra
degrees of freedom to the wavefunctions of the coupled light-matter eigenmodes, which at larger
values of the normalized coupling can bend to avoid the dipoles. This also realizes one among
the various mechanisms that leads to the phenomenon of light-matter decoupling [78] described
in Sec. 8.

3.4. Applying the rotating wave approximation

The rotating wave approximation (RWA) is ubiquitous in physics even if known with different
names, another one being secular approximation from its use in celestial mechanics, where the
errors introduced would have become observable only over centuries. In the context of CQED is
implemented by the following reduction (the same holds for the magnetic coupling)

d̂ · Ê ∝ (𝜎̂− + 𝜎̂+)
(
𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†

)
≈ 𝜎̂− 𝑎̂

† + 𝜎̂+𝑎̂. (10)

This approximation is the crucial one in defining the light-matter interactions in terms of
absorption/emission processes, as it consists in neglecting terms which lack an intuitive physical
understanding and whose impact becomes non-negligible only in the USC regime.

Given the importance of this approximation for the definition of the ultrastrong coupling regime
a more in-depth discussion of the consequences of going beyond the rotating-wave-approximation
will be given in the next section (Sec. 4).

4. Unwind the rotating-wave: the Rabi model

For large enough values of the light-matter coupling strength all these approximation but the
dipole one eventually break down [31, 38]. In the region of interest for current experiments, the
RWA is the first one to be broken and hence the first we discuss here.

4.1. Re-introducing the counter-rotating terms

The JCM without the RWA it the so-called quantum Rabi model (QRM), described by the
Hamiltonian

𝐻̂R = ℏ𝜔𝑐 𝑎̂
†𝑎̂ +

ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔

2
𝜎̂𝑧 + ℏΩR (𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†)𝜎̂𝑥 . (11)

Since 𝜎̂𝑥 = 𝜎̂− + 𝜎̂+, the interaction of the Rabi Hamiltonian contains terms proportional to
𝑎̂†𝜎̂+ and 𝑎̂𝜎̂− . These terms are not of the flip-flop type, as they involve the simultaneous
creation (destruction) of a photon and an atomic excitation, breaking the intuition based on
the absorption/emission paradigm. They are called counter-rotating because switching to
the interaction picture Hamiltonian they evolve as 𝑎̂𝜎̂−𝑒−𝑖 (𝜔𝑐+𝜔𝑒𝑔 )𝑡 , contrary to the flip-flop
terms evolving as 𝑎̂𝜎̂+𝑒−𝑖 (𝜔𝑐−𝜔𝑒𝑔 )𝑡 [48]. At resonance 𝜔𝑐 = 𝜔𝑒𝑔, the flip-flop terms become
time-independent, while the counter rotating terms keep oscillating with frequency 2𝜔𝑐 [48].
These terms thus couple states with different energies, and their impact scales in perturbation
theory with powers of the coupling ΩR divided the bare frequencies 𝜔𝑐 and 𝜔𝑒𝑔, becoming
non-negligible only in the USC regime.



4.2. The validity of the RWA and the boundary of the USC regime

In Sec. 2 we have seen that the JCM has an internal 𝑈 (1) symmetry that reduces its Hamiltonian
in a block diagonal form composed by a scalar and infinite two-by-two blocks, allowing for a
simple analytical solution. On the contrary the Rabi model does not have this symmetry: the
counter-rotating terms do not commute with the excitation number operator [𝑁̂, 𝑎̂†𝜎̂+] ≠ 0,
[𝑁̂, 𝑎̂𝜎̂−] ≠ 0. Counter-rotating terms, adding or subtracting pairs of excitations, couple only
states with even or odd excitation numbers. The system thus still possesses a Z2 symmetry,
given by the invariance under parity transformation 𝑎̂ ↦→ −𝑎̂, 𝜎̂− ↦→ −𝜎̂− . The simple analytical
solution of the JCM is not available anymore, even though an exact analytical solution can still
be obtained by exploiting the remaining symmetry [79]. The structure of the solution is however
more intricated and the intuition developed in the JCM is lost [80–83]. In any case, the Rabi
model can be easily diagonalized numerically, for instance using the QuTip python library [84].

The transition from JCM to Rabi model is not sharp, but rather a crossover, where the
spectrum of the Rabi model is indistinguishable from the JCM spectrum when the light-matter
coupling is sufficiently small ΩR ≪ 𝜔𝑐, 𝜔𝑒𝑔, as visible in the left-side of Fig. 2(a). By
further increasing the light-matter coupling the difference between the Rabi model and the
JCM becomes more prominent due to the increasing importance of the counter-rotating terms.
As pointed out in Ref. [32], their relevance can be evaluated by means of perturbation theory
by computing the matrix element of the operators ΩR𝑎̂𝜎̂− between different 𝑛, 𝑛′ excitation
blocks. For instance, taking the simplest case of 𝑛, 𝑛′ = 𝑛 + 1, the RWA can be applied only
if Ω2

R |⟨𝑛, 𝑔 |𝑎̂𝜎̂− |𝑛 + 1, 𝑒⟩|2/(𝜔𝑐 + 𝜔𝑒𝑔)2 ≪ 1. The RWA regime of validity, delimited by the
upper bound of this equation, namely

𝑛max =
(𝜔𝑐 + 𝜔𝑒𝑔)2

Ω2
R

, (12)

is shaded in blue in Fig. 2(a). From here is clear that the JCM is a low-coupling and low-energy
effective model of the Rabi one. Reaching the boundary of validity of the RWA has also
well visible observable physical consequences. The most striking one is probably the Bloch-
Siegert shift, which was first measured in superconducting circuits [85] from the transmission
spectroscopy, and successively confirmed also in other different CQED platforms such as Landau
polariton setups [86]. Let’s note that the breaking of the RWA is the original definition of the
USC [87], and it was used for its first experimental validation [33].

4.3. The non-empty vacuum beyond RWA

One of the most striking and investigated consequences of the presence of counter-rotating terms
is that the empty cavity vacuum (i.e., the JCM ground state |GJC⟩ = |0, 𝑔⟩) is not anymore an
eigenstate of the system. In fact, in the Rabi model, the ground state coincides with the empty
cavity vacuum only for vanishing light-matter coupling and is then progressively filled by photons
as the light-matter coupling increases. Using the same perturbative approach as in the previous
section, one can compute the ground state virtual photon population, obtaining

⟨GR |𝑎̂†𝑎̂ |GR⟩ ∝
(
ΩR
𝜔𝑐

)2
+𝑂

[(
ΩR
𝜔𝑐

)4
]
. (13)

This result is not specific to the Rabi model only, but rather a generic feature of USC systems.
For instance in Fig. 2(b) we see the vacuum photon expectation number computed in the quantum
Rabi model. The JCM would instead result in a photon population strictly vanishing in the
ground state.

The presence of these photons in the coupled ground state (often referred to as virtual photons)
is a typical non-perturbative phenomenon reminiscent, mutatis mutandis, of the quark-gluon gas
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Fig. 2. (a) Energy spectrum of the resonant Rabi model (black solid lines) and JCM
(red dashed lines) as a function of the coupling strength. The region of validity of
the RWA is highlighted in cyan, whose boundary is given by the cyan solid line. (b)
The plot of the number of photons in the ground state of the quantum Rabi model by
numerical diagonalization (black solid line) and using the first order term from Eq. (13)
(red dashed line).

populating the non-empty vacuum of quantum chromodynamics (QCD) [88]. The possibility of
detecting these virtual photons was a central interest in the initial development of the theory of
the USC regime [87], where CQED systems were identified as ideal playgrounds to study the
fascinating and still mysterious physics of vacuum phenomena in QED [51].

As it will be explained in more detail in the next Sec. 7 observing quantum vacuum
physics is not an easy task, because virtual photons (and virtual particles in general) are
normally directly unobservable in experiments and the only proposal in this direction has
been to measure the static charge displacement caused by virtual electronic excitations in an
asymmetric system [89]. Otherwise, the observation of virtual photons is usually studied under
a time-dependent perturbation [90] or electrical current [91] providing the required energy to
convert virtual photons to real ones, or weakly coupling the system to another external probe
system and observing its modified emission properties [92–94].

4.4. Excited states beyond RWA: multi-photon non-linear processes

The action of the counter-rotating terms in the USC regime impacts also the qualitative nature of
the excitation spectrum. In particular, breaking the conservation of the excitation number allows
non-linear processes with the absorption-emission of multiple photons at the same time [95].
This phenomenology is even richer when we explicitly break also the remaining Z2 symmetry,
for instance considering the co-called asymmetric Rabi model

𝐻̂aR = 𝜔𝑐 𝑎̂
†𝑎̂ +

𝜔𝑒𝑔

2
𝜎̂𝑧 +ΩR (𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†)𝜎̂𝑥 +

𝜖

2
𝜎̂𝑥 . (14)

Here 𝜖 quantifies the explicit symmetry breaking and can be interpreted as an external static
electric or magnetic field, as commonly employed in circuit QED [25,96].

