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What is the spectral density of the reservoir for a lossy quantized cavity?
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By considering a two-level system weakly coupled to a single lossy three-dimensional cavity mode,
and using a quasinormal mode expansion for the photonic medium, we show that the frequency-
dependence of the quantum coupling interaction between the cavity and its photonic reservoir can
not be simply constructed to be independent of the cavity contents. For the single quantum dipole
case, we identify the correct form of the local spectral density, revealing a surprising gauge-dependent

w*! prefactor scaling, as well as a spatially-dependent correction. We thus establish the correct
quantum form for the cavity-reservoir interaction, which so far has only been worked out rigorously
for simple 1D geometries, and show its significant impact on broadband strong coupling.

Introduction. One of the most fundamental concepts
in quantum optics is that of the quantized cavity. By
spatially confining electromagnetic (EM) fields, the con-
tinuous nature of the fields’ degrees of freedom can be
collapsed into discrete resonances, modelled as harmonic
oscillator modes. The simplicity of this model and ease
of physical implementation has made quantum optics an
indispensable testbed for many aspects of quantum me-
chanics, from fundamental science [1, 2] to quantum in-
formation applications [3-9].

Despite the ubiquity of this quantized cavity model,
the ab initio fundamental description of the underlying
reality is subtle and complex, and the complete details
of how such a collapse into discrete quantized modes can
be recovered from an underlying quantization of the EM
fields in media remains an outstanding challenge. This is
because replacing continua with discrete resonant modes
relies on an assumption of a closed system, where pho-
tons remain localized in the cavity modes indefinitely.
However, in reality, all cavities are leaky cavities.

A major advance in modelling this reality came with
the input-output and system-reservoir theory [10, 11],
where the discrete cavity modes couple via a Hamilto-
nian term to a continuous “reservoir” of photon modes.
Under reasonable assumptions, a Lindblad master equa-
tion can be derived for the subspace of discrete modes,
giving Markovian photon loss. Moreover, the quantum
statistics of the photons inside the cavity can be directly
related to those which are lost from the cavity by means
of a time-local “input-output” relationship.

Although such models have since found widespread
application in quantum optics, they still rely on phe-
nomenological assumptions on the form of the system-
reservoir interaction. For example, specifying their gen-
eral analysis to the case of a lossy single-mode cavity,
standard input-output theories posit the form of the in-
teraction Hamiltonian Hin; as (using k =1 throughout)

At = / dA () [abl, +a'h.] (1)

where [l;w,l;L,] = §(w —w'), and [@,a'] = 1. The func-
tional form of the system-bath coupling function A(w)
(related to the spectral density J(w) = 2m|A(w)|?) is left
unspecified, as the only value that enters into the final
calculations, after a Markov approximation, is |A(w.)],
with w, the resonant cavity frequency. Typically, one
assumes that the form of A(w) is thus not important, at
least in instances where the rotating-wave approximation
holds [i.e., the “empty” cavity of Fig. 1(a)]. Introducing
a strong dipole-coupling of a two-level system (TLS) to
the cavity can allow for a surpassing of this regime to-
wards the ultrastrong-coupling (USC) regime of quantum
electrodynamics [12, 13], where it is now well-established
that the form of A(w) does matter a great deal when it
comes to predicting observable outputs of the cavity-TLS
system, including emission spectra [14-16] [Fig. 1(b)].

To go beyond a phenomenological approach as in
Eq. (1) to general “few-mode” scattering problems (that
is, to construct ab initio a theory of system-reservoir cou-
pling where the total Hamiltonian is derived, rather than
phenomenologically posited) has also been highlighted
in other contexts recently [17, 18]. Progress has been
made in this manner in certain 1-D systems [19-21], as
well as dispersionless systems [22]. The development of a
theory consistent with causality (including material dis-
persion and absorption) which is valid and tractable for
general, 3-D resonators, however, remains an outstand-
ing challenge. Pseudomode approaches offer a potential
solution, but often involve the introduction of many ad-
ditional modes beyond the actually present resonances in
the system [23, 24].

