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The transmission of light through an ensemble of two-level emitters in a one-dimensional geometry
is commonly described by one of two emblematic models of quantum electrodynamics (QED): the
driven-dissipative Dicke model or the Maxwell-Bloch equations. Both exhibit distinct features of
phase transitions and phase separations, depending on system parameters such as optical depth and
external drive strength. Here, we explore the crossover between these models via a parent spin model
from bidirectional waveguide QED, by varying positional disorder among emitters. Solving mean-
field equations and employing a second-order cumulant expansion for the unidirectional model—
equivalent to the Maxwell-Bloch equations—we study phase diagrams, the emitter’s inversion, and
transmission depending on optical depth, drive strength, and spatial disorder. We find in the
thermodynamic limit the emergence of phase separation with a critical value that depends on the
degree of spatial order but is independent of inhomogeneous broadening effects. Even far from the
thermodynamic limit, this critical value marks a special point in the emitter’s correlation landscape
of the unidirectional model and is also observed as a maximum in the magnitude of inelastically
transmitted photons. We conclude that a large class of effective one-dimensional systems without
tight control of the emitter’s spatial ordering can be effectively modeled using a unidirectional
waveguide approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

The transmission of light through atomic media is
perhaps the quintessential quantum optics experiment.
There is a vast array of experimental as well as theoreti-
cal works studying this paradigm [1–8]. Such works have
examined atomic correlations that include phase transi-
tions [5–7, 9] and atomic spin squeezing [10, 11], as well as
the correlations of the transmitted photons [2, 4, 12–17].

Three prominent experimental geometries for study-
ing the transmission of light are shown in Fig. 1 in-
cluding cold atoms trapped in the vicinity of an op-
tical nanofiber [14–16, 18–24], cold atoms trapped in
free space [7, 8, 25–28], and an ensemble of nuclei cou-
pled to an x-ray waveguide [29, 30]. Although these
platforms are experimentally very different, their mod-
eling often coincides, and they can be described with the
same minimal theoretical frameworks, such as the Dicke
model [5–7], or a unidirectional (chiral, cascaded) waveg-
uide model [5, 6, 9, 14–16, 31]. Interestingly, both models
predict a phase transition/separation, with similar fea-
tures [5, 6, 9, 32, 33]. While these minimal models are
computationally practical, they may not always trans-
parently reflect experimental conditions. For instance,
directional coupling emerges naturally in nanofiber sys-
tems [34, 35] but is typically absent in free-space setups.

The general many-body dynamics of these systems can
be theoretically described using a Lindblad master equa-

Figure 1. Examples of experimental realizations in which uni-
directionality and phase seperation emerge. a) Laser-cooled
atoms coupled to a tapered optical nanofibers. b) Laser-
cooled atoms in free space, and c) Mössbauer nuclei in a thin
film cavity.

tion where the coupling between emitters is mediated
by the electromagnetic environment. For emitters cou-
pled to waveguides, e.g. the nanofiber and x-ray waveg-
uide, the emitter-emitter coupling is long-range and me-
diated by the two counterpropagating bound modes of
the waveguide. This paradigm of light-matter coupling is
described by a many-body bidirectional waveguide mas-
ter equation [36]. When neglecting the propagation of
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the electromagnetic field through the ensemble, i.e. all
emitters are coupled to the mode at an identical posi-
tion, this reduces to the dissipative Dicke model (DM).
This approximation can also be made in cavity quantum
electrodynamics (QED) systems. The DM has a permu-
tationally invariant Hamiltonian whose solutions, in the
absence of individual emitter dissipation, decouple into
subspaces of fixed total angular momentum enabling sim-
plified numerical and analytic treatments. On the other
hand, if the coupling to the left- and right-propagating
modes in the bidirectional master equation is not the
same, the master equation becomes chiral and in the ex-
treme limit of unidirectional coupling is described by the
cascaded master equation [37]. Within the continuum
and mean-field limits the cascaded master equation is
equivalent to the Maxwell-Bloch equations [1]. These can
be solved analytically in the mean-field limit and give rise
to the well-known Beer-Lambert law [38–40].

Both the Maxwell-Bloch equations and the DM have
had success in predicting the transmission properties of
quantum optics experiments [1, 5–7, 9, 41]. However,
the regime of validity of these models and their relation
to each other has not always been obvious. For exam-
ple, disordered atomic ensembles in free space such as
shown in Fig. 1(b), have a combination of atom-atom in-
teractions that are short range ∝ 1/r3 and long range
∝ 1/r. Nevertheless, these systems have been modeled
extensively using the DM or Maxwell-Bloch equations
[1, 6] which tend to give good agreement with free-space
models [5]. However, the DM is not generic and requires
equal magnitude and vanishing propagation phase for all
emitter-light interactions. Reaching precisely these con-
ditions is difficult for many experimental systems because
of imperfections and disorder.

Here, we present a comprehensive analysis of the trans-
mission properties of a coherently driven ensemble of two-
level emitters coupled to a one-dimensional continuum
of forward and backward propagating modes, examining
both the observables of the emitters and the electromag-
netic field. We find that by varying disorder, within this
bidirectional waveguide model, a transition occurs from
dissipative Dicke dynamics to unidirectional dynamics.
We show this analytically via an ensemble average and
numerically for single realizations using mean-field the-
ory.

Equipped with our bidirectional waveguide model, we
examine the saturation dynamics of the ensemble with
varying optical depth and input laser power. Previous
work studying models with unidirectional coupling [2]
showed that, at large optical depths and weak saturation
power, rather than observing exponential decay of trans-
mitted power versus optical depth associated with the
Beer-Lambert law, the system exhibits a power-law de-
cay scaling as 1/D3/2, where D is the optical depth. This
work hinted at the presence of critical dynamics in the
driven ensemble. More recently, the presence of a non-
equilibrium phase separation was observed in a driven
free-space atomic ensemble [7]. In that work, the ensem-

ble was driven by a resonant laser with power larger than
the saturation power of a single atom. The atoms at the
front of the ensemble are saturated and in a mixed state,
while the back of the array has atoms in the ground state.
Surprisingly, the transition between these two regimes is
sharp, separating the ensemble into two distinct phases.
Although this was originally modeled using the dissipa-
tive DM, very recently, it has been shown that the phase
separation is also a feature of the Maxwell-Bloch equa-
tion [6], as well as free-space models [5, 9].
Here, we specifically investigate the role of a phase sep-

aration in the saturation dynamics of a driven ensemble
in the presence of disorder in a system with bidirectional
coupling. At two extremities of no disorder and large dis-
order, corresponding to DM dynamics and unidirectional
dynamics respectively, the phase separation occurs at dif-
ferent positions in the array. In addition to this, by slowly
varying the disorder parameter we observe what appears
to be a transition between the ordered phase separation
and disordered phase separation. This transition is ac-
companied by large fluctuations in the emitters’ inversion
and in the transmitted fields. Finally, we push our the-
oretical description of the unidirectional model beyond
mean-field theory and compute the emitter’s two-body
correlation functions and the inelastic component of the
transmitted field. For the emitter’s correlators, the phase
coexistence separates regions of strong correlations with
regions of no correlations. In case of the transmitted
field, the phase separation coincides with a maximum
in the inelastically transmitted photons and, with that,
in the integrated in-phase and out-of-phase quadrature
fluctuations.
This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we provide

a derivation of the bidirectional master equation emerg-
ing from a ensemble coupled to a one-dimensional contin-
uum. In Sec. III, we show how the bidirectional master
equation leads to the dissipative DM and the unidirec-
tional waveguide model in limits of no disorder and large
disorder. Then in Sec. IV we provide numerical results for
the inversion, transmission and reflection in the ensem-
ble for different values of disorder as well as the two-body
correlation functions for the unidirectional system. We
also consider the influences of inhomogeneous broaden-
ing on the phase separation in the unidirectional model.
Finally in Sec. V, we provide a summary and outlook and
compare the predictions of our model with recent works.