Increasing the value of 𝜖 opens some non-trivial avoided crossings in the spectrum, allowing the
system to undergo multi-photon Rabi oscillations that might be used for the generation of multi-
photons Fock states [95, 97, 98]. Here a single atom can emit simultaneously multiple photons
with a single transition due to the USC. Differently from multi-photon processes arising in devices
with non-linear quadrupolar light-matter coupling [66, 99], this dynamics is a USC consequence
of the interplay between the linear dipole coupling and the non-linearity (or saturability) of the
TLS. These effects are typically called tunneling resonances [100] since their mathematical



description is identical to tunneling resonances appearing in the physics of electronic transport
assisted by phonons through molecular or nanostructure quantum dots [101–104]. They are
currently a major reason of interest in the development of these platforms projecting also new
technological perspectives on the USC regime, in terms of new devices for parametric up/down
conversion and multi-photon Fock state preparation [42, 43, 105–108].

5. Gauging effective models

When building a theoretical model of a quantum system, it is often useful to consider only a
limited subspace of its full Hilbert space (generally the lowest-energy states). In the case of
light-matter coupled systems, this projection could introduce the risk of compromising the gauge
invariance [68, 109–115]. Gauge invariance is a fundamental property of QED, ensuring that
the dynamics remain unaltered upon gauge transformations. Truncating the Hilbert space can
nevertheless break this fundamental symmetry, leading to physical results that depend on the
(unphysical) choice of the gauge used to describe the electromagnetic field.

To better understand the problem, let’s consider the two most used gauges to study non-
relativistic light-matter interactions: the Coulomb and the Power-Zienau-Woolley gauges [48,116],
where the latter is also known as multipolar or dipole gauge. Both gauges are also dubbed in the
literature as the p̂ · Â or velocity gauge and the d̂ · Ê or length gauge. Here p̂ and d̂ = 𝑞x̂ are
the particle momentum and electric dipole moment with charge 𝑞 and displacement x̂. Â and Ê
are the vector potential and the electric field. Notice that in many text-books is conventionally
adopted the dipole gauge in the derivation of the JCM, motivating our choice in Eq. (7) instead of
reporting the dipole coupling in terms of Coulomb gauge coupling. If we consider the transition
matrix elements between two states | 𝑗⟩ and |𝑘⟩ of a particle with mass 𝑚, position x̂, and
momentum p̂ we can easily derive the equation [117]

⟨ 𝑗 |p̂|𝑘⟩ = 𝑖𝑚𝜔 𝑗𝑘 ⟨ 𝑗 |x̂|𝑘⟩. (15)

This relation shows that the matrix elements of the momentum are proportional to those of the
position, with a proportionality factor linear in the energy difference between the two states 𝜔 𝑗𝑘 .
In the Coulomb gauge, where the interaction Hamiltonian is of the form p̂ · Â, the matrix element
thus vanishes more slowly with the detuning than in the d̂ · Ê case, making the approximation of
modeling the matter system as a TLS, ignoring out-of-resonance states, more fragile.

To obtain a quantitative understanding of how serious this problem of gauge non-invariance
can be, we can start from the Hamiltonian describing a one-dimensional particle interacting with
a single photonic mode in the Coulomb gauge ∇ · Â = 0 (for major details on its derivation see,
e.g., Refs. [38, 48, 116])

ĤC =
1

2𝑚

(
𝑝 − 𝑞𝐴̂

)2
+𝑉 (𝑥) + ℏ𝜔𝑐 𝑎̂

†𝑎̂ . (16)

The Hamiltonian in the dipole gauge can be obtained by performing a gauge transformation
[48, 61, 116], which is implemented in quantum mechanics by the unitary transformation:
ĤD = ÛĤCÛ†, with Û = exp[ 𝑞

ℏ
𝐴0𝑥

(
𝑎̂ − 𝑎̂†

)
], and 𝐴0 the zero point fluctuation of the vector

potential. The two Hamiltonians ĤC and ĤD have the same spectrum, being related by a
unitary transformation. Projecting them onto the two lowest-energy states |𝑔⟩ and |𝑒⟩ of the
uncoupled matter system, through the projection operator 𝑃̂ = |𝑔⟩⟨𝑔 | + |𝑒⟩⟨𝑒 |, we obtain the
Hamiltonians describing the interaction of a single-mode electromagnetic field with a two-level
system: 𝐻̂C = 𝑃̂ĤC𝑃̂ in the Coulomb gauge, and 𝐻̂D = 𝑃̂ĤD𝑃̂ in the dipole gauge.

In Fig. 3(a) we compare the eigenvalues of the full Hamiltonian in Eq. (16) with those of
the of two projected Hamiltonians 𝐻̂C and 𝐻̂D as a function of the vacuum Rabi frequency
ΩR ≡ 𝑞𝜔𝑐𝐴0⟨𝑒 |𝑥 |𝑔⟩/ℏ. We consider a quartic potential in which the energy separation between
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Fig. 3. (a) Comparison of the lowest eigenvalues with respect to the ground state energy
𝐸0 as a function of the coupling strength ΩR, for the two truncated Hamiltonians in the
Coulomb (𝐻̂𝐶 , green dashed) and dipole (𝐻̂𝐷 , orange dash-dotted) gauges. They are
compared to the full Hamiltonian ĤC in Eq. (16). The Coulomb gauge already deviates
at very small values of ΩR. In contrast, the dipole gauge breaks down at much higher
values. (b) First four eigenstates of the atom Hamiltonian, with the same parameters
used in panel (a). The double-well potential is modeled as 𝑉 (𝑥) = 𝐴𝑥4 − 𝐵𝑥2, and the
used parameters are 𝑚 = 1, 𝐴 = 50, and the anharmonicity 𝑚𝐵3/(ℏ2𝐴2) = 45.

the first two modes is 12 times smaller than the gap between the second and the third. As the
coupling increases, deviations between the three models occur, already at the onset of the USC
regime in the Coulomb gauge and for much larger values of the coupling in the dipole gauge.
However, increasing the atom’s anharmonicity extends the range of agreement of the dipole
gauge with the untruncated case. It is worth noticing that the gauge choice that reduces the error
on the truncated Hilbert space is system dependent [111, 115, 118,119].

Gauge invariance can be also implemented already in the two-level subspace by performing the
minimal coupling replacement directly in the truncated subspace, that is applying the following
unitary transformation to the free photon Hamiltonian only [112,113]

𝑈̂ = exp
[ 𝑞
ℏ
𝐴0𝑃̂𝑥𝑃̂

(
𝑎̂ − 𝑎̂†

)]
= exp

[
ΩR
𝜔𝑐

𝜎̂𝑥

(
𝑎̂ − 𝑎̂†

)]
. (17)

While the results are completely equivalent to what was described above, this approach represents
the basis of lattice gauge theories [120], becoming another interesting example of how cavity
QED can be a useful playground to experiment with the most complex concepts of modern
physics. It is worth mentioning that, as much as in other branches of physics [121, 122], the
discussion about gauge invariance has risen an intense debate in the community, which is still on
going [123, 124]. Moreover, while here we focused mainly on Coulomb and dipole gauge, other
gauge choices may be also convenient, dependently from the specific problem the one needs to
discuss [118].

We conclude this section by noticing that both dipole and Coulomb gauge returns a Hamiltonian
that contains the counter-rotating terms in the light-matter coupling. However it was shown in
Refs. [111,125] that is possible to implement an intermediate gauge transformation which exactly
cancels the counter-rotating terms. In this representation the RWA is no longer an approximation
and the vacuum is always empty. While we will come back on the relative meaning of the quantum
vacuum in the last section, it is important to understand that, under the standard assumptions
given above and described in Ref. [68], this representation pays the price of being not fully
compatible with the TLA as much as the Coulomb gauge [115].



6. Single particle vs collective coupling

Aside from the modification of the photonic vacuum, the USC is predicted to modify also
the state and properties of the matter counterpart, represented in the JCM or Rabi model by a
TLS [80,100,126,127]. From this observation, a strong interest has arisen to modify and control
the properties of electrons, molecules, or devices exploiting the quantum fluctuations of the USC
vacuum [14,128]. For instance, the USC between a single electron and the resonator has been
shown to have a strong impact on electron transport [26], thus becoming very interesting for
more involved device operations with application purposes [129, 130]. Generalizing this concept
to any light-matter systems is certainly appealing as a powerful technological framework, but
also as a new way to explore the fundamental science behind the quantum vacuum [51].

6.1. Bosonising the light-matter interactions

Solid-state CQED setups, especially those in which USC has been achieved, are usually not
well described by the JCM nor by the Rabi model because of the presence of multiple dipoles
participating in the light-matter dynamics. A minimal description is provided by generalizing the
JCM or the Rabi model where multiple TLSs are identically coupled to the same photonic mode
(which means their separation is much smaller than the wavelength), giving the so-called Dicke
model [131]

𝐻̂𝐼 ∝ ΩR (𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†)
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜎̂𝑖
𝑥 ≈
√
𝑁ΩR (𝑎̂ + 𝑎̂†) (𝑏̂ + 𝑏̂†). (18)

Here the index 𝑖 on the Pauli matrices addresses the different TLSs. We introduced the collective
annihilation operator 𝑏̂ =

∑𝑁
𝑖=1 𝜎̂

𝑖
−/
√
𝑁 , describing a collective excitation of all the TLSs. This

operator satisfies [𝑏̂, 𝑏̂†] ≈ 1 +𝑂 ( 𝑛𝑥

𝑁
) in the dilute regime, that is when the number of excitations

𝑛𝑥 is much smaller than the total number 𝑁 of TLSs [132,133]. It is worth noticing that in this
same limit, the equilibrium Dicke model is exactly solvable [134–136], making it a paradigmatic
example to discuss basics many-body effects in light-matter interactions.