In this work, we show that such a frequency depen-
dence of the system-bath coupling can produce observ-
able effects outside of the USC regime, and in doing so,
make a major advance towards a more rigorous theory
of quantized cavity loss for general systems. We show
that a resolution to the question of the system-bath cou-
pling interaction form is intrinsically connected to the
complex-valued open quasinormal mode (QNM) of the



cavity. Our general findings are: (i) for cavity-QED sys-
tems with a single quantized mode interacting with a
TLS dipole, if the mode can be described by a purely
real-valued QNM at the dipole locatlon the local system-
bath coupling scales as A(w) ~ w®2, depending on the
gauge. (ii) For realistic cavity modes7 the product of
the QNM Q-factor and phase (¢) at any location is typi-
cally non-negligible for the purposes of calculating correc-
tions beyond phenomenological loss models, which leads
to a failure of traditional system-bath coupling models
to capture the correct broadband dynamics, for which
we present a heuristic fix.

We consider a weakly-coupled system of a single TLS
and cavity mode interacting within the dipole approx-
imation. By employing the rigorous theory of gauge-
invariant macroscopic QED [25, 26], we utilize a QNM
expansion of the medium (cavity + environment) Green’s
function to determine the frequency dependence of a TLS
subject to radiative decay in a frequency window domi-
nated by a single mode, which we also verify with a full
numerically exact calculation of the Green’s function.
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FIG. 1. Illustration of the differences between loss in (a) an
empty cavity and (b) one undergoing broadband dynamics.
When internal dynamics occur only at the resonant frequency,
the only quantity relevant in dissipation is one parameter
|[A(we)|. In contrast, under broadband dynamics (here illus-
trated by a detuned and weakly-coupled TLS with frequency
wo), the spectral density is probed for different frequency val-
ues, highlighting the importance of its functional dependence.
Shown in (c) is the spectral density identified later in Eq. (19)
for various values of the QNM phase ¢o at the TLS location.

Comparison with the quantized cavity-photon reser-
voir model yields the correct choice of system-bath cou-
pling A(w). Interestingly, this result is gauge-dependent.
Specifically, the correct form of A(w) depends on the
gauge in which the system-bath coupling is assumed
to be written as cavity operators coupled to a bath.
These results indicate that gauge-dependent predictions
in cavity quantum electrodynamics—which, in the case

of gauge non-invariance caused by truncation, the reso-
lution to which is now well known [14, 26-31]—are not
only perceptible in extreme regimes of light-matter cou-
pling (USC), but are also relevant whenever a broadband
frequency dependence is present.

Continuum Theory. As a representative system, we
consider a dipole-TLS weakly coupled to a single reso-
nant cavity mode, and derive the spontaneous emission
(SE) rate of the dipole. First, we consider the photonic
medium (cavity) to consist of a quantized continuum of
reservoir operators, corresponding to the (complex) di-
electric medium of the cavity and environment. To this
end, we employ the macroscopic QED formalism, which is
appropriate for arbitrary dispersive and absorbing media.
The transverse part of the (manifestly gauge-invariant)
vector potential of the EM fields is [26]

/d3 ,/ dw /qr w)

x Gy (r,r,w) b, w)+He, (2)

where €; is the imaginary part of the medium’s dielec-
tric function, and G (r,r’,w) is the medium’s Green’s
function, transverse with respect to the left-hand side of
the dyad, and spatial argument r. The operators that
correspond to the EM fields’ polariton excitations satisfy
[bi(r, w), b (r', )] = 6550 (x — 1) (w — w').

In the Coulomb gauge [26], the Hamiltonian for the
TLS interacting with the transverse EM fields is

A

H — -HF + eid'AL,O&JJ ﬁoe_id.AL’o&z, (3)

with AJ_7O = AJ_(I‘O), where rq is the dipole location,
Hp = [dw [ d®rwbf(r,w) - b(r,w), Hy = woété~, and
d is the (assumed real) dipole moment. The Pauli oper-
ators 6% correspond to raising/lowering operators of the
TLS [32]. Assuming non-ultrastrong coupling, we expand
Eq. (3) to first order in d - A . This gives

,E[:IA{F‘F‘E[O‘FWOd'AJ_’O&y. 4)

One can then derive the master equation of the
TLS subsystem, using standard second-order Born-
Markov techniques [33].  The result is (neglecting
Lamb shifts and making a rotating-wave approxima-
tion) a Lindblad contribution to the master equation
v[67ps6t — 3{6F67, ps}], where pg is the system den-
sity operator, and

zd-IID{C-}J_(I‘Q,I‘(),W())} 'd7 (5)

¥(wo) =
€0

and here the Green’s function is transverse with respect
to both spatial arguments and sides of the dyad.