II. MASTER EQUATION FOR 1D QED

In this section we derive the quantum optical master
equation for an optically dense system of two-level scat-
terers in a one-dimensional configuration coupled to the
EM field free to propagate in either direction along this
dimension. A typical approach for deriving such a mas-
ter equation usually involves considering an ensemble of
two-level emitters coupled to a one-dimensional bath and
then introducing additional loss channels via additional
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Lindblad operators for each emitter [36]. Here, we take
a slightly different path. We start from a general master
equation in three dimensions for an ensemble of two-level
emitter coupled to an arbitrary electromagnetic environ-
ment under the dipole, rotating-wave, and Markov ap-
proximations. We then derive a one-dimensional master
equation by neglecting collective effects from modes other
than the one-dimensional channel. By assuming equal
coupling to forward and backward propagating modes,
one arrives at the bidirectional master equation with
infinite-range interactions. This model and the physics
implied by it will depend sensitively on the positions of
the emitters as will be explored in detail in the next
Secs. III and IV.

A. Master Equation

We start with a general master equation for an ensem-
ble of two-level emitters with resonance frequency ω0 cou-
pled to an arbitrary electromagnetic environment [42–44]
where each emitter is driven by a coherent field,

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
Ĥeff , ρ̂

]
+

N∑
i,j=1

Γij

2

[
2σ̂−

i ρ̂σ̂
+
j − σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j

]
,

(1)
with

Ĥeff = −
N∑
i=1

∆σ̂+
i σ̂

−
i +

Ωi

2
σ̂−
i +

Ω∗
i

2
σ̂+
i +

N∑
i,j=1

Jij σ̂
+
i σ̂

−
j ,

Jij = −µ0ω
2
0 d

∗ · Re [G(ri, rj , ω0)] · d,
Γij = 2µ0ω

2
0 d

∗ · Im [G(ri, rj , ω0)] · d.

.

(2)

Here, σ̂−
i (σ̂+

i ) is the two-level lowering (raising) opera-

tor for the i-th emitter and Ωi = −⟨Ê−
in(ri)⟩ · d is the

Rabi frequency due to the coherent driving field of the
i-th emitter, where d is the transition dipole moment of
the two-level emitters. We have written the master equa-
tion in a frame rotating at the frequency of the laser ω
such that ∆ = ω − ω0 is the detuning between the laser
and the emitter’s resonance. Here G(r, r′, ω0) is Green’s
tensor for the electromagnetic environment evaluated at
the resonance frequency of the emitters. By taking only
Green’s tensor at the resonance frequency of the emit-
ters, non-Markovian effects of the electromagnetic envi-
ronment and time delays in the emitter interactions are
neglected. This requires that we have L ≪ vg/Γtot where
vg is the group velocity of light inside the waveguide, and
L the length of the ensemble, and as we explain further
below, Γtot is the total decay rate of the emitter. This
condition is typically fulfilled well in quantum optics ex-
periments. Furthermore, interactions due to Casimir ef-
fects are also neglected [44]. Under these approximations,
the positive frequency component electric field operator

Figure 2. Left: Waveguide model describing the experimen-
tal systems in Fig. 1 (a) - (c). Right: Sketches of the four
different theoretical model used in this article to model the
situation on the left. Bidirectional waveguide model (BDM),
ensemble averaged waveguide model (EAM), where ⟨. . .⟩ens
donates ensemble averaging, the Dicke model (DM), and the
unidirectional waveguide model (UWM), details see Table I.

is [42–44],

Ê+(r) = Ê+
in(r) + µ0ω

2
0

N∑
j=1

G (r, rj , ω0) · d σ̂−
j . (3)

Here, Ê+(r) (Ê−(r)) is the positive frequency (negative
frequency) component field operator for the total field

and Ê+
in(r) (Ê−

in(r)) is the positive frequency (negative
frequency) component field operator for the input field.
We note that, for brevity, the dependence of the opera-
tors on time is not shown.

To proceed, we now make two assumptions about the
nature of the ensemble. (i) The ensemble is arranged in
a line or as a pencil shape such that the optical depth of
the ensemble is negligible in the transverse direction and
the 3D [45] problem becomes effectively 1D. These as-
sumptions are appropriate when considering experimen-
tal geometries such as cold atoms coupled to nanofibers.
(ii) We assume that the ensemble is dilute such that its
number density is less than one emitter per cubic wave-
length. This will allow us to neglect collective effects due
to emission into the non-guided modes of the environ-
ment.

Green’s tensor can be expanded in terms of the normal
modes of the electromagnetic environment [46, 47],

G(r, r′, ω0) = c2
∫

dk
Ek(r)E

∗
k(r

′)

ω2
k − ω2

0

. (4)

Here, the integral implies summation over all electromag-
netic modes of the system, i.e. both discrete and contin-
uous. For an ensemble coupled to a waveguide, it is then
possible to write Green’s tensor as a sum of contributions
for a subset of normal modes that form a one-dimensional
continuum of waveguide modes G1D, and a contribution
from all other modes G0. We can thus write,

G(r, r′, ω0) = G1D(r, r
′, ω0) +G0(r, r

′, ω0). (5)

The cooperative decay rates and frequency shifts there-
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fore become

Jij = −µ0ω
2
0 d

∗ · Re [G1D(ri, rj , ω0) +G0(ri, rj , ω0)] · d,
Γij = 2µ0ω

2
0 d

∗ · Im [G1D(ri, rj , ω0) +G0(ri, rj , ω0)] · d.
(6)

Using assumptions (i) and (ii), we can neglect collec-
tive coupling terms and collective decay terms that oc-
cur through modes outside of the one-dimensional con-
tinuum. We therefore have

Jij = −µ0ω
2
0 d

∗ · Re [G1D(ri, rj , ω0)] · d+∆iiδij ,

Γij = 2µ0ω
2
0 d

∗ · Im [G1D(ri, ri, ω0)] · d+ γiiδij .
(7)

Here δij is the Kronecker delta (returns 1 when i = j and
zero otherwise) and ∆ii = −µ0ω

2
0 d

∗ ·Re [G0(ri, ri, ω0)]·d
is the self shift or Lamb shift of each emitter due to the
electromagnetic vacuum. This term can be absorbed into
the definition of the emitter resonance frequency ω0. We
also have γii = 2µ0ω

2
0 d

∗ · Im [G0(ri, rj , ω0)] · d, which
quantifies spontaneous emission of each emitter to the
non-guided modes outside of the waveguide. In the ex-
ample of a nanofiber geometry, the presence of the fiber
does not have a significant influence on the emission rate
and one can approximate this to be equal to the vacuum
spontaneous emission rate of the emitter’s transition.

We now assume that the electromagnetic environment
that makes up Green’s tensor has self-frequency shifts
and decay rates that are independent of position in the
direction perpendicular to the array. For a nanofiber, this
occurs when emitters are coupled to the waveguide such
that the radial distance of all atoms from the nanofiber is
equal. If the ensemble is coupled to a more complex one-
dimensional structure such as a photonic crystal waveg-
uide the assumptions become more stringent: all emit-
ters must be of equal distance from the photonic crystal
waveguide and most occupy the same position within a
unit cell. Under these constraints, we can thus write
∆ii = ∆ and γii = γ.

We now turn to the one-dimensional part of Green’s
tensor. A number of works have previously derived
Green’s tensor for photonic crystal waveguides [48, 49]
and waveguides with continuous translational symmetry
[44]. If Green’s tensor is evaluated at a fixed distance
from the waveguide center, it has the general form,

G1D(r, r
′, ω0) = iFeik0|z−z′|, (8)

where we have taken z to be the propagation direction
along the waveguide. For a waveguide with continu-
ous translational symmetry, we have the tensor F =
πc2/(vgω0)EET . Here, vg is the group velocity of the
waveguide modes at the resonance frequency of the emit-
ters and Ek0

(r) = Eeik0z are the normal modes of the
guided waveguide modes evaluated at the wavenumber k0
of the one-dimensional mode corresponding to the emit-
ter’s resonance. The position dependence along the cross
section of the waveguide has been neglected. We take the
electric field of the guided modes E to be real valued.