This transformation also leads to a vacuum Rabi frequency enhanced by a factor
√
𝑁 , often

referred as collective enhancement, which makes it much simpler to reach extreme values of
the coupling [33, 87, 137, 138]. Increasing the number of dipoles the coupling increases but the
optical nonlinearity decreases. The saturation of the TLS washes out, as the system is able to
absorb multiple photons. The system becomes then well described by a linear optical approach,
where both the cavity and the material are described by harmonic oscillators.

In Fig. 4(a)-(c) we show three paradigmatic examples of CQED setups well described by the
bosonic approximation: intersubband polaritons [137], Landau polaritons [138] and magnonic
polaritons [139]. In order to recover the technologically relevant nonlinear regime [140], there
has been a constant effort in those systems to reduce the number of dipoles while keeping the
system in the USC regime [5, 141–143]. Spectral differences at the transition between collective
and single particle physics are shown in Fig. 4(d). It is important to point out that Bosonized
excitations with non-negligible non-linearities are also found in phonon-polaritons THz materials,
which is another great area of interest regarding the USC impact on matter [118, 119, 144–147].

6.2. Large 𝑁 problem

What impact the linearity of the Dicke model has on the possibility of modifying ground-state
properties is not immediately clear, given the multitude of possible interactions between the
dipolar degree of freedom coupled to the photonic field and all the other internal degrees of
freedom of the quantum emitter. Analyzing different simplified models, it has been shown that
many single-particle effects are not enhanced by the collective coupling and scale with zero or
negative powers of 𝑁 [7, 148,149], with adverse consequences on the possibility to modify the
equilibrium properties of the matter involved [149–152].



light-matter coupling. The notations of the problem can be
greatly simplified introducing the plasma frequency !P:
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ybþ i@!P

2

�
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
fw

!c

!12

s
ða� ayÞðbþ byÞ þ @!2

P

4!12

ðbþ byÞ2: (3)

Here fw ¼ Lqw=Lcav is the overlap factor between the

polarization medium and the cavity mode. Clearly, the
polarization self-energy depends only on the matter fre-
quencies !12, !P. The matter part Hpol ¼ @!12b

ybþ
@!2

P=4!12ðbþ byÞ2 can therefore be diagonalized sepa-
rately through the Bogoliubov procedure [17], by defining
a destruction operator p such that ½p;Hpol� ¼ @ ~!12p. This

leads to Hpol ¼ @ ~!12p
yp where

~!12 ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
!2

12 þ!2
P

q
and

p ¼ ~!12 þ!12

2
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
~!12!12

p bþ ~!12 �!12

2
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
~!12!12

p by (4)

The new polarization eigenfrequency ~!12 ¼ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
!2

12 þ!2
P

q
is identical to the result of Ando et al. [9],

describing the collective oscillations of two-dimensional
electrons, an effect known as the ‘‘depolarization shift’’
[18]. This phenomenon appears naturally from the com-
plete interaction Hamiltonian (3) expressed in the Power-
Zienau-Woolley (PZW) representation [11].

Moreover, it is remarkable that the coupling with the
cavity mode is also proportional to !P. Therefore the limit
of very strong light-matter interaction also implies a large
depolarization shift. Our model allows us to clearly quan-
tify the link between the two features. Using (4) we replace

by=b by the renormalized polarization operators py=p, to
obtain a linear interaction Hamiltonian:

H ¼ @!cðayaþ 1=2Þ þ @ ~!12p
ypþ i

@!P

2

�
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
fw

!c

~!12

s
ða� ayÞðpþ pyÞ: (5)

The eigenvalues of (5) are provided by the equation:

ð!2 � ~!2
12Þð!2 �!2

cÞ ¼ fw!
2
P!

2
c (6)

Equations (5) and (6) describe the coupling between two
independent oscillators: the bare microcavity mode and the
bosonic excitation renormalized by its own radiated field.
Its roots, !UP and !LP are the frequencies of the two
polariton states. Note that the relevant features of the ultra-
strong coupling are present through the antiresonant terms
aypy and ap. The Hamiltonian (5) can be related to the full
standard minimal coupling Hamiltonian used so far for the
study of the ultrastrong coupling regime [8], through the
inverse PZW transformation [19].
Equation (6), which is the polariton dispersion relation,

allows us to introduce an effective dielectric constant
through the usual relation �"ð!Þ!2=c2 ¼ q2 ¼ "!2

c=c
2.

Identifying �"ð!Þ from (6) we find

1= �"ð!Þ ¼ fw="qwð!Þ þ ð1� fwÞ=": (7)

Here "qwð!Þ ¼ "ð1�!2
P=ð!2 �!2

12ÞÞ is the usual QW
slab dielectric constant [20]. This is precisely the results of
Zaluzny et al. [21], which confirms the pertinence of our
model. Moreover, in the limit fw ¼ 1 we recover the
homogeneous Hopfield model [3,4].
Taking the resonant case, !c ¼ !12, from (6) we can

deduce that, up to third order in !P=!12, the polariton
splitting is !UP �!LP ¼ ffiffiffiffiffiffi

fw
p

!P ¼ 2�R. Note that the
Rabi frequency�R goes to zero when fw does it, indepen-
dently from the value of !P. Indeed, by changing the
overlap factor in (5) and (6) one can move the system
from the ultrastrong coupling regime to the uncoupled
situation. Both situations, however, bring the signatures
of the plasma frequency !P, which appears as the funda-
mental quantity for the light-coupled 2D electronic system.
To confirm experimentally these effects, it is necessary

to have a system with a large ratio !P=!12. This situation
is readily obtained for intersubband transition in the THz
spectral region using highly doped quantum wells. Our
system is composed of a thin GaAs=Al0:15Ga0:85As multi-
quantum well structure represented in Fig. 2(a). It com-
prises Nqw ¼ 25 quantum wells of width Lqw ¼ 32 nm

separated by Lbar ¼ 20 nm barriers, silicon 
 doped with
a sheet density of 2� 1011 cm�2. The intersubband tran-
sition energies between the first three subbands are, re-
spectively, E12 ¼ E2 � E1 ¼ 12:4 meV (3 THz) and
E32 ¼ E3 � E2 ¼ 19:9 meV (4.8 THz). Light is confined
in the vertical direction by a metal plate on one side and a

FIG. 1 (color online). (a) Semiconductor quantum well (QW)
with two subbands of energies E1 and E2. (b) In-plane parabolic
dispersion of the energy subbands, with a sketch of the action of
the polarization operator by (arrows). EF is the Fermi level.
(c) Multiple QWs embedded in a square-shaped microcavity.
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when @!c ¼ E12, while the (red) dashed line corresponds
to the case fw ¼ 0. The agreement with the data, using no
adjustable parameters, is excellent. Moreover, the strong
deviation of the polariton curves from the linear approxi-
mation ! ¼ !12 �

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
fw

p
!P=2 [red arrows in Fig. 4(a)],

is unambiguous evidence of the ultrastrong coupling
regime [8].

A relevant consequence of the large ratio 2�R=!12 is
the opening of an energy gap �Egap where no polaritonic

solutions can be found. This is illustrated in the Fig. 4(b)
where the polariton resonances are plotted as a function of
the cavity frequency !c, both from the experiment and the
roots of Eq. (6). The forbidden frequencies correspond to
destructive interference between the electromagnetic field
radiated by the electronic oscillations and the bare micro-
cavity photon field. This is analogue to the case of the
forbidden optical phonon band of bulk polar semiconduc-
tors [22]. The evidence of the forbidden band, �Egap �
fw!

2
P=2!12 ¼ 2�2

R=!12 is another proof of the strength
of the light-matter coupling. From our measurements we
deduce �Egap ¼ 330 GHz, which is greater than the polar-

iton linewidth (250 GHz). Such a gap has already been
observed for bulk (fw ¼ 1) excitonic systems, but never
for any microcavity-coupled electronic system, to our
knowledge.

In conclusion, we have explored a 0D microcavity-
coupled high density electronic system which has allowed
us to reach the ultrastrong light-matter coupling regime.
Our results, both theoretical and experimental, show that in
this limit light-matter interaction is linked to the collective
excitations of the electron gas, which yield the dominant
nonlinearity in the polariton splitting. This occurs because
for high electronic densities the energy exchanged by
the electronic polarization with its own emitted field is a
non-negligible effect. Theoretically, this is expressed by

the weight of the quadratic term that, in the dipolar
Hamiltonian, becomes comparable to the light-matter
interaction one. We believe these results form the basis
for quantum devices based on the ultrastrong light-matter
coupling in the THz=�-wave spectral range.
We thank L. Tosetto and H. Detz for technical help. We

gratefully acknowledge support from the French National
Research Agency through the program ANR-05-NANO-
049 Interpol and from the Austrian Science Fund (FWF).

*yanko.todorov@univ-paris-diderot.fr
[1] Y. Yamamoto, F. Tassone, and C. Cao, Semiconductor

Cavity Quantum Electrodynamics (Springer-Verlag,
Berlin, 2000).

[2] L. Adreani, in Proceedings of the International School of
Physics Enrico Fermi, Course CL, edited by B. Deveaud,
A. Quattropani, and P. Schwendimann (IOS Press,
Amsterdam, 2003).

[3] J. J. Hopfield, Phys. Rev. 112, 1555 (1958).
[4] M. Artoni and J. L. Birman, Phys. Rev. B 44, 3736 (1991).
[5] D. Dini, R. Kohler, A. Tredicucci, G. Biasiol, and L.