We can simplify this expression for a situation where
only one resonant mode is dominant at the dipole lo-
cation and frequency by using a QNM expansion of



the Green’s function. The QNMs are solutions to the
Helmholtz equation with open boundary conditions (i.e.,
the Silver-Miiller radiation condition):

c

vaXﬁw—(@)iuwnaw=m (6)

where @, = w, — ir,/2 is a complex QNM frequency,
with &, corresponding to the cavity photon decay rate.
The transverse part of the Green’s function can be
expanded in terms of the QNMs as G, (rg,ro,w) =
> A, (W), (ro)f.(ro), provided that ry is sufficiently
close to the resonator, and we use the expansion coef-
ficient, A, (w) = w/[2(@, —w)] [34].

Using a single QNM expansion with u = ¢, we obtain

_ 4|gal? wo Ko /4

7(wo) = Ke wek2/4+ (wo— wc)QXC((bO’wo)’ @)

where we have defined gq = , /%d . fc(l‘o), and

Xe(®0,wo) = cos (2¢0) — 2Q. sin (2¢0) [wo/we — 1] (8)

is a factor accounting for the phase of the QNM at the
position of the dipole, ¢y = arg{f.(r¢)}, and Q. = we/ke;
note x. = 1 only when the QNM is real at the dipole
location.

For a real-valued QNM at the dipole location, the
SE rate takes the form of a Lorentzian function cen-
tered around the cavity frequency, modulated by a factor
of wp/we. This is in contrast to the phenomenological
result often employed, where the decay rate is simply
Lorentzian. However, even for a small non-zero QNM
phase at the dipole location, the deviations from a pure
Lorentzian can be more complex; for example, expand-
ing to leading order in 0 = (wp — w.)/w. (excluding the
Lorentzian factor), the rate becomes

K2 /4
TR (o e O T 2Qetan B0l
(9)

and so the QNM phase is only negligible when 4Q.|¢o| <
1, which is a very strict condition. This derivation can
also be carried out in the dipole gauge [35].

In Fig. 2(b,d), we plot the decay rate ~(wg) for
two example physical modes corresponding to a metal-
lic dimer (a) and photonic crystal (PC) (c) cav-
ity, normalized by the Lorentzian factor L(wg) =
Y(we)r2/4 [K2/4 + (wo — we)?] “!in order to investigate
the accuracy of the QNM model of the spectral density,
compared with a full finite-element Green’s function sim-
ulation with no modal approximations. These calcula-
tions are for full 3-D geometries and also include mate-
rial dispersion and absorption. Near the QNM resonance,
the trend agrees well with Eq. (7) evaluated with a single
QNM. Further away, deviations arise which can be asso-
ciated to multi-mode effects (which are easily treated by

adding more modes to our formalism; see SM [35]). In
contrast, neglecting the QNM phase [which leads to the
linear ~ wq scaling modulating L(wyp), shown as a dashed
yellow line in Fig. 2(b,d)] does not accurately reflect the
trend.

Quantized Lossy Cavity Mode Theory. We now model
our system as a single quantized cavity mode (coupled
to a broadband photon reservoir) weakly coupled to a
TLS, which is described by the Jaynes-Cummings (JC)
model (in the SM [35], we show that the rotating-wave
approximation made in the JC model does not affect our
results). It is sufficient to consider the system as initially
in the excited state of the TLS, with zero cavity photons
present. Under these assumptions, and working in an
appropriate rotating frame, this system is described by
the Hamiltonian H&(t) = HE + Hin(t), where

HE = A6T67 + g, (a6 +aT67), (10)
and

Hine(t) = /de(w) {dTlAJwe_i(“_wC)t + &IA)Lei(“’_WC)t} .
(11)

Here, a, a' are cavity mode operators, A = wy — w,, and
gg is a gauge-dependent coupling rate. The operators
b, and BL are continuum reservoir operators that satisfy
[EW,BL,} = §(w — '), and we let A(w.) = y/ke/(27) to
recover an empty cavity photon decay rate k..

