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We propose a numerical algorithm that integrates quantum two-level systems (TLSs) into the
finite-difference time-domain (FDTD) framework for simulating quantum emitters in arbitrary 3D
photonic environments. Conventional methods struggle with these systems due to their semi-classical
nature and spurious self-interactions that arise when a TLS is driven by its own radiation field. We
address these issues by determining the correct electric field for driving the TLS, as well as the cur-
rent source used in FDTD for modeling photon emission. Our method, focusing on single-excitation
states, employs a total field-incident field (TF-IF) technique to eliminate self-interactions, enabling
precise simulations of photon emission and scattering. The algorithm also successfully models com-
plex phenomena such as resonant energy transfer, superradiance, and vacuum Rabi splitting. This
powerful computational tool is expected to substantially advance research in nanophotonics, quan-
tum physics, and beyond.

I. INTRODUCTION

Classical electrodynamics, governed by
Maxwell’s equations, has played an impor-
tant role in understanding and designing
electromagnetic devices. This foundational
theory has influenced a variety of scientific
and technological fields. The most popular
method for numerically solving Maxwell’s
equations is the finite-difference time-domain
(FDTD) method [1], with efficient and mature
solvers that are widely available [2, 3]. As
the frontiers of science push deeper into the
quantum realm, advances in quantum physics
[4, 5] and chemistry [6–8] are driving the
demand for a more profound understanding of
light-matter interactions at the quantum level,
and the limitations of Maxwell’s equations
become evident. The dynamics of multiple
quantum two-level systems (TLSs) interacting
within complex photonic environment [9–17],
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challenge existing simulation techniques. While
analytical solutions are feasible for simple
photonic environments like single-mode optical
cavities [18–20] or single-mode waveguides
[21, 22], it’s difficult to generalize these so-
lutions to arbitrary photonic environment,
and researchers still need to rely on numerical
techniques.

Currently, the simulation techniques used to
tackle this issue can be divided into two cate-
gories: semi-classical methods, and approaches
based on master equation [23–25]. The semi-
classical methods, such as Maxwell-Bloch [26,
27] or Maxwell-Schrödinger equations [28–30],
are limited by their reliance on classical fields,
and often fail to correctly account for inco-
herent processes [31]. They also require care-
ful treatment of self-interaction, which is often
overlooked in previous works [32, 33]. On the
other hand, for master equation approaches the
photon degrees of freedom is often traced out.
These approaches rely on calculating dyadic
Green’s functions and become computationally
expensive for large number of quantum ele-
ments. Moreover, employing the Born-Markov
approximation leads to inaccurate results when
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memory effects become important [34–36]. The
above issues have made it quite difficult to ac-
curately simulate multiple TLSs in arbitrary
environment. Currently, a general algorithm
that has been thoroughly tested is still lacking,
which hinders research in quantum physics and
nanophotonics.

In this paper, we aim to address the above is-
sues and provide a simulation technique that’s
available for use. We propose an algorithm
based on 3D FDTD due to the fact that FDTD
is both versatile and highly efficient. To incor-
porate quantum two-level systems (TLSs) into
FDTD, the problem is first simplified by fo-
cusing on single-excitation states. We rigor-
ously analyze the dynamics of TLSs driven by
the electric field, as well as how TLSs couple
back to Maxwell’s equations through radiation
emission. To avoid unwanted self-interaction,
which is essential for accurate results, we pro-
pose a total field-incident field (TF-IF) tech-
nique to exclude the primary radiation field
from driving the TLS. We first validate our
approach through benchmark examples involv-
ing one TLS, demonstrating that our method
accurately computes the spontaneous emission
rates and scattering cross sections, which is not
possible without mitigating self-interaction ef-
fects. Further, we extend our simulations to
systems involving N ⩾ 2 TLSs, exploring phe-
nomena such as excitation transport between
TLSs, superradiance in TLS arrays, as well as
vacuum Rabi splitting when TLSs are strongly
coupled to a ring resonator. These examples
demonstrate the capability of our proposed al-
gorithm to simulate dynamics of multiple TLSs
placed within complex 3D photonic environ-
ments, which, to the best of our knowledge,
has never been conducted successfully before.
The implementation of this algorithm has been
realized in CUDA C++, with the code made
publicly available on GitHub. Currently, we
are working on integrating this algorithm into
Tidy3d [2] simulation platform to ensure its
availability in the near future, with the hope
that it will serve as a valuable tool for re-
searchers across various fields.