Sorba, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 116401 (2003).
[6] Y. Todorov et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 186402 (2009).
[7] G. Günter et al., Nature (London) 458, 178 (2009).
[8] C. Ciuti, G. Bastard, and I. Carusotto, Phys. Rev. B 72,

115303 (2005).
[9] T. Ando, A. B. Fowler, and F. Stern, Rev. Mod. Phys. 54,

437 (1982).
[10] T. Niemczyk et al., Nature Phys. 6, 772 (2010).
[11] C. Cohen-Tanoudji, J. Dupont-Roc, and G. Grynberg,

Photons and atoms: Introduction to the Quantum
Electrodynamics (CNRS Editions, Paris, 2001).
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FIG. 4 (color online). (a) The two polariton peaks !UP and
!LP (in blue) as a function of the plasma frequency !P, in the
resonant case !c ¼ !12. We have also plotted the energy of the
intersubband plasmon, as derived from the absorption experi-
ments (triangles) and Eq. (2) (dashed line). (b) Polaritons fre-
quencies !UP and !LP as a function of the cavity frequency !c.
The dots are experimental results, and the continuous lines are
the roots of Eq. (6) with fw ¼ 0:62 and !P ¼ 1:8 THz. The
hatched zone indicates the polariton gap.
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Ultrastrong Coupling of the Cyclotron
Transition of a 2D Electron Gas
to a THz Metamaterial
G. Scalari,1,∗ C. Maissen,1 D. Turčinková,1 D. Hagenmüller,2 S. De Liberato,2 C. Ciuti,2

C. Reichl,3 D. Schuh,4 W. Wegscheider,3 M. Beck,1 J. Faist1

Artificial cavity photon resonators with ultrastrong light-matter interactions are attracting
interest both in semiconductor and superconducting systems because of the possibility of
manipulating the cavity quantum electrodynamic ground state with controllable physical
properties. We report here experiments showing ultrastrong light-matter coupling in a
terahertz (THz) metamaterial where the cyclotron transition of a high-mobility two-dimensional
electron gas (2DEG) is coupled to the photonic modes of an array of electronic split-ring
resonators. We observe a normalized coupling ratio, W

wc
= 0:58, between the vacuum Rabi

frequency, Ω, and the cyclotron frequency, wc. Our system appears to be scalable in frequency
and could be brought to the microwave spectral range with the potential of strongly controlling
the magnetotransport properties of a high-mobility 2DEG.

Enhancement and tunability of light-matter
interaction is crucial for fundamental
studies of cavity quantum electrodynam-

ics (QED) and for applications in classical and
quantum devices (1–4). The coupling between
one cavity photon and one elementary electronic
excitation is quantified by the vacuum Rabi fre-
quency,Ω. The nonperturbative strong light-matter
coupling regime is achieved when Ω is larger

than the loss rates of the photons and electronic
excitations. Recently, growing interest has been
generated by the ultrastrong coupling regime
(5–12), which is obtained when the vacuum
Rabi frequency becomes an appreciable frac-
tion of the unperturbed frequency of the sys-
tem, w. In such a regime, it is possible to modify
the ground- and excited-state properties obtain-
ing nonadiabatic cavity QED effects (5). Ex-

perimental progress has been achieved in two
different solid-state systems: (i) microcavities
embedding doped quantum wells (13–17), where
the active electronic transition is between quan-
tized subbands in the well, and (ii) supercon-
ducting quantum circuits in transmission line
resonators (18, 19), where the photon field is
coupled to artificial two-level atoms obtainedwith
Josephson junctions.

We present experimental results on a high-
mobility two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG)
coupled to terahertz (THz) metamaterial resona-
tors. The photon mode is coupled to the mag-
netic cyclotron transition of the 2DEG, obtained
by applying a magnetic field perpendicular to
the plane of the quantum wells (Fig. 1A). The
cyclotron frequency is expressed by wc ¼ eB

m*,
where B is the applied magnetic field, e is the
elementary charge, and m* represents the elec-
tron effective mass. This highly controllable sys-
tem is ideal for the study of strong coupling
because the material excitation can be contin-
uously tuned by changing the value of the ap-
plied magnetic field. The key physical aspect to
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Fig. 1. (A) Schematic of the composite metamaterial used in our exper-
iment together with the experimental arrangement showing the polarizing
static magnetic field, the wave vector and the polarization of the incident
broadband THz pulse, the Landau level scheme, and the semiclassical
representation of a cyclotron orbit of magnetic length l0. A metasurface
composed of LC metaparticles with a design similar to (28) is deposited on
top of the semiconductor. Scanning electron microscopy picture of one
metaparticle: The split gap of the capacitance elements is 2.6 mm. (B) The
band structure of the multi-2DEG system is schematized together with
the quantum well position (not to scale), and (C) the x-y spatial

distribution of the in-plane electric field (Eplane =
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffijExj2 + jEy j2

p
) calculated with a finite-element commercial software is shown for the

observed m1 and m2 (z = 100 nm below the semiconductor surface). (D) Intensity for Eplane in the yz plane for the low-frequency mode m1 [cut
along the white dashed line in (C) m1].
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(a)
cannot be directly measured; we thus applied a
best-fit procedure following the least square
method, analogously to what done in (14) (more
details in text S3). The minimal error (24) is
obtained for W1

w1
¼ 0:17 and W2

w2
¼ 0:075 (where

w1 ¼ 2pf ′1 and w2 ¼ 2pf ′2). As expected, the
coupling strength scales monotonously with
n: for the measured density r(1)2DEG, we have
n(B) ¼ n(2T ) ≃ 6:5 for the first mode and
n(B) ¼ n(5:5T ) ≃ 2:4 for the second one.

To increase the coupling strength, we kept
the resonator geometry, and hence the frequency
constant, and increased the effective number of
carriers in the system. A new sample was prepared
with nQW = 4 wells and an electron density

per well of r(4)2DEG ¼ 4:45� 1011 cm−2 (Fig. 1B

scheme and materials and methods). Sample
transmission as a function of the applied mag-
netic field (Fig. 3A) shows that the system is
driven deeply into the ultrastrong coupling re-
gime. The polaritonic line widths display nar-
rowing as the low quality cavity mode is mixed
with the cyclotron resonance (Fig. 3B). Fol-
lowing the fitting procedure previously de-
scribed, we observe a value of W1

w1
¼ 0:36 for

the first resonance. Indeed, the effects of the
antiresonant terms of the light-matter Hamil-
tonian start becoming relevant when the di-
mensionless ratio W

w is of the order of 0.1 (14).
Because of the increased doping, the filling
factor in the region of the anticrossing is n ≃ 9.
As expected, the coupling ratio scales withffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
r2DEGnQW

p
, and for the two samples at the

same resonant frequency we obtain experimen-

tally

Ω1
ω1

� �
nQW¼4

Ω1
ω1

� �
nQW¼1

¼ 0:36
0:17 ¼ 2:11 and theoretically

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
4rð4Þ2DEG

rð1Þ2DEG

r
¼ 2:35. The small discrepancy can be

attributed to the different coupling of the quan-
tum wells, which do not experience the same
electric field of the resonator (Fig. 1D). The gen-
eralized expression of the coupling ratio is calcu-
lated in the case when all the wells are coupled in
the same way to the resonator's field (20).

By further scaling the resonator frequency
down to f ≃ 500 GHz with a slightly modified
geometry (Fig. 3D inset, text S2, and fig. S5)
and by using the sample with nQW = 4 quantum
wells, we could probe the regime where the
polariton splitting at the anticrossing 2ħΩ is larger
than the bare cavity photon energy. In Fig. 3D,
we report the positions of the minima of the sam-
ple transmission for the case of f = 500 GHz
resonator together with the fitted dispersion
curves. We measure a normalized ratio W1

w1
¼ 0:58

for a filling factor of nð1:2TÞ ≃ 15:2, which cor-
responds to 2ℏW ≃ 1:2wc (fig. S6).

The generalization of the theory developed
in (20) accounts for the depolarization shift in
presence of a magnetic field (magnetoplasmon)
originating from the long-wavelength part of the
Coulomb interaction. We found that the renor-
malization of the cyclotron transition frequency
is too small to allow the experimental resolution
of the magnetoplasmon branch (Figs. 2A and

3A) in our experimental parameter regime, in-
cluding the small wave vector condition ql0 << 1,
which is always satisfied because we are dealing
with optical wave vectors.

We have observed ultrastrong light-matter cou-
pling in a composite THz metamaterial measur-
ing a normalized coupling ratio W

wc
¼ 0:58. The

impact of our results has to be considered also
in the perspective of a change in the DC trans-
port properties of the 2DEG, in analogy with
what already observed by direct irradiation at
lower frequencies (31).

These results should lead to the scaling of
the frequency to lower values and to an increase
of effective density to further enhance the cou-
pling strength.
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Fig. 3. (A) Transmission
|t| of the sample (nQW=4)
as a function of B. The
reference is a plain 2DEG
sample without resona-
tors on top, and the mea-
surement is performed
at T = 10 K. The black
dotted line highlights
the cyclotron signal com-
ing from the uncoupled
material that is left be-
tween the resonators. (B)
Sections in the two anti-
crossing regions for the
sample transmission. (C)
Best fit with the extracted
transmitted minima po-
sitions for the two or-
thogonal modes of the
split-ring electronic reso-
nator; the fitting param-
eter isWw. (D) Best fit with
the extracted transmitted
minima positions for the
f = 500 GHz resonator
and nQW = 4 measured
at T = 10 K; the fitting
parameter is W

w. (Inset)
Scheme of the 500-GHz
resonator.
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systems suffer from large relaxation rates manifested in
poor cooperativity [16–18]. Also, demonstrated coupling
still is insufficient for verification of the interaction model,
as the Dicke model is subjected to the super-radiant phase
transition.