Considering now the gauge-dependence of the model,
if using the dipole gauge (g = d), then g — |ga|, and
in contrast to the continuum model, the phase of f'c(ro)
plays no role in the quantized cavity theory presented
here, and thus we choose gq = |ga| to be real in this
model without loss of generality (i.e., by absorbing the
phase of the QNM at the dipole location into the TLS
operators by a unitary rotation). In general, this can be
derived from a discrete mode projection from the under-
lying continuum model described previously, and can also
be directly related to quantized QNMs [26, 36]. In the
Coulomb gauge, g. = ﬁ—i’gd. Since only g4 is independent
of wy, to freely vary the TLS frequency wp independently
of the cavity coupling parameters, we express all results
in terms of gq.

We now diagonalize the system Hamiltonian. From
the initial condition, the system is closed under the
eigenstates |G) = 10,g) (see SM [35] for full model),

and |+) = L {i,/u[ 210,e) +4/1F 2 \1,9)} with
the corresponding energies, wy = 5 & 1n, where n =
A2 + 4gg. We decompose the Hamiltonian in terms of

these eigenstates as HE = > am{t,—}Wala) (al, and

B = 3 calG) (ol / dwA(w)b @)t 4 He,
a:{+77}

(12)



where ¢, = /(1 — alA/n) /2.

Following a 2nd-order Born-Markov approximation,
the master equation for the system is ps = —i[H§, ps] +

JedrTrg ([e—iﬁéf }nt(t—T)eiﬁéfﬁsﬁR,Hint(t)]} + He,
which evaluates to

PéS = _i[ﬁgﬁ ﬁS]"i'TrZ CaAQ(wc + Wa)(

[|G> <a|ﬁs,aq +H.c.). (13)

To determine the TLS decay rate v, we can solve for
the eigenvalues of Eq. (13), viewed as a matrix equation
for the elements of ps. For the weak-coupling decay rate,
we expect v ~ g2, from the usual Purcell effect. Thus,
we consider the eigenvalue v ~ gg, and use perturbation
theory (see [35] Sec. III) to find, to second-order in gg:

92 27TA2(WO)

6(0) = 0 AT 1)

Now we employ the ansatz

Moy =3 (;") 1)

49§ wo o /‘iz/ 4
Sye= 5 (2] ||, (6
% ( () [ariim) o
If working in the dipole gauge, then we must choose
n = 1 to satisfy Eq. (7), for the case of a real valued
QNM. In contrast, in the Coulomb gauge, g. = =294,

and so we must choose n = —1/2. If we choose the
Coulomb gauge, we see that

wo= @ E

2 w

is the system-bath coupling function which, in cavity-
QED, produces the correct results for an isolated mode
with a strictly real QNM at the dipole location; surpris-
ingly, this corresponds to a sub-Ohmic reservoir (in con-
trast, say, to the Ohmic result encountered in circuit-
QED [37], sometimes also assumed in optics). In con-
trast, if we choose the dipole gauge, then the system-bath
coupling function consistent with Eq. (11) is

nae) =/ (32) (2) (18)

We stress that the different choice of spectral density
specifically corresponds to which gauge has a coupling
Hamiltonian of the form in Eq. (11), where the reser-
voir couples to bosonic cavity operators. In the SM [35],
we show that if the operators in the interaction Hamilto-
nian are also transformed with the gauge transformation,

along with the system Hamiltonian, then the decay rate
Ve is the same in either gauge, for a fixed spectral den-
sity. ~ We note that these spectral densities are local
forms, valid in a spectral range where other modes of the
cavity are not appreciable.
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FIG. 2. (a) Schematic diagram, QNM profile |f.|* (dom-
inant z component, arbitrary units) and distribution of
2Q.tan (2¢0) of a gold-like dimer. An example dipole lo-
cation is shown at gap center, where 2Q.tan (2¢0) ~ 0.72
(black circle). (b) The normalized decay rate v(wo)/L(wo)
at gap center using a single QNM approximation (solid blue
curve) and full dipole results (red circles). The dashed or-
ange line shows wg/w.. Three vertical lines show the posi-
tions of [—0.5,0,0.5]. The inset shows the enhanced decay
rate y(wo)/vo(we) (Purcell factors), where the single QNM
results match perfectly with full dipole results. (c,d) Similar
to (a,b), but with a PC beam cavity. The QNM distribution
is at the PC beam center. Distribution of 2Q. tan (2¢¢) is at
a surface 5 nm above the PC beam. At the dipole location
(black circle), 2Q. tan (2¢¢) ~ —190.