Substituting these rates in the master equation, we
obtain

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
Ĥeff , ρ̂

]
+

N∑
i=1

γ

2

[
2σ̂−

i ρ̂σ̂
+
i − σ̂+

i σ̂
−
i ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂+

i σ̂
−
i

]
+

N∑
i,j=1

Γ1D

2
cos (k0|zi − zj |)

[
2σ̂−

i ρ̂σ̂
+
j − σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j

]
,

(9)

with

Ĥeff = −
N∑
i=1

∆σ̂+
i σ̂

−
i +

Ωi

2
σ̂−
i +

Ω∗
i

2
σ̂+
i

+

N∑
i,j=1

Γ1D

2
sin (k0|zi − zj |)σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j ,

(10)

where Γ1D = 2µ0ω
2
0 d

∗ · F · d. The coupling to forwards
and backwards modes is taken to be equal and each emit-
ter is also coupled to an external loss channel with a rate
γ, such that the total decay rate is Γtot = Γ1D + γ. This
is the bidirectional master equation [36] for N emitters
coupled with a rate Γ1D to a one-dimensional waveguide.
We assume the decay rates into the forward and back-
ward propagating modes are both Γ1D/2. Thus, we do
not assume an intrinsic chirality in the light-matter in-
teraction.

B. Input-output relations and Rabi frequency

In order to use this master equation to calculate ex-
pectation values of the transmitted and reflected field
one also needs input-output relations. From the expres-
sion for the electric field operator (3) and Green’s tensor
(4) we have

âRout(t) = âRin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i (t)e

ik0(zN−zi), (11)

âLout(t) = âLin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i (t)e

ik0(zi−z1). (12)

Here âRout (âLout) gives the annihilation operator for
the right-propagating (left-propagating) input waveguide
field just to the right (left) of the N -th (first) emitter in
the ensemble, and âRin (âLin) gives the right-propagating
(left-propagating) input-field annihilation operator. A
detailed derivation of the input-output relations is pro-
vided in Appendix A. By combining the forwards and
backwards propagating fields we obtain an expression for
the photon operator at any position z along the propa-
gation direction

â(z, t) =âR(z − vgt, 0) + âL(z + vgt, 0)

− i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i (t)e

ik0|z−zi|.
(13)
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Here âR/L(z ∓ vgt, 0) are the right/left photon annihila-
tion operators acting on the photon state of the waveg-
uide at at time t = 0. This expression is used to ob-
tain the expectation values for the fields between emitters
along the ensembles.

Finally, we need to relate the Rabi frequency Ωi in the
master equation to the input field operators. We assume
that the ensemble is driven by a coherent monochromatic
right-propagating field that is in the waveguide while all
other fields are initially in the vacuum state. We obtain
for the Rabi frequency (see Appendix A),

Ωi = 2

√
Γ1Dvg

2
⟨âR †

in ⟩ e−ik0zi , (14)

where |⟨âR †
in ⟩|

2
denotes the input photon flux from the

left, cf. Fig. 2. The effective spin model given by Eqs. (9)
and (13) provides the basis for the next two sections
where we will study certain limiting cases resulting from
specific choices of the emitter’s positions zi. In partic-
ular, we demonstrate the emergence of the Dicke model
and the unidirectional waveguide model and investigate
the crossover between them.

III. LIMITS OF DICKE MODEL AND
UNIDIRECTIONAL WAVEGUIDE MODEL

The physics of a 1D bidirectional system, as described
by the master equation (9), is very sensitive to the po-
sitions and ordering of the emitters. In this section we
consider as a special case the configuration of a so-called
Bragg-reflector [50, 51], where emitters are positioned
regularly with a spacing equal to multiples of λ/2. In this
limit, the spin model (9) amounts to the famous Dicke
model [52], as was shown in [36] and will be discussed
below. Taking this specific configuration as a reference
point, we then add disorder to the emitter’s positions and
show that, upon ensemble averaging, Eq. (9) maps to a
unidirectional master equation [4, 36, 53] in the limit of
large disorder. For finite disorder, our treatment yields
a spin model which smoothly interpolates between these
two limiting cases and their vastly different physics and
phases. In order to account for disorder it will be useful
to reformulate the spin model of Eq. (9) such that it only
depends on relative rather than absolute positions (as is
the case in Eq. (14)). A reformulation of this form is
possible in a suitable gauge, referred to as spiral gauge
in [5], as we discuss in the following section.

A. Bidirectional waveguide model in spiral gauge
and ensemble average

The position dependence is encoded in the phases in
the general master equation (9). To simplify calculations
we apply a local gauge transformation σ̂−

i → σ̂−
i e

ik0zi to
(9) to absorb the driving phase. For the field operators,

this gauge means â(z, t) → â(z, t)eik0z. Further, we set
from here on ∆ = 0 and vg = 1. The explicit form
of the master equation in spiral gauge, whose physics
is of course equivalent to the one of Eq. (9), is given
in Appendix B in Eq. (B2). In the following we refer
to the resulting model as bidirectional waveguide model
(BWM).
The fact that Eq. (B2) does not depend on absolute

positions can be exploited to average the master equa-
tion. The position of the emitters are sampled by treating
the relative distance zj+1 − zj of neighboring emitters as
independent random variables described by a Gaussian
distribution. For the Gaussian distribution, we choose
a mean λ

2 , corresponding to a Bragg-reflector configura-

tion, and a standard deviation of λ
2 η, where η ∈ [0,∞)

parametrizes the degree of disorder. To be able to com-
pare different regimes of the system with respect to η,
we average the BWM over the positions of the emitters
We refer to Appendix B for a detailed calculation. The
corresponding ensemble averaged model (EAM) reads

dρ̂

dt
=− i

ℏ

[
Ĥsys + Ĥav

L + ĤR, ρ̂
]

+
∑
ij

Γav
ij

(
σ̂−
i ρ̂σ̂

+
j − 1

2
σ̂+
i σ̂

−
j ρ̂−

1

2
ρ̂σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j

)
(15)

with

Ĥsys = ℏ
∑
j

Ω

2

(
σ̂−
j + σ̂+

j

)
(16)

ĤR = − iℏΓ1D

4

∑
j>i

(
σ̂+
j σ̂

−
i − h.c.

)
(17)

Ĥav
L = − iℏΓ1D

4

∑
j<i

e−2(ηπ)2|i−j| (σ̂+
j σ̂

−
i − h.c.

)
(18)

and

Γav
ij = γδij +

Γ1D

2

(
1 + e−2(ηπ)2|i−j|

)
. (19)

Since the phases only enter in describing the left-
propagating mode, the corresponding field at position zi
takes the form

âEAM(zi, t) =âin(zi, t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj<zi

σ̂−
j (t)

− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj>zi

σ̂−
j (t)e

−2(ηπ)2|i−j| (20)

where we can define âin(zi, t) = âR(zi−t, 0)+âL(zi+t, 0),
reflecting that we always assume a drive from the left and
vacuum input from the right, cf. Fig. 2a [54].
The computational complexity of the inhomogeneous

spin model in Eq. (15) rises, in general, exponentially.
As an approximate treatment in the high particle limit
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we consider the mean-field equations, which read for the
EAM,

d ⟨σ̂−
i ⟩

dt
= iαi ⟨σ̂z

i ⟩ −
Γtot

2
⟨σ̂−

i ⟩ (21a)

d ⟨σ̂z
i ⟩

dt
= 2iα∗

i ⟨σ̂−
i ⟩ − 2iαi ⟨σ̂+

i ⟩ − Γtot (1 + ⟨σ̂z
i ⟩) .
(21b)

The effective Rabi frequency of emitter i is

αEAM
i =

Ω

2
− i

Γ1D

2

i−1∑
j=1

⟨σ̂−
j ⟩

− i
Γ1D

2

N∑
j=i+1

e−2(ηπ)2|i−j| ⟨σ̂−
j ⟩ . (22)

These equations follow from Eq. (15) in the mean-
field approximation of factorizing two-particle correla-

tions ⟨σα
i σ

β
j ⟩ = ⟨σα

i ⟩ ⟨σ
β
j ⟩. Here, as in every other model

in this article, the relation between the spatially vary-
ing field operator and the effective Rabi frequency is√

Γ1D

2 ⟨â(zi, t)⟩ = αi.