II. METHODOLOGY

The optical properties of hybrid systems that
combine quantum emitters (such as atoms or
quantum dots) with complex photonic envi-
ronment are of much current interest. It is
possible to derive analytical solution for very
simple structures such as single-mode optical
cavity [18] or waveguide [21, 22] under cer-
tain approximations. However when the prob-
lem involves multiple TLSs inside a more com-
plicated environment (for example, a multi-
mode cavity [37–40], or photonic crystal [13, 41–
45]), simple analytical solution might not be
available, and it is necessary to incorporate
TLSs into full-wave electromagnetic simulation.
Many researchers have been working on this
topic, and the most popular methods mainly fall
into 2 categories: semi-classical methods [26–
30, 32, 33, 46–52], often formulated by combin-
ing classical Maxwell’s equations with an extra
set of equations that can describe the TLSs’ dy-
namics; master equation approaches, which rely
on tracing out the photon degrees of freedom.

Here, by combining TLSs’ dynamics with
FDTD, our proposed method is similar to the
semi-classical methods mentioned above. Be-
fore introducing the implementation details, we
will first answer two vital questions: (1) what
is the electric field value that should be used
to drive the TLS; (2) what is the source term
that should be used in Maxwell’s equations
when considering radiation of the TLS. As will
be shown later, the answers to these questions
are crucial for incorporating TLS dynamics into
Maxwell’s equations correctly.

A. Driving term related to TLS dynamics

To correctly simulate a hybrid system con-
taining both TLSs and photonic environment,
it is required to understand how the electro-
magnetic fields affect the dynamics of TLSs. In
this section, without loss of generality, we fo-
cus on the dynamics of one TLS. The resonance
frequency of the TLS is denoted as ω0, and
the corresponding resonance wavelength is rep-
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resented by λ0. Its spontaneous emission rate
inside vacuum is denoted as Γvac. These nota-
tions are consistently used throughout the pa-
per. To make our discussions general, instead
of limiting ourselves to a certain set of equa-
tions, we use a more generalized notation u⃗(t)
to describe the status of TLS. When a TLS is
driven by electric field, the governing ordinary
equations can be summarized as
d

dt
u⃗(t) = {Decay term}+ {Driving term}

∆
=== ΓL(u⃗) + f(u⃗) · E⃗,

(1)

where Γ denotes the decay rate, and E⃗ denotes
the electric field value that’s used to drive the
TLS. Physically, the electric fields inside the
simulation domain can be divided into 3 parts:
E⃗tot = E⃗inc + E⃗rad + E⃗ref. Here E⃗inc repre-
sents the externally applied field in the presence
of photonic structure; E⃗rad represents the pri-
mary radiation field emitted by the TLS, before
hitting any photonic structures; E⃗ref represents
the radiation field reflected after hitting pho-
tonic structure. In eq. (1), both E⃗inc and E⃗ref

should be included in the driving term E⃗ with
no doubt. However, the E⃗rad field produced by
a dipole source is nonzero at its own position.
Therefore, using the E⃗tot field obtained from
FDTD and substituting this value into eq. (1)
results in the TLS being driven by the radi-
ation field produced by itself. This leads to
two effects: first, energy is carried away from
TLS, causing it to decay at rate Γvac; second,
this self-interaction causes the TLS’s resonance
frequency to shift. This phenomenon, which
can be understood as a numerical analogy of
Lamb shift [53], has been observed in literatures
[32, 33]. It is regarded as a numerical artifact
that should be avoided.

To verify that E⃗rad should not be included in
the driving term, we now consider a simple ex-
ample, where an incident pulse is scattered by
a single TLS placed inside vacuum. It is well
known that under weak-excitation limit, a TLS
acts like an oscillating dipole [54]. Its scattering
cross section σ(ω) should follow a Lorentzian
line shape, with maximum value σ0 =

3λ2
0

2π

and an FWHM of Γvac [55–59]. The simula-
tion setup is shown schematically in Fig. 1(a).
A Gaussian pulse with x-polarization serves as
the incident wave, whose time-profile is plotted
in the inset. The TLS, whose dipole moment
|⟨g| ˆ⃗d|e⟩| = 0.02, stays at its ground state |g⟩
at t = 0. The TLS is simulated using Bloch
equation (see Appendix E for details), and four
different scenarios are checked:

1. Decay rate Γ = 0, E⃗rad not excluded;

2. Decay rate Γ = 0, E⃗rad excluded;

3. Decay rate Γ = Γvac, E⃗rad not excluded
(corresponds to most existing works);

4. Decay rate Γ = Γvac, E⃗rad excluded (cor-
responds to our proposed FDTD).

We surround the TLS with a power monitor
to calculate the power of scattered electromag-
netic field, then divide it by the incident light
intensity to calculate the scattering cross sec-
tion σ(ω). The results are summarized in the
table shown in Fig. 1(a). Based on the first
and the third rows, it can be concluded that if
E⃗rad is not excluded, the scattering cross sec-
tion σ is much smaller than σ0 (noting that the
σ(ω) curves are exaggerated by 400×). Also the
resonance frequency shifts away from ω0. On
the other hand, the second row shows that by
setting Γ = 0 and excluding E⃗rad, the TLS’s
population Pe(t) does not decay, due to the
lack of a decaying mechanism. As a compari-
son, our FDTD correctly recovers the position,
linewidth, as well as the maximum value of the
σ(ω) peak. The exclusion of primary radia-
tion E⃗rad is essential for avoiding spurious self-
interaction. Note that some researchers have
tried to mimic TLS by modifying the dielec-
tric constant ϵr(ω) of the grid point [33, 49].
Though the derivation of such dielectric func-
tion is well-known [60], it has been pointed
out that this method does not exclude the self-
interaction [31], making it incorrect when sim-
ulating isolated TLSs.

Based on the fact that a TLS should be driven
by E⃗inc + E⃗ref, in the proposed FDTD we en-
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FIG. 1. The exclusion of primary radiation field produced by TLS. (a) Light scattering of one TLS inside
vacuum. The inset shows the time profile of the incident Gaussian pulse. The table presents simulation
results for 4 scenarios. Without excluding the radiation field E⃗rad, the scattering cross section σ(ω) cannot
be predicted correctly. Our FDTD can get rid of the self-interaction caused by primary radiation, thus
providing accurate results. (b) Comparison of the TF-IF technique with the naïve approach. When using
TF-IF, the primary radiation E⃗rad only exists outside region Ω, making sure that unwanted self-interactions
are eliminated. (c) The effect of TF-IF technique. An oscillating dipole in x direction is placed at the center
of 3D domain. Nonzero Ex field is produced outside region Ω (marked as a square box). After the radiation
field has been reflected by a PEC mirror, it can enter Ω and drive the oscillating dipole. Here ∆t denotes
the time step.

close the TLS with an imaginary square do-
main Ω. We hope that the primary radiation
field of this TLS only exists outside Ω, thus
the field E⃗ sampled inside Ω can be used to
drive TLS. To achieve this, we utilize the sur-
face equivalence principle [1, 61]: instead of di-
rectly using the TLS as a dipole source, ficti-

tious surface current densities are put on region
boundary ∂Ω (as shown in Fig. 1(b)), ensur-
ing that the same radiation field is excited out-
side Ω. We refer to this modification as total
field-incident field (TF-IF) technique, which di-
vides the simulation domain into different re-
gions: within Ω only the electromagnetic fields
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incident from outside exist; outside Ω the fields
can be understood as “total field” E⃗tot, includ-
ing the primary radiation from the TLS. The
modification and its name have been inspired
by the total field-scattered field (TF-SF) tech-
nique, commonly used in FDTD simulations to
generate incident wave [1]. The consequence of
this TF-IF modification is depicted in Fig. 1(c).
Here we consider a simple 3D FDTD simulation
with a dipole source 3λ0 above a PEC mirror.
The dipole produces a pulse-like radiation field,
and it is observed that the primary radiation
field exists only outside region Ω (marked by a
square box). After the primary radiation field
hits the mirror (marked by a black line) and gets
reflected back, the reflected field E⃗ref enters Ω
and re-excites the TLS. Therefore, the electric
field sampled inside Ω can be used directly as a
driving term.

Our method is similar to the one proposed in
[32]. Yet here our Ω region can be much smaller
(as small as 3×3×3 grid points) compared with
the square region used in [32]. This flexibility
is due to the radiation field being numerically
calculated using an auxiliary FDTD (see Ap-
pendix D for details). This advantage enables
us to model multiple TLSs that are placed very
close (as close as the grid resolution ∆x) to each
other, which will be demonstrated in the follow-
ing sections. In contrast, simulations involving
multiple TLSs are not presented in [32].

B. Current source related to TLS
radiation

In this section, we advance our discussion by
considering a more general system containing
N TLSs. The i-th TLS is located at position
r⃗i (i = 1, 2, ..., N). When utilizing FDTD, we
focus on solving the following Maxwell’s equa-
tions:

∇× E⃗ = −µ0
∂H⃗

∂t
, (2)

∇× H⃗ = ϵ0
∂E⃗

∂t
+ J⃗TLS. (3)

While these equations describe electromagnetic
fields in vacuum, it is straightforward to extend
them to encompass complex photonic environ-
ments [1]. The conventional way to calculate
the current source J⃗TLS involves using the ex-
pectation value of dipole moment ⟨ ˆ⃗di⟩:

J⃗TLS =
∑
i

d

dt
⟨ ˆ⃗di⟩ · δ(r⃗ − r⃗i)