In this work, ultrastrong photon-to-magnon coupling
is demonstrated in on-chip thin-film hybrid structures
with coupling strength exceeding g/2π � 6 GHz, cou-
pling ratio g/ω ≈ 0.6, single-spin coupling strength gs ≈
350 Hz, and cooperativity about 104. Strong characteris-
tics of coupling are achieved with on-chip multilayered
hybrid film structures owing to a radical suppression of
the photon phase velocity in an electromagnetic resonator.
With achieved coupling ratio g/ω ≈ 0.6 ∼ 1, the system
approaches the deep-strong coupling regime. In this cou-
pling regime, it is verified that the Dicke model is inappli-
cable and super-radiance does not take place. Instead, the
spectrum clearly evidences a contribution of the diamag-
netic A2 interaction term in the Hamiltonian of the system,
which satisfies the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule. The
contribution of the A2 term verifies the validity of the most
general Hopfield light-matter interaction model [1,5,7,27]
and manifests observation of a different hybrid polariton
quasiparticle, namely the plasmon-magnon polariton.

II. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A schematic illustration of the investigated hybrid
systems is shown in Fig. 1. The system consists of
a superconducting (S) thin-film coplanar waveguide
(CPW) with a series of multilayered rectangular insu-
lator/ferromagnet/superconductor (I-F-S) thin-film het-
erostructures placed directly on the central transmission
line. The waveguide is fabricated out of superconduct-
ing niobium (S = Nb) film of thickness 300 nm deposited
on top of Si-SiOx substrate using magnetron sputtering
of Nb, optical lithography, and plasma-chemical etching
techniques; the waveguide has a 50-� impedance and
center-gap-center dimensions of 82-150-82 µm. Multilay-
ered thin-film heterostructures are fabricated with lateral
dimensions L × W = 1100 × 130 µm2 out of supercon-
ducting niobium (S = Nb), ferromagnetic permalloy (F =
Py = Fe20Ni80), and insulating (I = AlOx) layers using
optical lithography, magnetron sputtering, and lift-off tech-
niques. Thicknesses d of the layers are dI = 13, dF = 25,
and dS = 230 nm. Deposition of these layers is performed
in a single vacuum cycle. The waveguide is folded to a
meander, and multilayered heterostructures are fabricated
in a series of 40 identical structures for enhancement of
total microwave response.

In general, the system should be viewed as a combi-
nation of two interacting subsystems [18]. The first sub-
system is the electromagnetic resonator that is formed
between two superconducting layers separated by the

FIG. 1. Schematic illustration of the investigated chip sam-
ple. A series of insulator-ferromagnet-superconductor (I-F-S)
film rectangles is placed directly on top of the central transmis-
sion line of superconducting (S) waveguide. Magnetic field H is
applied in plane along the x axis. Microwave (MW) transmission
is indicated with MW in and MW out. Blue curve and blue arrows
indicate the magnetic field component of the λ/2 standing elec-
tromagnetic Swihart wave, which is induced by superconducting
sheet currents Js in Nb layers oscillating along the x direction
(red arrows). Spins in the ferromagnetic layer are indicated with
orange arrows.

insulator. Photon phase velocity in such a resonator is sub-
stantially suppressed and is referred to as Swihart velocity
c = c0

√
dI/εI (2λL + dI + dF), where c0 is the velocity of

light, dI(F) is the thickness of the insulating (ferromag-
netic) layer, εI is the dielectric constant of the I layer, and
λL is the London penetration depth of S layers. Blue curve
and blue arrows in Fig. 1 indicate the magnetic field com-
ponent of the λ/2 standing electromagnetic Swihart wave,
which is induced by superconducting sheet currents Js in
Nb layers oscillating along the x direction (red arrows).
The λ/2 resonance frequency of the Swihart resonator
can be estimated as ωS0

r = c/λ = 0.007c0/2L = 9.7 GHz,
where the dielectric constant of AlOx is εI = 10 and the
London penetration depth of Nb is λL = 80 nm. The
second resonant subsystem is the conventional ferromag-
netic film resonator placed inside the microwave resonator.
Orange arrows in Fig. 1 indicate resonant precession of fer-
romagnetic spins with different amplitudes. Interaction of
the Swihart standing wave with spins in the ferromagnetic
layer results in level repulsion of resonance lines.

In addition to the main studied sample an evidence
I/F/S multilayer sample is fabricated in the same depo-
sition cycle with different lateral dimensions L × W =
50 × 130 µm2. Dimensions of the evidence sample ensure
no Swihart resonances in the frequency range of interest.
This sample is used for confirmation of ferromagnetic res-
onance (FMR) properties [28]. The experimental chip is
installed in a copper sample holder and wire-bonded to a
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printed circuit board equipped with subminiature rf con-
nectors. A thermometer and a heater are attached directly
to the holder for precise temperature control. The holder is
placed in a superconducting solenoid inside a closed-cycle
cryostat (Oxford Instruments Triton, base temperature of
1.2 K). An external magnetic field is applied along the x
axis.

The response of experimental samples is studied by ana-
lyzing the transmitted microwave signal S21(f , H) with a
vector network analyzer (Rohde & Schwarz ZVB20). For
removal of parasitic box resonance modes from consider-
ation, all measured spectra S21(f , H) are first normalized
with S21(f ) at µ0H = 0.3 T, and then differentiated numer-
ically with respect to H , since box modes show no depen-
dence of parasitic resonance frequencies on magnetic field.
The response of experimental samples is studied in the
field range from −0.22 to 0.22 T, in the frequency range
from 0 to 20 GHz, and in the temperature range from 1.7
to 11 K.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Figure 2 shows the transmission spectrum of the sample
at temperature T = 1.7 K well below the superconduct-
ing critical temperature of Nb (Tc ≈ 9.1 K). The spectrum
consists of five resonance lines that can be identified as
follows [18]: (i) S+ and S− lines are the level-repulsion
resonance lines, which represent coherent polaritonic inter-
action between the electromagnetic Swihart resonator and
the ferromagnetic layer; (ii) F line indicates the FMR,
which emerges due to FMR absorption at edge areas
of the permalloy rectangle [18]; and (iii) additional S′
and S′′ lines are signatures of higher-order oscillations.
Ultrastrong coupling between the electromagnetic and fer-
romagnetic resonators g/2π is represented by large fre-
quency split between repulsed S+ and S− lines exceeding
10 GHz in comparison with estimated Swihart resonance
frequency of 9.7 GHz. Ultrastrong coupling is achieved
owing to (i) reduced magnetic volume Vm of the Swi-
hart electromagnetic resonator g ∝ 1/

√
Vm [12,14,16–18]

due to suppressed velocity of light c and (ii) maximized
amplitude of microwave magnetic field in the F layer [18].
At T > Tc all spectral lines except the F line vanish; the
position of the F line remains unchanged.

Individually, electromagnetic and ferromagnetic res-
onators follow known dependencies on magnetic field. The
FMR line (F line) represents the magnon eigenfrequencies
and follows the typical dependence of the FMR frequency
of a thin film on in-plane external magnetic field:

[ωF
r (H)/µ0γ ]2 = Heff(Heff + Meff), (1)

where µ0 is the vacuum permeability, γ is the gyromag-
netic ratio, Heff = H + Ha is the in-plane effective field,
which includes the in-plane anisotropy term Ha along

×

×

×

×

×

×

FIG. 2. Microwave transmission spectrum dS21(f , H)/dH of
the studied sample measured at a temperature below the super-
conducting critical temperature. Black arrow indicates the level
repulsion of about 12 GHz.

the applied field, and Meff is the effective magnetization
field. Modeling of the F line with Eq. (1) at different
temperatures yields magnetic parameters that are typical
for permalloy: anisotropy field µ0Ha ≈ 1 mT, effective
magnetization µ0Meff ≈ 1.05 T, and no significant depen-
dence of these parameters on temperature [28]. The elec-
tromagnetic Swihart resonance ωS

r represents the photon
eigenfrequency and follows the dependence on field [18]:

ωS
r (H) = ωS0

r /
√

1 + αH 2, (2)

where α is a free parameter and ωS0
r /2π ≈ 9.7 GHz is the

zero-field Swihart resonance frequency.
The S′ and S′′ lines are signatures of higher-order oscil-

lations. Typically, a spectrum of a hybrid system that
consists of two coupled harmonic oscillators contains only
two polariton branches. However, in the case of sufficiently
strong coupling the spectrum can incorporate additional
lines in the range between the anticrossing lines that appear
as a result of hybridization of higher-order photon or
magnon modes [3,14,15]. According to the dispersion for
magnetostatic waves in superconductor/ferromagnet mul-
tilayers [29,30], higher-order magnon modes do not differ
in frequency from the F line due to small kdF product,
where k is the wave number of the standing magnetostatic
wave. Therefore, S′ and S′′ lines reflect the interaction of
magnons with higher-order photon modes. The latter are
the Swihart standing wave resonances with wavelength
nλ/2 = L, where n is an integer. Importantly, the cou-
pling strength g is expected to be unchanged [18] since for
higher-order photon modes the thin-film geometry is pre-
served, and, therefore, the single-spin coupling strength is
also preserved. These statements are confirmed below.
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electrons in the system increases. For a low number of
electrons, Ne ≲ 10, we recover a pseudo-Dicke ladder with
unequal level spacings that are renormalized by the dipole-
dipole interactions HP2. In the limit, Ne ≫ 1, these
interactions create a collective plasmon mode with a
harmonic spectrum and a renormalized energy ℏ ~ω21. In
these two limits, the circuit-matter interactions have a
different nature, and the ultrastrong coupling regime where
2ΩR=ω21 ∼ 1 will have a different manifestation.
We now consider the full Hamiltonian from Eq. (6) and

explore the behavior of the circuit-mater coupled states
as the number of electrons is changed. We first compare
the bosonic limit, Ne ≫ 1, with the single-electron limit,
Ne ¼ 1. In the case Ne ≫ 1, the lowest-energy excitations
of the gas are described by a composite boson, which
couples to the circuit photon through an effective inter-
action term Hint ¼ iℏΩR

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
Ne

p ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ωc= ~ω21

p ðp† þ pÞða† − aÞ
(see Appendixes B and C 2). The circuit-matter interaction
is then described as the coupling between two harmonic
oscillators, and we recover the polariton Hopfield model
that is well known in solid-state physics [24]. Instead, in the
single-electron case, we recover the Rabi model describing
a two-level system coupled to a harmonic oscillator
(the circuit resonator) [21,22]. In the limit where
ΩR;eff=ω21 ≪ 1, the antiresonant terms of the quantum
Hamiltonian can be neglected, and we recover the Jaynes-
Cummings model widely used in quantum optics [23]. The
system depicted in Fig. 2(a) then becomes very similar to a
single superconducting qubit coupled to an LC circuit or
transmission line in the GHz range [7,8].
These two limits are illustrated in Fig. 5, when the

system is pushed in the ultrastrong coupling regime with
a circuit-matter coupling constant 2ΩR;eff ¼ ΩR

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
Ne

p ¼
0.77ω21 that is identical in both cases. In this figure, we
compare the dispersion of the coupled states when Ne ≫ 1
(a) and Ne ¼ 1 (b). These plots are obtained by computing
the linear response of the circuit under a weak harmonic
bias VðtÞ ¼ V0 cosðωtÞ [36] (Appendix C). The circuit
frequency ωc is swept around the frequency of the
intersubband transition ω21 ¼ 2π × 1 THz. We can envi-
sion, for instance, that the THz oscillating voltage is
applied to the system through a nano-antenna [53,54].
When Ne ≫ 1 [Fig. 5(a)], we have considered two coupled
quantum harmonic oscillators with frequencies ωc and ~ω21

[35] (see Appendix C 2). In this case, we observe in the
spectra only two normal modes, the polaritons, split by an
energy 2ℏΩR;eff when the resonance condition ωc ¼ ~ω21 is
met. The ultrastrong coupling makes the opening of a gap
in the dispersion curve of the polaritons [15,25] evident.
The same plot, performed for the case Ne ¼ 1, presents

completely different features. In this case, our Hamiltonian
(6) is reduced to a Rabi-like model of the two-level system
depicted in Fig. 5(b) (see Appendix C 1). Now the resonant
condition is ωc ¼ ω21, and there is no gap opening in the
dispersion of the coupled states. However, since the

coupling constant ΩR is a significant value of the transition
frequency, the Jaynes-Cummings approximation does not
hold and the Hamiltonian must be solved together with the
nonresonant terms in Hint [Eq. (7)]. These terms induce
couplings of the ground state with the higher-order dressed
states of the system [33] (Appendix C 1). They manifest by
the appearance of additional peaks in the transmission
spectra, as indicated in Fig. 5(b). In particular, the anti-
resonant terms also render the splitting visible between the
dressed states with, respectively, two and three photons.
Note that this splitting, 2ΩR

ffiffiffi
2

p ¼ 2π × 1, 1 THz, is, in the
present case, higher than the frequency of the two-level
system, ω21. Recently, similar ultrastrong coupling effects
have been extensively studied in the framework of the Rabi
model [55].

FIG. 5. (a)Absorption spectrumof anLC circuit coupledwith the
2DEG of the quantumwell. The vertical (y) axis is the frequency of
the probing voltage, the horizontal (x) axis is the frequency of the
resonator ωc, and the color code (z axis) is the strength of the
absorption signal, on a logarithmic scale. Details of the compu-
tation are provided in Appendix C 2. In this case, the circuit is
coupled with the intersubband plasmon mode, and the typical
anticrossing curves are seen. For this plot, the circuit-matter
coupling constant is 2ΩR;eff ¼ 0.77ω21. (b) The same plot obtained
for the case of a single electron in the capacitor, as obtained from the
Rabi model (Appendix C 1).
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(b) (c) (d)

Fig. 4. Solid-state CQED setups and their spectral features changing as they approach the
single-dipole nonlinear regime. (a) ISB polariton experimental setup and transmission
spectrum, taken from Ref. [137]. (b) Landau polariton setup and transmission spectrum,
taken from Ref. [138]. (c) Magnonic setup and transmission spectrum, taken from
Ref. [139]. (d) Comparison between collective and single particle transmission
spectrum, taken from Ref. [141].

An intuitive explanation behind the lack of an impact of collective USC on the state of a single
TLS [148] can be grasped by noticing that, to the lowest order, the energy shift of a coupled
collective eigenmode is of order Δ𝐸 ∝

√
𝑁ΩR, and the maximal change in such an energy when

the internal state of one molecule changes is of order 𝜕Δ𝐸
𝜕𝑁
∝ ΩR√

𝑁
. The force acting on the single

dipole is thus vanishing in the thermodynamics limit 𝑁 →∞.
However, some experimental works showed a change in chemical reactions [8, 14], a shift in

the critical temperature of specific material properties [153] or a modification of the macroscopic
quantum Hall transport properties [13] when the system is embedded in a resonant cavity.
These systems have a significant coupling strength only considering their collective coupling,
thus contradicting the theoretical predictions cited above. Other theoretical works have shown
that considering more sophisticated and complex models the collective coupling might have a
macroscopic effect on the total reaction process or the material properties [154–156]. The clash
between intuitive results, experimental facts, and complex ab-initio calculations has opened a
debate that is still unsolved.

7. Open quantum systems: can we measure the non-empty vacuum?

The photon flux leaking out of a resonator can be usually approximated as the number of photons
in the cavity times their escape rate. The presence of photons in the ground state predicted
by the USC regime (see Eq. 13) immediately shows how such an intuitive picture fails in this
non-perturbative regime, which would otherwise predict photonic emission from the ground
state, breaking energy conservation.

Multiple approaches have been developed to correctly deal with such an issue [90, 157–161].
Without getting into the technical details required to understand the subtle differences between
these various approaches, we will try here to build an intuition of the problem with the standard
approaches to open quantum systems. To this aim we will consider the standard Lindblad master
equation describing the evolution of the density matrix of a system coupled to a zero temperature
reservoir, leading to a loss rate 𝛾

Lstd 𝜌̂ = 𝛾D
[
𝑆
]
𝜌̂, (19)

where 𝑆 is the operator describing the loss of a bare excitation in the system, the Lindblad



dissipator is defined as

D
[
𝑆
]
𝜌̂ =

1
2
[
2𝑆𝜌̂𝑆† − 𝑆†𝑆𝜌̂ − 𝜌̂𝑆†𝑆

]
, (20)

and we neglected the part describing unitary evolution. It is easy to verify that if the ground state
is the vacuum for the bare excitations, 𝑆 |𝐺⟩ = 0, then Lstd |𝐺⟩⟨𝐺 | = 0 and the ground state is
stable against losses. This is the case for example for the JCM ground state when the operator 𝑆
describes a photonic (𝑎̂) or matter (𝜎̂− ) loss

𝑎̂ |𝐺JC⟩ = 𝜎̂− |𝐺JC⟩ = 0. (21)

This is not the case anymore when the ground state is not the vacuum for the bare excitations
𝑆 |𝐺⟩ ≠ 0, as clearly shown in Eq. 13 for the Rabi model. This leads to Lstd |𝐺R⟩⟨𝐺R | ≠ 0 and
the ground state is unstable against losses.

The issue lies in the details of the master equation derivation, which is derived using the bare
basis ({𝑔, 𝑒} ⊗ {𝑛 ∈ N}) rather than in the energy eigenbasis, and assumes a white reservoir
whose density of states can be considered constant in the spectral interval of reference. While
these are usually safe approximations, they catastrophically fail in the USC regime, where the
energy shifts are of the same order as the bare frequencies. In these conditions, a fully white
reservoir implicitly assumes to have a non-vanishing density of states also at negative energies,
which explains the instability of the ground state as the emission of unphysical negative-energy
excitations in the reservoir.