We will also consider a mean-field Ansatz for the BWM
in Eq. (B2) for single realizations of emitter’s positions,
drawn according to the Gaussian statistics assumed for
the EAM. The mean-field equations for the BWM are
identical to Eqs. (21), but with different effective Rabi
frequencies αi, as given in (B8). For convenience and
easier reference, we collect the main equations (Master
Equation, input-output relations, and mean-field equa-
tions) of the EAM and BWM in Table I. The solution
to the mean-field equations will be discussed in Sec. IV.
Before that, we consider the limiting cases of η → 0 and
η → ∞ of the EAM which yield, respectively, the Dicke
and the unidirectional waveguide model.

B. Dicke model

For η = 0 the emitters are in complete order with a
fixed distance obeying the Bragg condition. In this case,
the light field acquires no net phase traveling from one
emitter to the other. Since the information of the indi-
vidual emitter’s positions drop out, the system is permu-
tationally symmetric, and the BWM in Eq. (B2) reduces
to

dρ̂

dt
= −i

Ω

2

∑
j

[(
σ̂−
j + σ̂+

j

)
, ρ̂
]

+ Γ1DD

∑
j

σ̂−
j

 ρ̂+ γ
∑
j

D[σ̂−
j ]ρ̂ (23)

MEQ
in-out

relations
MF

equations

BWM
Bidirectional

Waveguide model
(B2) (B7) (21) (B8)

EAM
Ensemble Averaged
waveguide model, η

(15) (20) (21) (22)

DM Dicke model, η → 0 (23) (24) (21) (25)

UWM
Unidirectional

waveguide model,
η → ∞

(29) (30) (21) (31)

Table I. Overview of models that are used to describe the
situation in Fig. 2. BWM: A single realization of a bidirec-
tional waveguide system. EAM: A position independent aver-
age over an ensemble of BWM systems. DM: EAM taken to
the limit of η → 0. UWM: EAM taken to the limit of η → ∞.
Abbreviations on top: Master equation (MEQ), input-output
relation (in/out) and mean-field equation (MF).

with D [x] ρ̂ = xρ̂x†− 1
2 (x

†xρ̂+ ρ̂x†x), and the field along
the axis is given by

âDM(z, t) = âin(z, t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj ̸=z

σ̂−
j (t). (24)

We refer to the model described by (23) and (24) as
the driven-dissipative Dicke model. Up to the Lind-
blad terms accounting for individual decay, this model is
also referred to as Cooperative-Resonance-Fluorescence
model in [5]. The driven-dissipative Dicke model is usu-
ally considered and well established in the context of cav-
ity QED where an ensemble of emitters is coupled to one
electromagnetic field mode [52]. The DM also emerges if
a 1D ensemble distributed along a waveguide with a fixed
emitter distance satisfies the Bragg condition, as was ob-
served already in [36]. This has drastic consequences re-
garding the computational complexity, which grows as
O(N3) due to the permutational symmetry, rather than
exponentially as for non-symmetric systems (such as the
BWM or EAM) [55–57], cf. also earlier work concerning
the DM [58, 59]. Additionally, mean-field descriptions of
these types of systems become exact in the high-particle
limit. Taking advantage of this, we can concentrate our
analysis on the equations of motion in mean-field ap-
proximation for emitter’s variables in Eq. (21) with the
effective Rabi frequency

αDM =
Ω

2
− i

Γ1D

2
(N − 1) ⟨σ̂−⟩ . (25)

Here, the particle index n of both the field αDM and
the emitter’s dipole ⟨σ̂−⟩ has been dropped, exploiting
the permutational symmetry. The complexity of these
equations lies solely in the non-linearity of the equations
of motion, which implies the possibility of multistability.
Since we are interested in the steady-state solution,

we insert the effective Rabi frequency (25) into Eq. (21),
and solve (21a) for ⟨σ̂−

i ⟩. Using the solution in (21b)
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we arrive at a cubic equation [60] for the steady state
inversion ⟨σ̂z⟩,

0 = ⟨σ̂z⟩3 D2

4
+ ⟨σ̂z⟩2

(
D2

4
−D

)
+ ⟨σ̂z⟩ (s0 −D + 1) + 1.

(26)

We take the opportunity to introduce here a number of
dimensionless parameters which will be important for the
discussions to come: The optical depth of the entire en-
semble of N emitters is D = 4βN where β = Γ1D/(2Γtot)
denotes the fraction of the emitter’s emission into the
waveguide to the right or to the left, cf. Fig. 3. We
also used the saturation parameter s0 = 2Ω2/Γ2

tot de-
scribing the intensity of the driving field. Equation (26)
can have up to three distinct real solutions in depen-
dence on the chosen parameters. The system becomes
bistable, having one unstable and two stable solutions,
for D > 16 and an input intensity with saturation pa-
rameter s0 ∈ [scrit− , scrit+ ], where

scrit∓ =
1

32

(
−32∓

√
D(D − 16)3 +D(40 +D)

)
(27)

≃

{
2D − 4− 8

D
D2

16 + D
2 + 2 + 8

D .
(28)

In the last line we considered the thermodynamic limit of
large system size, that is, the limit of large optical depth
D. Thus, in this limit, the bistable region is starting at
input saturations s̃ ≥ 2 where we introduce, also for later
use, the scaled saturation parameter s̃ = s0/D. For the
thermodynamic behavior of this system, the parameter s̃
plays the role of an intensive control parameter. It is sim-

ple to check that s̃ = N |⟨âR †
in ⟩|

2
/Γtot, which corresponds

to the ratio between the input photon flux and the pho-
ton flux radiated by a completely saturated ensemble of
N emitters into 4π, as pointed out in [6].

C. Unidirectional waveguide model

The second limiting case is achieved by letting η → ∞,
i.e. the emitters are randomly distributed along the chain
with no fixed relation between the positions of neigh-
boring emitters. The phases acquired by light travel-
ing from one emitter to another are random. Along the
whole chain, the effect of these random phases cancels.
This leaves the right-propagating, forward scattered field
unchanged, but prohibits a coherent build-up of a left-
propagating mode due to phase mismatch. The left-
propagating mode then plays the role of an additional in-
dividual decay channel. These statements apply to both
the BWM and the EAM.

For the BWM with fixed and sufficiently random posi-
tions of emitters this will become evident in the numerical
solutions of the mean-field equations studied in Sec. IV.
For the EAM, the limit η → ∞ can be easily taken in

Eq. (B2), and yields the unidirectional waveguide model
(UWM)

dρ̂

dt
=− i

ℏ

[
Ĥsys + ĤR, ρ̂

]
(29)

+
Γ1D

2
D
[∑

j

σ̂−
j

]
ρ̂+

(
Γ1D

2
+ γ

)∑
j

D[σ̂−
j ]ρ̂

with Ĥsys and ĤR defined as in Eq. (16) and (17) and
the field at position z in the chain

âUWM(z, t) = âin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj<z

σ̂−
j (t) (30)

describing only a right-propagating field [4, 36, 53].
The computational complexity of the UWM rises ex-

ponentially as in the BWM, since the system is not per-
mutationally symmetric. Nevertheless, the unidirectional
nature of the interaction implies that mean-field approx-
imations of the master equation (29) yield coupled sets
of linear differential equations [4]. This is in stark con-
trast to general inhomogeneous models where mean-field
approximations generically give rise to highly non-linear
equations, suffering from numerical instabilities and stiff-
ness. The emerging linearity for the case of the UWM
can be seen explicitly by plugging the effective Rabi fre-
quency implied by Eq. (30)

αUWM
i =

Ω

2
− i

Γ1D

2

i−1∑
j=1

⟨σ̂−
j ⟩ , (31)

into the mean-field equations (21). The expectations of
the i-th emitter couple to themselves and to moments of
emitters to the left. But since the moments of the first
i−1 emitters are independent of the i-th one, we can solve
for them first and insert the solutions into the equations
for the i-th emitter. This structure is repeating for higher
truncation orders as well, such that the equations for mo-
ments of all orders are effectively linear (cf. Appendix in
[4]). This effective linearity holds for lowest-order mean-
field approximations (where two-particle correlators are
factorized), but more generally also for any higher order
cumulant expansions (CE), where k-particle correlators
are approximated in terms of lower order ones. Applying
the CE method the complexity grows with the particle
number N and truncation order k as

C =

k∑
i=1

3i
(
N

i

)
, (32)

since this is the number of moments which need to be
solved for. Although the system sizes that can be effi-
ciently simulated are still limited in N , C does not grow
exponentially. This allows us to employ the CE method
in the unidirectional waveguide model and go to higher
particle numbers at better approximations than in the
BWM and EAM, where the equations can become stiff
and numerical approaches suffer from instabilities.
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Figure 3. First-order observables of a unidirectional waveg-
uide system exhibiting a phase separation. (a) Elastically
scattered light s(D) along the chain scaled to the input satu-
ration s0 versus the inverse control parameter D/s0. (b) The
emitter’s inversion ⟨σ̂z(D)⟩ along the chain versus the inverse
control parameter D/s0. (c) The mean polarization jz versus
the control parameter s̃ for a fixed optical depth. The points
indicate the input parameters for which in (a) and (b) the
evolution along the chain is shown.