The analytic result derived in Eq. (16) for the Coulomb
gauge [such that it is equivalent to Eq. (7)] agrees excel-
lently with a full numerical calculation from the master
equation in Eq. (13), which we show in the Supplemen-
tary Material (SM) [35]. However, the case where the
QNM is not real at the TLS location is much more re-
alistic for practical mode geometries. In Fig. 2 (a,c), we
show the QNM phase ¢(r) as a function of position for
the two considered example physical modes. The product
2Q.tan (2¢p) remains substantial at all locations near
the modal electric field maximum (even where |¢g| < 1).

It is difficult if not impossible to obtain the general
phase-dependent result in Eq. (7) using simple system-
reservoir constructions of a single lossy cavity with a gen-
eral spectral bath coupling A(w) which is independent of
the contents of the cavity. This points to important and
potentially fundamental limitations to the ability of these
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FIG. 3. Normalized cavity emission spectrum under in-
coherent excitation calculated from the master equation in
Eq. (13) in the strong-coupling regime using the Coulomb
gauge. Here we consider a cavity with Q. = 20, ga/w. = 0.05,
and ¢o = 0.03. The solid lines correspond to a spectral
density with A(w) = /3% (w/we)", where n = 0 (blue)
or n = —3 (red), and the dash-dotted lines correspond to

Aw) = /55 (w/we)" v/xe(do,w).

simple universal models of the spectral density to pre-
dict accurately observables in the USC regime. We note
that other approaches, such as those utilizing rigorous
quantized QNM expansions may bypass this limitation.
Additionally, one can make the heuristic replacement

A(w) = Acya(w) v xe(¢o,w), (19)

which recovers the correct result, but is clearly not a
universal form of the spectral density as it implies the
cavity-bath interaction should be dependent on the po-
sition of a dipole placed inside the cavity. This function
is shown in Fig. 1(c) for various values of ¢q.

Although a model-specific and ad-hoc fix, this re-
placement to the system-bath coupling function does
allow for quantitatively accurate spectral modelling in
the strong-coupling regime (and with additional assump-
tions, the USC regime), which has previously been in-
accessible using few-mode master equation methods. In
Fig. 3, we show simulations highlighting the significance
of this replacement, considering intrinsically quantum ef-
fects by pumping the system beyond the weak excitation
regime (details in the SM [35]). Notably, even outside
of the USC regime (where such considerations become
even more important), the importance of both the QNM
phase-dependent correction factor and the correct cou-
pling function prefactor ~ w2 can be highly substantial,
which has significant implications for current commonly
used models, which typically assume a flat or Ohmic
reservoir for the cavity. It should be noted that for suffi-
ciently broadband dynamics (e.g., large enough detuning
A or cavity-dipole coupling gg), Xx. can become negative
(and thus the spectral density becomes unphysical) for
certain transitions, which points to potential fundamen-
tal limits of single-mode models in such regimes. Indeed

Fig. 2(b,d) already shows deviations arising from addi-
tional mode contributions.

Conclusions. By comparison with a rigorous gauge-
invariant macroscopic QED formalism in arbitrary me-
dia, we have shown the correct form of the spectral den-
sity for a lossy quantized cavity mode interacting with
a TLS. The spectral density takes a different form than
those typically assumed in previous works, is not univer-
sal (it depends on the position of the TLS), and can sig-
nificantly impact predictions even in the weak and strong
coupling regimes. This form is also gauge-dependent. An
interesting extension of this work would be to consider
the case of multiple dipoles placed at spatial locations
with substantially differing QNM phases.

In a future work, we will use an ab initio construction
of the system-reservoir Hamiltonian by means of a quan-
tized QNM approach to study dissipative cavity QED
in the USC regime, beyond the phenomenological ap-
proaches which are known to fail to predict things like
emission spectra accurately [14], and further investigate
the fundamental limits to single-mode models.
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