This problem can be solved by not performing the white-reservoir approximation and deriving
the Liouvillian in the eigenbasis of the light-matter Hamiltonian [157,162]. The resulting dressed
master equation takes the form

L′ 𝜌̂ =
∑︁
𝑗 ,𝑘

𝛾(𝜔 𝑗𝑘)D [|𝑘⟩⟨ 𝑗 |] 𝜌̂, (22)

where the dissipator is expressed in terms of jump operators between the 𝑘-th and the 𝑗-th
eigenstates of the coupled light-matter Hamiltonian, |𝑘⟩⟨ 𝑗 |, with the associated Bohr frequency
𝜔 𝑗𝑘 = 𝜔 𝑗 − 𝜔𝑘 . Consistently with the secular approximation (or just RWA) needed to obtain
the master equation in a Linblad form, one needs to discard all the transitions with negative
frequencies that simultaneously create an excitation in the bath, for which in the above expression
we must enforce that 𝑗 > 𝑘 . The problem of energy conservation is now solved, being only an
artifact of a wrong derivation. As a consequence, the open dynamics must be interpreted as
transitions between the true eigenstates, where light and matter are entangled together and it
is not possible to simply distinguish them separately, as schematized in Fig. 5(a-b) The above
derivation is well justified at weak system-bath coupling and it can be equivalently rephrased as a
vanishing density of states of the bath at negative frequencies leading to 𝛾(𝜔 < 0) = 0.

It is worth noticing that the above approach relies on having a different bath for each
transition [162]. This remains true even if the all the system’s transitions decay in the same bath,
provided that their coupling to the bath is smaller than their relative distance in frequencies. In the
weak coupling regime of cavity QED for instance this condition is removed and a problem with
this formulation can nevertheless emerge due to the degenerate nature of the spectrum in such a
regime. This in turn led to the derivation of generalized master equations [160] explicitly taking
these degeneracies into account and leading to correct results for all values of the light-matter
coupling. Similar issues are partially discussed also in Refs. [163–165] and, more completely in
a very extensive way, in Ref. [166].

Although the dressed and the generalized master equations at zero temperature lead the system
to the ground state, the detection of each quantity can still lead to major mistakes due to the possibly
wrong representation of the observables. As a concrete example, we show how the photodetection
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this approach reproduces very accurately the phase
boundary derived from mean-field theory, even for a
small number of N = 20 dipoles.

When the dipoles are coupled to the cavity mode,
a finite polarization 〈Sx〉 �= 0 is naturally associ-
ated with a non-vanishing expectation value of 〈a〉 �
−g/ωc〈Sx〉, similar to what is expected for the su-
perradiant phase in the Dicke model. Note, however,
that this expectation value is real and corresponds to
a finite charge (or displacement field) 〈Q〉 ∼ 〈a + a†〉.
The relevant cavity observables, 〈V 〉 ∼ 〈A + A†〉 and
〈Φ〉 ∼ i〈A† − A〉, are not affected by this transi-
tion [33, 41]. For the ground state, it has further
been shown that in the collective USC regime, i.e.
when G ∼ √

ω0ωc but g � ωc, also the transition
point is not influenced by the coupling to the dynam-
ical cavity mode [33]. This is no longer the case when
g ∼ ωc.

In the current study we are primarily interested
in USC effects beyond the ground state and show
in Fig. 5(b) the coupling-induced modification of the
phase boundary in the whole T − J plane for differ-
ent values of g/ωc. In this plot, the exact analytic
results are compared with a modified mean-field the-
ory, where in Eq. (43) the bare dipole frequency ω0
is replaced by the renormalized frequency ω̃0 given in
Eq. (33). From this comparison we find that the vari-
ational free energy FV captures the overall trend, al-
though the actual phase transition line deviates from
the exact results, in particular for g/ωc > 1 and for
low temperatures. In Fig. 5(c) we fix the value of J
and plot the dependence of the critical temperature
on the coupling strength g. Consistent with the other
examples above, we observe only minor corrections
for G � ωc, but a substantial increase of Tc for cou-
plings g/ωc � 1. This means that in this coupling
regime the presence of the cavity mode stabilizes the
ferroelectric phase against thermal fluctuations. This
behavior is qualitatively reproduced by the modified
mean-field ansatz.

5 Black-body radiation

The emission spectrum of a hot body was one of the
first examples that could not be explained by com-
bining the otherwise very successful theories of sta-
tistical mechanics and electromagnetism. In the cor-
rect quantum statistical derivation of the black-body
spectrum it is assumed that the EM field thermal-
izes through weak interactions with the material, but
that it can be treated otherwise as a set of indepen-
dent harmonic modes. Therefore, it is particularly
interesting to see how the thermal emission spectrum
of a cavity mode changes under strong and USC con-
ditions [64, 65, 66].
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Figure 6: (a) The black-body spectrum Sbb(ω)/(�κ) is plot-
ted on a logarithmic scale as a function of g for three dif-
ferent temperatures. The green dashed lines indicate the
frequencies ω± of the two polariton modes obtained from
a Holstein-Primakoff approximation. (b) Plot of the total
emitted power, Prad, and the average value of the EM en-
ergy, 〈Hem〉/(�ωc) = 〈A†A〉+1/2, for the same parameters.
Note that for better visibility we have included for this plot
the offset �ωc/2 (indicated by the dashed line) into the def-
inition of Hem. For all plots N = 6, J = 0 and γ/ωc = 0.04
have been assumed.

5.1 Power spectral density
In the setup shown in Fig. 1, the black-body spectrum
can be measured, for example, by coupling the cavity
via a weak capacitive link to a cold transmission line.
The emitted power will then be proportional to the
fluctuations of the voltage operator V = V0(A + A†)
(see also Ref. [55]). By assuming that the transmis-
sion line can be modeled as an Ohmic bath and that
the capacitive link is sufficiently weak, we can write
the spectrum of the emitted black-body radiation as
(see Appendix E)

Sbb(ω) = �κγ

2πωc

∑

n>m

e−βEn

Z

ω2
nm|〈En|A + A†|Em〉|2
(ω − ωnm)2 + γ2/4 ,

(44)
where ωnm = (En − Em)/� are the transition fre-
quencies between the eigenstates |En〉 of HcQED with
energies En. In Eq. (44), κ denotes the decay rate of
the bare cavity into the transmission line. In addi-
tion, we have introduced a phenomenological rate γ
to account for a small but finite thermalization rate
with the surrounding bath. For consistency we re-
quire κ � γ and γ � |En − Em|/�, but otherwise the
precise values of κ and γ are not important.

In Fig. 6(a) we plot Sbb(ω) as a function of the cou-
pling strength g and for different temperatures. For
small couplings, g � ωc, we see the expected split-
ting of the unperturbed cavity resonance into two po-
laritonic resonances at frequencies ω± ≈ ωc ± G/2.
Although the lower polariton mode has a higher ther-
mal occupation, the upper branch is slightly brighter.
This observation can be partially explained by the
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Fig. 5. (a) Schematic description of an open hybrid system whose subparts are in weak
interaction. (b) The same as before, but this time the two subsystems are ultrastrongly
coupled, and the model of the interaction with the environment must take into account
their hybridization. (c) Comparison of three different methods to describe open quantum
systems, showing the photon emission rate at the steady-state as a function of the
vacuum Rabi frequency ΩR. The generalized master equation is the only one that
works across all values of the coupling. (d) The logscale intensity of the spectrally
resolved black-body radiation emitted from a cavity QED system as a function of the
light-matter coupling. While for intermediate couplings the two polaritonic branches
are well visible, deep in the USC regime the spectrum collapses to the uncoupled cavity
emission spectrum. Figure taken from Ref. [149].

has to be revised in the USC. Indeed, we already mentioned that ⟨GR |𝑎̂†𝑎̂ |GR⟩ ≠ 0. This suggests
that 𝑎̂†𝑎̂ can no longer be interpreted as the output photon rate, otherwise, we would have photon
emission even in the ground state. Following the standard theory of photodetection [50,167,168],
the output photon rate for a light-matter system in the generic state |Ψ⟩ is proportional to

𝑊 ∝ ⟨Ψ|𝐸̂− 𝐸̂+ |Ψ⟩ , (23)

where 𝐸̂+ (𝐸̂− = (𝐸̂+)†) is the positive (negative) frequency part of the electric field operator. In
case of weak coupling we have 𝐸̂+ ∝ 𝑎̂ and we obtain the usual formula. In the USC regime,
however, we have a hybridization of the frequencies and the positive frequency operator becomes

𝐸̂+ =
∑︁
𝑘> 𝑗

⟨ 𝑗 |𝐸̂ |𝑘⟩ | 𝑗⟩⟨𝑘 | , (24)

which gives ⟨GR |𝐸̂− 𝐸̂+ |GG⟩ = 0. Moreover, the form of the electric field operator becomes
gauge dependent [149, 169, 170], but leaving the photon rate in Eq. (23) gauge-invariant. Similar



analysis was carried out on pure dephasing processes, where the system experienced a loss of
coherence due to stochastic fluctuations of the bare energies of the systems [162,171].

Aside from the correct formalism to adopt, these issues make us reflect on the meaning of
photons in the presence of matter, a point that was raised already a while ago [172]. Virtual
photons arising from the USC to matter cannot be simply interpreted as quanta of the transverse
electric field oscillations, as commonly done in the free space case. Their physical meaning
depends on the gauge that we adopt to describe the interaction with matter and it must be handled
with care [38, 111, 173, 174].