As in the DM, we attempt to find an analytical solution
for the mean-field equations (21) in steady state. For the
UWM, this is done most easily by considering the satu-
ration parameter of the i-th emitter si = 8α2

i /Γ
2
tot. We

show in Appendix C that Eq. (31) implies a recursion re-
lation for si, which can be solved analytically [4]. In the
UWM, the right-propagating field experiences a growing
optical depth 0 ≤ D ≤ 4βN . In a continuum limit, it is
therefore convenient to replace the discrete particle index
by a continuous parameter, i → D/4β. The recursion re-
lation for the saturation parameter then takes the simple
form

ds(D)

dD
= − s(D)

1 + s(D)
. (33)

Note the different interpretation of D in the DM and
UWM. Since the former is permutationally symmetric,
only the total emitter number N and net optical depth
D = 4βN are of importance. In contrast, in the UWM

D can be used effectively as a coordinate along the axis
of propagation.
It is instructive to rewrite Eq. (33) in real space as-

suming a constant number (line) density n, where it can
be expressed as

ds(z)

dz
= −nσ(z)

A
s(z), (34)

with a non-linear scattering cross section

σ(z) =
σ0

1 + s(z)
, (35)

where σ0 = 3λ2

2π is the unsaturated (free space) cross
section and A an effective mode area. This is just the
semi-classical propagation equation of light propagating
through an ensemble of saturable absorbers in forward-
scattering approximation [3, 61].
The solution to Eq. (33) for an initial saturation of the

leftmost emitters s(0) = s0 = 2Ω2/Γ2
tot is

s(D) = W
(
s̃De(s̃−1)D

)
, (36)

where W(z) denotes the Lambert W-function [62], and
we used the scaled saturation parameter s̃ = s0/D intro-
duced already in the preceding section. We now consider
the thermodynamic limit of a large emitter number, or
equivalently, large D at constant s̃. Using W(0) = 0, one
can identify two regimes in the limit D → ∞,

s(D) =

{
0 for s̃ < 1

(s̃− 1)D for s̃ > 1
. (37)

In the first case, the optical depth is large enough such
that no light reaches the position z = D

4βn in the ensem-

ble, while in the second case a large portion of the light
still arrives there. Interestingly, the transition between
both regimes becomes sharp for large optical depths, as
also recently pointed out in [5, 6, 9], witnessing what has
been referred to as a phase separation in [6]. The emer-
gence of a regime of clear phase separation is illustrated
in Fig. 3(b), which shows the scaled saturation parame-
ter s(D)/s0 versus the scaled optical depth D/s0 = 1/s̃
for various input intensities s0.
This phase separation can also be characterized in

terms of the properties of the two-level emitters. The
inversion of an emitter, also referred to as magnetiza-
tion, at position z(D) is ⟨σ̂z(D)⟩ = − 1

1+s(D) , as shown

in Fig. 3(c). In the limit of high input intensity s0, the
first emitters along the ensemble are fully saturated, with
⟨σz⟩ = 0. This drops sharply at the point s̃ = 1, and
then reaches ⟨σz⟩ = −1, which corresponds to emitters
in their ground state. In this sense, there is a sharp spa-
tial separation between an unpolarized and a fully polar-
ized phase. An order parameter referring to the entire
ensemble is given by the mean polarization

jz =
1

N

∫ L

0

dzn1D⟨σ̂z(z)⟩ = 1

D

∫ D

0

dD′⟨σ̂z(D′)⟩, (38)
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Figure 4. (a) Inversion ⟨σz
i ⟩ of an ensemble of bidirectional waveguide systems (EAM) versus η and D for s0 = 20, N = 2000

and β = 0.005. For η ≥ 0.1 the dynamics is effectively a unidirectional one. (b)-(d) Cuts of the density plot in (a) at
η = 0.1, 0.01, 0.001, compared to results of a single realizations of the system (BWM) and the limits of Dicke (DM) and
unidirectional (UWM) dynamics.

which is shown in Fig. 3(c) as a function of s̃ for various
total optical depths D, further illustrating the critical
point at s̃ = 1.
We have established so far all relevant models and char-

acterized the behavior of the system in the limit of com-
plete order and disorder. In the next section, we will
proceed by solving the mean-field equations for a range
of the disorder parameter η, analyzing the crossover be-
tween these limiting systems and the dependence of the
critical value on η.

IV. CROSSOVER FROM DICKE MODEL TO
UNIDIRECTIONAL WAVEGUIDE MODEL

We are now in a position to explore the crossover
from the DM to the UWM based on the mean-field solu-
tions of the EAM, as well as of particular realizations of
the BWM assuming fixed random positions between the
emitters. We remind the reader that all relevant equa-
tions are summarized in Table I. In the following, we will
consider the emitter’s inversion and the output intensities
(saturation parameters) for left and right-propagating
fields for a given level of disorder η in the EAM and
BWM. This allows us to explore a transition from DM to
UWM and their respective phases by tuning from η = 0
to η → ∞ (where η ≃ 1 is sufficient for the current
parametrization of disorder).

A. Inversion

In Fig. 4 we show ⟨σz
i ⟩ for η ∈ [0, 1] along a chain of

N = 2000 emitters driven with a strength s0 = 20. We

use the same definitions of the intensive input saturation
s̃ and optical depth D as in Sec. III C with the difference
that the ensemble does not extend along a continuous
axis, but along a discrete lattice. Figure 4(a) shows the
solutions of the EAM exhibiting a phase separation [6]
around s̃ = 1 for disorders η ≥ 0.08. In the first phase,
defined by 1/s̃ < 1, emitters are nearly saturated. In
the second phase for 1/s̃ > 1 emitters are in the ground
state. More ordered systems show a similar behavior, but
earlier in the array. For fairly ordered systems, around
η ∼ 10−3, emitters are almost completely in the ground
state and there is no differentiation of phases. Figures
4(b)-(d) compare results of the EAM and BWM to the
solutions of the UWM and the DM. In regime of large dis-
order in Fig. 4(b), the BWM, EAM and UWM results
agree, highlighting that the random phases the light ac-
quires traveling along the chain effectively cancel for dis-
orders above a threshold. Interestingly, this disorder does
not need to be large. It is for modest amounts of disorder
η ∼ 0.01 that fluctuations in the emitter’s solutions are
the largest, cf. Fig. 4(c). In Fig. 4(d) letting η → 0,
that is approaching the Bragg regime, the fluctuations
get again smaller until they vanish completely for η = 0.
The dependence of the dynamics on η can be understood
via the framework of phase matching, showing that we
do not only have a changes of phase with respect to s̃,
but also with respect to the disorder parameter η. Above
η = 0.08 the acquired phases are random enough to result
in destructive interference of the left-propagating light.
For modest amounts of disorder, that is η ∼ 0.01, light
interferes constructively at some distances and destruc-
tively at others. Hence, the increased fluctuations in the
inversion. For η → 0, the phase matching condition for
constructive interference is fulfilled, resulting in a build-
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Figure 5. (a) Output intensity to the right, as measured by the saturation a hypothetical (N+1)-th emitter at position
zN+1 would see coming from the left, sRout versus s̃ and η for the EAM. The parameters are N = 1000 and β = 0.005, which
corresponds to a total optical depth of D = 20. For high η the dynamics is effectively a unidirectional one, exhibiting an phase
separation at s̃ = 1. For lower η this transition point is shifted to higher input saturation. The dashed black line corresponds
to the beginning of the multistable region of the Dicke model at s0 = scrit− ≃ 1.77D for the chosen parameters. (b) Output
intensity to the left, as measured by the saturation a hypothetical 0-th emitter at position z0 would see coming from the right,
sLout in dependence of s̃ and η for the EAM. For disordered emitters there is no coherent left-propagating light field. Around
η ∼ 0.01 some coherent left scattering is starting to take place. For η ∼ 0.5 · 10−3 there is a multistability in the solutions
of the nonlinear mean-field equations around s0 = 32. (c)-(e) Comparison of sRout and sLout calculated for, respectively, single
realizations, the ensemble average and the limits of Bragg and unidirectional dynamics.

up of a coherent left-propagating light field, as will be
seen in the next subsection.