In order to provide a concrete example of the formalism introduced here, in Fig. 5(c) we
show results for the rate of emitted photons out of a Rabi model where both the cavity and the
two-level atom are in interaction with their respective environment. The cavity reservoir is at zero
temperature (𝑇𝑐 = 0), while that of the atom has a relatively low temperature 𝑇𝑎 = 0.05ℏ𝜔𝑒𝑔/𝑘B.
The atom environment is the only source of energy (thermal pumping), and thus the emitted
photons are only the result of interaction with the atom. The results are shown for the standard (std),
dressed (dr), and generalized (gme) master equations, clearly showing their respective regions of
applicability. The well-known Purcell effect [175] is clearly visible in the weak coupling region,
where the photon emission rate increases with ΩR. The signature of the USC can be related to
the increase in the photon emission of several orders of magnitude, while the sudden decrease
is related to the decoupling effect of the deepstrong coupling regime [78, 100, 118, 176, 177],
which will be discussed in details in the next section. In Fig. 5(d) we show the black-body
emitted spectrum derived in Ref. [149] within the dressed framework. At low temperatures, for
intermediate couplings, the emitted thermal radiation shows the presence of the two polaritonic
branches that collapse in a single line at higher coupling strength. Also here we see another
manifestation of the non-perturbative light-matter decoupling effect. At higher temperatures,
other lines appear at intermediate couplings, before the light-matter decoupling regime, due
to non-linear multi-photon transitions, similar to the single-particle transmission spectra from
Ref. [141] shown in Fig. 4(d).

8. Recovering the JCM in the deepstrong coupling regime: the light-matter
decoupling

After having explored the different ways in which the JCM can break for sufficiently large values
of the light-matter coupling, in this last Section we will close the loop, showing how a JCM can
be recovered can be recovered for even stronger interaction strengths.

8.1. Light-matter decoupling

One surprising phenomenon of non-perturbative CQED is the so-called light-matter decoupling:
while increasing the coupling strength between light and matter typically makes their dynamics
more correlated and entangled, for ΩR > 𝜔𝑐, 𝜔𝑒𝑔 this trend is reversed, and light and matter are
rapidly decoupled. As already anticipated in the previous section this feature is well visible in
Fig. 5 where the photonemission rate drops to zero at large coupling strength.

The light-matter decoupling was first reported in Ref. [78] in the context of harmonic polariton
systems where it was interpreted as a metallization of the optical response of a dielectric for
extreme values of the dipolar moment. The dipoles then become perfect metallic mirrors
and expel the electromagnetic field (inset in Fig. 6(a) ). This first prediction was indirectly
confirmed in Ref. [178]. One important prediction of Ref. [78], shown in Fig. 6(a) is that
the Purcell effect [175] breaks down in the USC regime, and the spontaneous emission rate
changes non-monotonically with the light-matter coupling, an effect experimentally measured in
Ref. [177] and reported in Fig. 6(b).

The USC light-matter decoupling was also investigated in the context of superconducting circuit
QED, for instance in Ref. [37, 176], exhibiting a very similar phenomenology. Another related
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Fig. 6. (a) Theoretically predicted electroluminescence emission rate as a function of
the coupling strength, taken from Ref. [78]. (b) Experimentally measured absorption
spectra of a plasmonic nanoparticle setup in the USC regime and (in the inset) its
radiative damping rate as a function of the light-matter coupling strength, taken from
Ref. [177]. (c) Liouvillian gap of the open-dissipative Rabi model as a function of the
coupling strength, taken from [100].

consequence was illustrated and generalized in Ref. [100], where is predicted an exponential
slow-down in the thermalization and relaxation dynamics of any USC system. Its quantification
can be deduced by the Liouvillian gap [179] of the USC master equation described in the previous
section (see Fig. 6(c)).

8.2. The gRWA and the polaronic JCM

The origin of the USC light-matter decoupling in single-mode systems can be traced back to
the existence of a hidden approximation: the generalized rotating-wave approximation (gRWA).
As it was first reported in Ref. [180] and then developed in Ref. [181], it is possible to recover
the simple physics of the JCM when the coupling strength places the system deep into the USC
regime, where ΩR/𝜔𝑐 ≫ 1. As a consequence, and apparently contradicting what we reported
in the previous Sections, the ground state of the system appears as a trivial empty vacuum.

The gRWA is not the standard RWA that leads to the JCM because it first requires transforming
the Rabi Hamiltonian in Eq. (11) in a new basis, often called polaron frame [182, 183]. The
coordinate transformation is implemented by the same unitary transformation in Eq. (17) which
was used to implement the minimal substitution in the Coulomb gauge Hamiltonian directly in
the truncated two-level subspace. In this context, unrelated to gauge choices, this transformation
is known as polaron transformation. The polaron frame Rabi Hamiltonian (which coincides with
the Coulomb gauge TLS Hamiltonian presented at the end of Sec. 5) is then given by

𝐻̂
pol
R = 𝑈̂†𝐻̂R𝑈̂ = 𝜔𝑐 𝑎̂

†𝑎̂ +
𝜔𝑒𝑔

2
[
cos 𝜃𝜎̂𝑧 − sin 𝜃𝜎̂𝑦

]
, (25)

where 𝜃 = −𝑖2ΩR/𝜔𝑐 (𝑎̂ − 𝑎̂†). At this point, one can Taylor expand the trigonometric opera-
tors considering that cos 𝜃 = (𝑈̂𝐷 (ΩR/𝜔𝑐) + 𝑈̂𝐷 (ΩR/𝜔𝑐)†)/2 and sin 𝜃 = −𝑖(𝑈̂𝐷 (ΩR/𝜔𝑐) −
𝑈̂𝐷 (ΩR/𝜔𝑐)†)/2 [100, 180, 181]. These operators are expressed in terms of displacement opera-
tors 𝑈̂𝐷 = exp

[
(𝑥∗𝑎̂ − 𝑥𝑎̂†)

]
, allowing for a normal order expansion [184] that permits to easily

isolate the positive/negative frequency contributions. After some tedious but straightforward
passages, one can re-express the interaction Hamiltonian in a JCM-like form [100,180,181]

𝐻̂
pol
R ≈ 𝜔𝑒𝑔𝑒

−2Ω2
R/𝜔

2
𝑐
[
𝑓 (𝑎̂†𝑎̂)𝑎̂𝜎̂+ + 𝑓 ∗ (𝑎̂†𝑎̂)𝑎̂†𝜎̂−

]
, (26)

where 𝑓 is a complicated polynomial function [180]. This expression is still mathematically
very complicated but has the advantage of clearly showing that also the Rabi model is mostly



built over the concept of absorption/emission. The exponential coefficient in front 𝑒−2Ω2
R/𝜔

2
𝑐 can

be seen as a non-perturbative Lamb-shift [41, 185], emerging also as a feature of the polaron
transformation, and explicitly accounts for the light-matter decoupling in the infinite coupling
limit ΩR → ∞. It also explains why the gRWA is applicable in such a limit, suppressing the
polaron light-matter interaction term which is then treated in perturbation theory, similarly to
what is introduced in Sec. 2.

As a specific property, the ground state in the polaron frame is given by |Gpol⟩ ≈ |0, 𝑔⟩ being
indeed the empty cavity vacuum. To obtain the ground state in the standard frame (or Rabi
vacuum) we have to transform this state back, obtaining

|GR⟩ ≈ 𝑈̂ |0, 𝑔⟩ =
1
√

2
( |𝛼,→⟩ + | − 𝛼,←⟩) , (27)

where |𝛼⟩ is a photon’s coherent state with amplitude 𝛼 = ΩR/𝜔𝑐 and | ← /→⟩ = ( |𝑒⟩ ± |𝑔⟩)/
√

2.
We then notice that all the notions of vacuum and virtual photons are only relative to the specific
considered frame (or Hilbert space basis). Moreover, we see that the Rabi vacuum is not only
non-empty but is also highly entangled since for ΩR ≫ 𝜔𝑐 it is a cat state [1]. In the polaron
basis, the ground state instead becomes quite trivial and loses all the entanglement (which is also
a relative property). This observation stimulated the idea that in light-matter problems one can
always find a disentangling transformation that strongly simplifies the description. In particular,
this was explored in multimodal light-matter systems, where the polaron transformation is
generalized to treat the USC regime on the basis of minimizing the entanglement between matter
and light. In Ref. [163, 185, 186] is shown that a generalized polaron transformation can be used
to extract semi-analytical approximated solutions of the multi-mode USC systems.

To close this section, we notice that the existence of a disentangling transformation such
as the polaron one does not immediately imply the aforementioned light-matter decoupling
since that is a property of the full dynamics and not just of the groundstate. However, in the
contest, for instance, of the Rabi model, it realizes an optimal basis from which the light-matter
decoupling phenomenon emerges quite clearly. In this sense one should interpret the implication
in a reversed way: because of the light-matter decoupling a disentanged basis offers a simpler
and more natural view of the system. In this perspective, while light-matter decoupling exists
on every basis, its manifestation in formalism can be very different from one representation to
another. For instance, it was recently shown [118] that considering a different frame than the
polaron one the light-matter decoupling can be seen as the increasing of the electron effective
mass 𝑚eff = 𝑚 [1 + 2(ΩR/𝜔𝑐)2], giving rise to a tight localization of the electron around the
potential minima.

9. Conclusion

In this paper, we tried to provide a non-technical report on the relevance of the JCM in the
contemporary research landscape. The vitality of such a topic of investigation can be easily
gauged by the fact that essentially all the approximations on which the JCM rests have been tested,
stretched, and broken in one way or another. The JCM remains today an important toy model to
approach the topic of light-matter coupling at the quantum level. Still, it is best understood as
one node of various related models, mapping a much broader section of the parameter space
and hosting a corresponding much-richer phenomenology, which we are sure will continue to
fascinate researchers for many years to come.
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