B. Output fields

In Fig. 4 we observed the dynamics along the chain
at a fixed driving strength. Now, we can take the com-
plementary viewpoint observing the dynamics at specific
points of the chain at varying driving strengths. Fig. 5
displays the coherent output expressed as the saturation
a hypothetical (N +1)-th emitter would see coming from

the left sRout = 4β|⟨âRout⟩|
2
/Γtot at the right and the satu-

ration a hypothetical 0-th emitter would see coming from

the right sLout = 4β|⟨âLout⟩|
2
/Γtot at the left end of a chain

of N = 1000 (corresponding to D = 20) emitters for
different input saturations s0 and varying disorders η.
Here, the field operators are âRout = â(z+N , t → ∞) − âLin
and âLout = â(z−1 , t → ∞)− âRin for each respective model
in steady state. In the weak drive regime s0/D < 1
there is essentially no light coming out of the right end
of the waveguide, the system is too dense, cf. Fig. 5(a).
This is the case for ordered as well as disordered emit-
ters. Only for higher input power, i.e. s0/D > 1 we see
some output building up. More ordered systems exhibit
a similar behavior with the difference that the transi-
tion point at which sRout is nonzero is achieved at higher
driving strengths. The vertical dashed black line indi-
cates the beginning of the bistable regime of the DM (at
s0 = s− ≃ 1.77D for the chosen parameters and finite
system size). The transitions at the critical points are
here still fuzzy, since we are not in the thermodynamic
limit. The output saturation sLout in Fig. 5(b) shows

a different behavior. The disordered chain exhibits no
build-up of a coherent left-propagating mode. It is only
starting around η ≈ 0.01 that a left-propagating coher-
ent field accumulates and increases with smaller η and
larger s0. The build-up of the left-propagating field with
increasing input saturation breaks down at the same sat-
uration value where the right-propagating field emerges
from the ensemble.

In Fig. 5(b) and less pronounced also in (a), there is a
step-like structure occurring for very low η, indicating a
sudden shift of the input saturation necessary to achieve
the break down of sLout. This step is due to a multista-
bility of the nonlinear mean-field equations of the EAM,
reminiscent of the bistability in the DM. In this region, it
is hard to characterize the output field numerically due
to the bistability of the system.

In Fig. 5(c)-(e) we compare saturation intensities at
the left and right end of single realizations with the
ensemble average and the limiting cases of Bragg and
unidirectional dynamics. Regarding single realizations
(BWM) each point is calculated for a different distribu-
tion of the emitters. We can observe a similar behav-
ior with respect to η as in Fig. 4. In Fig. 5(c), for
η = 0.1, the dynamics is effectively unidirectional with
no coherent left-propagating mode and a phase separa-
tion occurring around s̃ = 1. Fig. 5(d) shows the in-
termediate regime η = 0.01. The ensemble averaged dy-
namics is dominated in the first phase (s̃ < 1) by the
left-propagating field and in the second (s̃ > 1) by the
right-propagating one. The fluctuations in the solutions
of the BWM are here the largest. Finally, for η = 0.001
the dynamics is similar to Bragg physics, cf. Fig 5(e).
As long as s0 ≤ 32 is fulfilled, the array behaves as a
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mirror and scatters the incoming light completely to the
left. Above this point, sLout is breaking down and sRout
rises. The comparison with the DM shows almost per-
fect agreement with the difference that the critical point
in the DM is achieved for higher input values.

C. Correlations between emitters

The discussion in the two previous sections clearly il-
lustrates the critical point of s̃ = 1 in the UWM in terms
of the emitter’s inversion and output field predicted by
mean-field theory. In this section, we consider a higher-
order expansion which allows us to study higher-order
observables, in particular correlations between emitters
and fluctuations in the emitters and in the light field be-
yond the mean-field approximation. We exploit here the
feature of the effective linearity of the UWM discussed
in Sec. III C.

In Fig. 6(a) and (b) the second-order cumulant
⟨⟨σ̂x

i σ̂
x
j ⟩⟩ =

〈
σ̂x
i σ̂

x
j

〉
− ⟨σ̂x

i ⟩
〈
σ̂x
j

〉
is shown for the input

powers s0 = 8 and s0 = 80, respectively. That is, (a)
is far away from the thermodynamic limit. First-order
observables do not show any signs of a phase separation
in this regime of s0 (cf. the line for s0 = 7 in Fig. 3(b)
and (c)). However, for second-order observables the point
D/s0 = 1 still seems to have significance, as it marks the
transition from anticorrelation to correlation of nearest
neighbors.

Approaching the thermodynamic limit with s0 = 80
in Fig. 6(b), we can make two observations: On the one
hand, there are no significant correlations among emitters
prior to the critical point D/s0 = 1. Correlations as
well as anticorrelations of long- and short-range nature
start to emerge only slightly before that point. On the
other hand, the greatest (anti-)correlations occur directly
after the critical point and become weaker further along
the chain. This behavior is reminiscent of traditional
phase transitions, where the greatest fluctuations usually
occur at the critical point. Although the thermodynamic
limit D → ∞ is not efficiently computable in second-
order cumulant expansion, we assume that the progress
we observed from (a) to (b) will hold and, in the end, all
(anti-)correlations will involve at least one emitter at the
critical point Di/s0 = 1.

Complementing Fig. 5, we show in Fig. 6(c) the satu-
ration due to inelastically scattered power

sie = 8⟨â†outâout⟩ − 8|⟨âout⟩|2 = 4Γ1D

N∑
i,j

⟨⟨σ̂+
i σ̂

−
j ⟩⟩ (39)

along the chain normalized to s0 in steady-state. As light
gets scattered along the chain, sie increases and peaks
around the critical point D/s0. As with emitter’s fluc-
tuations, the peak is attained even far from the thermo-
dynamic limit. However, this does not apply for very
low input saturation, e.g. s0 = 2.4. Since sie is the sum
of the integrated in-phase and out-of-phase quadrature
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Figure 6. (a),(b) show the second order cumulant ⟨⟨σ̂x
i σ̂

x
j ⟩⟩

for, respectively, s0 = 8 and s0 = 80. In (a), even far
from the thermodynamic limit, the point s̃ = 1 is significant,
marking a change of behavior in the correlation landscape of
the emitters. In (b) a clear phase separation emerged where
(anti-)correlations are centered around s̃ = 1. (c) Inelastic
scattered transmission sie/s0 along the chain for several in-
put saturations, reflecting the phase separation for large drive.

fluctuations [4], those quantities peak at D/s0 ≈ 1 as
well.

D. Inhomogeneous broadening

The previous sections and the recent articles [5, 6, 9]
discussed large ensembles of identical emitters as can nat-
urally be found in cold atom systems. However, most ap-
plications deal with emitters that show additional broad-
ening. Here, we focus on the case of inhomogeneous
broadening, as would be, for example, encountered in
gas cells of atomic gases caused by Doppler broadening.
Including the detuning ∆ = ω − ω0, Eq. (35) is modified
into

σ(I(z)) = σ0
1

1 + s(z) + 4
(
∆i

Γ

)2 , (40)

where ∆i is the detuning of the i-th emitter. Due to
the different velocities of each emitter, the detuning fol-
lows a Gaussian distribution with standard deviation
ξ∆ = ν0

√
kBT/(mc2) where T is the temperature of

the ensemble, kB the Boltzmann constant, m the atom’s
mass, and c the speed of light.
In Fig. 7 we numerically solve Eq. (34) with a Gaussian

disorder in detuning. Interestingly, the phase separation
signatures are still present at the mean-field level while a
small smoothing of the kink occurs. The value ξ∆ = 37Γ
would correspond to the Doppler broadening of a Rubid-
ium gas probed at the D2-line at room temperature. Note
that here we kept the definition of s and D = 4βi from
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Figure 7. The transmission due to elastic scattering, which is
a directly observable quantity as a function of the intensive
saturation parameter s̃ = s0/OD.

the previous section, while neglecting additional effects
such as hyperfine structure.

Even though a beyond mean-field simulation including
inhomogeneous broadening is out-of-reach for our numer-
ical computation capacity, we would like to point out,
that we expect that the results of Sec. IVC, which show
that quadrature fluctuations peak at the critical value
s̃ = 1, would also be valid for a system with inhomoge-
neous broadening.

V. SUMMARY & OUTLOOK

We characterized the transition from an ordered to
a disordered driven one-dimensional emitter chain with
bidirectional interaction in mean-field theory. We ana-
lyzed these limits and the transition between them by
means of the emitters’ inversion as well as coherently
scattered light. In the limit of complete order, realized
via a Bragg configuration, the system is described by a
driven-dissipative Dicke model exhibiting a well-known
first-order phase transition. The opposite case of disor-
der is effectively described by a unidirectional model.

In this limit, the description of coherent light prop-
agation is essentially the same as semiclassical ad hoc
descriptions employed in dealing with ensembles of sat-
urable absorbers. This gives those descriptions a firmer
theoretical motivation. Although this model is not per-
mutationally symmetric, it exhibits a similar feature to
the DM, namely a phase separation. In the thermody-
namic limit D → ∞ the critical point lies at s̃ = 1, which
is half the value compared to the DM. Interestingly, not
much disorder is needed for the system to be in the uni-
directional regime. This indicates that a larger class of
systems, which have some spatial disorder and couple
effectively to a one-dimensional bath, can be modeled

by the UWM. For example, the light propagation in an
elongated cigar-shaped atomic cloud in free space was
modeled on different occasions by the DM [7] and UWM
in mean-field approximation [6] showing clearly a better
and more intuitive description by the latter. Inhomoge-
neous broadening, which real systems are subject to, does
not have any effect on the predictions and validity of the
UWM. Going beyond mean-field theory, using cumulant
expansion of order 2, reveals that even far away from the
thermodynamic limit the critical point s̃ = 1 marks a
transition in the emitter’s correlation landscape, albeit
not a phase transition. The saturation resulting from in-
elastic scattering peaks around this point and with that
the integrated in-phase and out-of-phase quadrature fluc-
tuations.
Our work can be extended in several ways. Firstly,

including higher-order correlations in the description of
the EAM and BWM, as was done for the UWM, could
provide more insight into the dependence of light fluctu-
ation and incoherently scattered light on the degree of
order η. This will come of course with a higher com-
putational complexity, which will limit the simulatable
system sizes to smaller ones. Secondly, to model state-
of-the-art experiments as [7] one can use Green’s tensor
in free space, as was done in [5], but again with variable
degree of order. Thirdly, the effect of time delays can be
incorporated in the theoretical description. In [63, 64] it
was shown that the properties of superradiance and ef-
fective decay rates in one-dimensional waveguide systems
are highly influenced in the presence of time delay. Fi-
nally, disorder appears to play a key role in shifting from
the DM to the UWM dynamics. It is well known that
one-dimensional disordered systems possess Anderson lo-
calization [65] and one would expect such modes to also
appear in the disordered ensemble. Determining whether
these play a key role in the DM to UAM transition is an
outstanding question.
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integral over the one-dimensional waveguide modes and
other modes,

Ê+(r, t) =

∫
1D

dk

√
ωk

2ϵ0
Ek(r)âk(t)

+

∫
dk

√
ωk

2ϵ0
Ek(r)âk(t).

(A1)

Equivalently for the input field operator,

Ê+
in(r, t) =

∫
1D

dk

√
ωk

2ϵ0
Ek(r)âk(0)e

−i(ωk−ω0)t

+

∫
dk

√
ωk

2ϵ0
Ek(r)âk(0)e

−i(ωk−ω0)t.

(A2)

We also do this explicitly for Green’s tensor,

G(r, r′, ω0) = c2
∫
1D

dk
Ek(r)E

∗
k(r

′)

ω2
k − ω2

0

+ c2
∫

dk
Ek(r)E

∗
k(r

′)

ω2
k − ω2

0

.

(A3)

The electric field of the modes satisfy the orthogonality
relation, ∫

drϵ(r)E∗
k(r) ·Ek′(r) = δ(k− k′), (A4)

where ϵ(r) is the permittivity distribution of the waveg-
uide and we note that the 1D modes are orthogonal to
other unguided modes. Substituting the field expansions
into the electric-field operator (3) and using the orthogo-
nality condition to project onto modes of the waveguide,
we obtain an expression for the annihilation operator of
the waveguide mode with wavenumber k,√

ωk

2ϵ0
âk(t) =

√
ωk

2ϵ0
âk(0)e

−i(ωk−ω0)t

+ µ0ω
2
0c

2
N∑
i=1

E∗
k(ri) · d
ω2
k − ω2

0

σ̂−
i (t).

(A5)

We now want to transform this equation to contain
real-space creation and annihilation operators for the
waveguide modes. When doing this we separate the
operators into independent operators for forwards and
backwards propagating operators. These can be approx-
imated to commute. This approximation is valid as the
resonance frequency ω0 is much larger than the emitter’s
bandwidth Γtot. Across this bandwidth the dispersion
can be assumed to be linear with group velocity vg, i.e.,
ωk = ω0 + vg(k− k0) and therefore the wavenumbers for
forwards and backwards propagating are well separated
in k-space. To proceed we multiply (A5) by eikz/

√
2π

and integrate over all positive wavenumbers. We obtain
for the LHS,∫
>0

dk

√
ωk

4πϵ0
âk(t)e

ikz ∼
√

ω0

4πϵ0
eik0z

∫
dkâk(t)e

i(k−k0)z

≡
√

ω0

2ϵ0
âR(z, t).

(A6)

Similarly for the input field we have,∫
>0

dk

√
ωk

4πϵ0
âk(0)e

−i(ωk−ω0)teikz

∼
√

ω0

4πϵ0
eik0z

∫
dk âk(0)e

i(k−k0)(z−vgt)

≡
√

ω0

2ϵ0
âR(z − vgt, 0).

(A7)

And for the emitter term,

µ0ω
2
0c

2

√
2π

N∑
i=1

∫
>0

dkeikz
E∗

k(ri) · d
ω2
k − ω2

0

σ̂−
i (t)

∼ µ0ω0c
2

2vg
√
2π

eik0z
N∑
i=1

E∗
k0
(ri) · dσ̂−

i (t)

∫
dk

ei(k−k0)(z−zi)

k − k0

=
µ0ω0c

2

2vg
√
2π

eik0z
N∑
i=1

E∗
k0
(ri) · dσ̂−

i (t)2iπθ(z − zi),

(A8)

where θ(z) is the Heaviside step function and we used the
convention θ(0) = 1

2 . Here we have used the approxima-

tion Ek(r) ∼ Ek0
(r)ei(k−k0)z. We can express the dipole

moment as d = ed|d|, where ed is the unit vector point-
ing in the direction of the transition dipole moment. To
obtain the usual input-output relations we want to relate
these terms to the emission rate of the emitters to the
waveguide Γ1D. To do this, we use the definition of the
local density of states of a 1D waveguide [47],

ρ(ω, r) =

∫
dk|ed ·E∗

k(r)|2δ(ω − ωk) ∼ 2
|ed ·E∗

k(r)|2

vg
.

(A9)
To approximate the second equality we have used the
linear dispersion relation approximation, and the fac-
tor of 2 comes from the presence of a forwards and
backwards propagating mode. The emission rate into
the one-dimensional waveguide mode is given by Γ1D =
π|d|2µ0c

2ω0ρ(ω0). Combining these, (A8) is written as,

i

√
ω0

2ϵ0

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i (t)θ(z − zi)e

ik0(z−zi)ei arg (gi).

(A10)
Here we have defined gi = E∗ ·ed, where Ek0

(r) = Eeik0z,
such that E does not contain a propagation phase. This
means that gi has the same phase for all emitters. We
take this phase to be π. We then have the relation for
the forward-propagating photon annihilation operator,

âR(z, t) = âR(z−vgt, 0)−i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i θ(z−zi)e

ik0(z−zi).

(A11)
To get the input-output relations we evaluate this equa-
tion just after the Nth emitter, i.e. at z = z+N . We then

define âRout(t) = âR(z+N , t) and âRin(t) = âR(z+N − vgt, 0).



16

This gives (11) in the main text. Following the same pro-
cess for the backwards propagating modes we obtain an
equivalent equation,

âL(z, t) = âL(z+vgt, 0)−i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i θ(zi−z)eik0(zi−z).

(A12)
Evaluating the field just before the first emitter, i.e. at
z = z−1 and defining âLout(t) = âL(z−1 , t) and âLin(t) =
âL(z+1 + vgt, 0), we obtain (12) in the main text.
To obtain a photon field operator for the entire field

we define â(z, t) = âR(z, t) + âL(z, t). Combining (A11)
and (A12) gives,

â(z, t) =âR(z − vgt, 0) + âL(z + vgt, 0)

− i

√
Γ1D

2vg

N∑
i=1

σ̂−
i e

ik0|z−zi|.
(A13)

We now derive an expression for the Rabi frequency
in terms of the input field. We assume the ensemble is
driven only by a right-propagating field and that all other
fields are in vacuum. Using the same definitions and
approximations as we made to derive the input-output
relations, we have,

Ωi

2
= −⟨Ê−

in(ri, t) · d⟩

= −
∫
>0

dk

√
ωk

2ϵ0
⟨â†k(0)⟩e

i(ωk−ω0)tE∗
k(ri) · d

∼ −c

√
ω0µ0

2
|d|E∗

k0
(ri) · ed e−ik0zi

×
∫

dk⟨â†k(0)⟩e
−i(k−k0)(zi−vgt)

= −c
√
ω0µ0π|d|E∗

k0
(ri) · ed⟨âR †(zi − vgt, 0)⟩

=

√
Γ1Dvg

2
⟨âR †

in ⟩e−ik0zi .

(A14)

In the last line, we have assumed that the system is driven
by a monochromatic field.

Appendix B: Ensemble average of bidirectional
waveguide system

In this section we take the ensemble average of the
BWM. Considering a bidirectional waveguide system de-
scribed by (9) we assume the emitters to be λ/2 apart
and vary their distance according to a Gaussian distribu-
tion of the form

p(Zj) =

√
2

πη2λ2
exp

[
−
(Zj − λ

2 )
2(

η λ
2

)2
]

(B1)

with Zj = zj+1 − zj . On the one hand, this distribution
describes the distances between emitters along the chain

in one realization of the experiment. On the other hand,
it describes the variation in distance of the same pair of
emitters in an ensemble of experiments. Before taking
the average over the emitter distances, we apply a local
transformation σ̂−

i → σ̂−
i e

ik0zi to (9) to absorb the driv-
ing phase. The master equation in this new local gauge
reads

dρ̂

dt
=− i

ℏ

[
Ĥsys + ĤL + ĤR, ρ̂

]
+

∑
ij

Γ′
ij

(
σ̂−
i ρ̂σ̂

+
j − 1

2
σ̂+
j σ̂

−
i ρ̂−

1

2
ρ̂σ̂+

j σ̂
−
i

)
(B2)

with

Ĥsys = ℏ
∑
j

Ω

2

(
σ̂−
j + σ̂+

j

)
(B3)

ĤR = − iℏΓ1D

4

∑
j>l

(
σ̂+
j σ̂

−
l − h.c.

)
(B4)

ĤL = − iℏΓ1D

4

∑
j<l

(
e−2ik0(zj−zl)σ̂+

j σ̂
−
l − h.c.

)
(B5)

and

Γ′
ij = γδij +

Γ1D

2

(
1 + e−2ik0(zi−zj)

)
. (B6)

The spatially varying field transforms as â(t, z) →
eik0zâ(z, t) and reads

âBWM(z, t) =âin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj<z

σ̂−
j (t)

− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj>z

e−2ik0(z−zj)σ̂−
j (t). (B7)

In mean-field approximation we get equations (21) with
the effective Rabi frequency

αBWM
i =

Ω

2
− i

Γ1D

2

i−1∑
j=1

⟨σ̂−
j ⟩

− i
Γ1D

2

N∑
j=i+1

e2ik0(zj−zi) ⟨σ̂−
j ⟩ , (B8)

Interested in the average dynamics of the ensemble we
take the master equation (B2) and average over the
emitter distances, that is phases, with respect to (B1).
The averaged phases are effectively anisotropic distance-
dependent scattering rates. Traveling from emitter j +1
to j the emitters scatter photons with an additional rate∫ ∞

−∞
dZjp(Zj)e

±2ik0Zj = e−2(ηπ)2 . (B9)

Similarly, the light traveling from emitter j to i is ad-

ditional scattered with a rate e−2(ηπ)2|i−j|. The master
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equation for the average emitter’s dynamics takes the
form

dρ̂

dt
=− i

ℏ

[
Ĥsys + Ĥav

L + ĤR, ρ̂
]

+
∑
ij

Γav
ij

(
σ̂−
i ρ̂σ̂

+
j − 1

2
σ̂+
j σ̂

−
i ρ̂−

1

2
ρ̂σ̂+

j σ̂
−
i

)
(B10)

with

Ĥav
L = − iℏΓ1D

4

∑
j<i

e−2(ηπ)2|i−j| (σ̂+
j σ̂

−
i − h.c.

)
(B11)

Γav
ij = γδij +

Γ1D

2

(
1 + e−2(ηπ)2|i−j|

)
. (B12)

Since the phases only enter in describing the left-
propagating mode the corresponding field takes the form

âEAM(zi, t) =âin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj<zi

σ̂−
j (t)

− i

√
Γ1D

2

∑
j:zj>zi

e−2(ηπ)2|i−j|σ̂−
j (t).

(B13)

From these equations, one can calculate the mean-field
equations (21) with the corresponding effective Rabi fre-
quency (22). The output fields of the right-propagating
mode just after the N -th emitter at position z+N and of
the left-propagating one just before the first emitter are
given by

âEAM,R
out (t) =âRin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

N∑
i=1

σ̂i(t) (B14)

âEAM,L
out (t) =âLin(t)− i

√
Γ1D

2

N∑
i=1

σ̂i(t)e
−2(ηπ)2|i−1|

(B15)

Appendix C: Continuum limit of unidirectional
mean-field equations

In this section we show how to derive the continuous
equation (33) from the mean-field equations. For simplic-
ity we drop here the superindex UWM, since it is clear
that we are dealing with the unidirectional waveguide
model. The formal solutions for the emitter’s means in
dependence of the effective Rabi frequency are

⟨σ̂−
i ⟩ = −2i

αiΓtot

Γ2
tot + 8α2

i

, ⟨σ̂z
i ⟩ = − Γ2

tot

Γ2
tot + 8α2

i

. (C1)

Taking now the difference equation ∆αi = αi+1−αi and
inserting the solution for

〈
σ̂−
i

〉
imply a recursive relation

for the effective Rabi frequency

∆αi = αi+1 − αi

= −i
Γ1D

2
⟨σ̂−

i ⟩

= −2β
αi

1 + 8
α2

i

Γ2
tot

, (C2)

where we used in the last step the relation β = Γ1D/2Γtot.
Now, we could take the continuous limit of Eq. (C2)
arriving at a differential equation. However, we go one
step further and derive a difference equation for si =
8α2

i /Γ
2
tot before we take the continuous limit,

∆si = si+1 − si

=
8

Γ2
tot

(
α2
i+1 − α2

i

)
=

8

Γ2
tot

(αi+1 + αi) (αi+1 − αi)

≈ 16

Γ2
tot

αi (αi+1 − αi)

= −4β
si

1 + si
, (C3)

where we inserted Eq. (C2) in the last step. At this point
we take the continuous limit of the discrete index i and
apply the substitution i → D with D = 4βi getting the
differential equation

ds(D)

dD
= − s(D)

1 + s(D)
. (C4)
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