=
∑
i

d

dt
Tr( ˆ⃗diρ̂i) · δ(r⃗ − r⃗i),

(4)

where δ(r⃗−r⃗i) denotes the Dirac δ-function cen-
tered at r⃗i, and ρ̂i stands for the density ma-
trix of the i-th TLS. By using ⟨ ˆ⃗di⟩ as dipole
source, all semi-classical methods attempt to
simulate the expectation value of electric field
⟨ ˆ⃗E⟩. Unfortunately, this procedure fails when
considering spontaneous emission process, even
for a single TLS. Starting from its excited state
(ρee = 1) with zero coherence (ρeg = ρge = 0),
the coherence ρeg(t) will remain zero during the
decay process. Therefore, putting this dipole
source J⃗TLS ∝ d

dt ⟨
ˆ⃗
d⟩ ∝ d

dt (ρeg + ρge) = 0 back
into FDTD does not lead to any nonzero elec-
tromagnetic radiation [54]. This behavior is
not surprising and has been highlighted by re-
searchers [31, 62], noting that a single photon is
radiated during the spontaneous emission pro-
cess, and the expectation value of electric field
⟨Ê⟩ = 0. On the other hand the expectation
value ⟨Ê†Ê⟩ ̸= 0, indicating that the proba-
bility of detecting a photon is nonzero. The
quantum nature of a single photon leads to this
paradox, making it impossible for existing semi-
classical methods to model spontaneous emis-
sion.

To resolve the above issue, we adopt the the-
ory developed in [63], focusing on the single-
excitation state

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
i

bi(t)|ei, 0⟩+
∑
k⃗,λ

ck⃗λ(t)|g, 1k⃗λ⟩, (5)

where bi(t) represents the i-th TLS’s excita-
tion amplitude, and ck⃗λ(t) corresponds to the
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single-photon state with wave vector k⃗ and po-
larization λ. Such single-excitation states, al-
though simple, capture all phenomena in lin-
ear optics regime, and contain rich physics
[9, 21, 24, 58, 64–68]. The ground state of this
system is denoted as |ΨG⟩ = |g, 0⟩. Instead of
simulating ⟨E⃗⟩, we now use FDTD and simulate
the time-evolution of the electric field E⃗(r⃗, t),
defined as [63]

E⃗(r⃗, t) = ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗E(r⃗)|ΨG⟩+ ⟨ΨG|
ˆ⃗
E(r⃗)|Ψ(t)⟩,

(6)
which is nonzero for single-photon state, making
it an ideal choice for simulating photon emis-
sion. The current source J⃗TLS(r⃗) that should
be introduced in FDTD now becomes (see Ap-
pendix A)

J⃗TLS(r⃗) = 2ω0

∑
i

d⃗i · Im(bi) · δ(r⃗ − r⃗i), (7)

where Im(bi) stands for the imaginary part of
bi(t).

To justify the above choices, we examine the
spontaneous decay of an excited TLS inside
vacuum. In Fig. 2(a) we compare our FDTD
with two baseline semi-classical simulation tech-
niques, namely, the Maxwell-Schrödinger equa-
tions and the Maxwell-Bloch equations (imple-
mentation details can be found in Appendix
E). By plotting the time-evolution of the ex-
cited probability Pe, it is evident that the
Schrödinger equation does not lead to sponta-
neous decay, and the TLS remains at the ex-
cited state, which is consistent with previous
observations [28, 31, 69]. Both Bloch equation
and our FDTD leads to an exponential decay
as exp(−Γvact). On the other hand, neither the
Schrödinger equation nor the Bloch equation
produces a nonzero E⃗ field. This supports our
assertion that the photon emission process can-
not be simulated using semi-classical methods
since ⟨E⃗⟩ = 0. In contrast, by utilizing a differ-
ent source as eq. (7), our proposed FDTD can
accurately simulate the photon emission pro-
cess.

C. Process

Now we combine the two points mentioned
previously, and briefly summarize the entire
process of the proposed FDTD algorithm. We
restrict our analysis to single-excitation quan-
tum states defined in eq. (5). The E⃗(r⃗, t) field
simulated in FDTD has been defined in eq. (6).
By defining the H⃗(r⃗, t) field similarly, it can be
proved that the time-evolution of these fields
still follow classical Maxwell’s equations (see
Appendix A), and thus can be simulated us-
ing FDTD without any difficulty. On the other
hand, the time-evolution of the i-th TLS’s exci-
tation amplitude bi follows (see Appendix A)

dbi
dt

= (−iω0 −
Γvac

2
)bi + i

d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t)

ℏ
. (8)

As previously stated, E⃗(r⃗i) is sampled inside
region Ωi and the primary radiation has been
excluded. The above four equations, namely,
eq. (2)(3)(7)(8), form the core of our proposed
FDTD algorithm.

Before starting the FDTD simulation, we first
initialize a 3D domain containing all photonic
structures as well as all Ωi regions. The FDTD
carried out in this domain is referred to as
the “main FDTD”. Additionally, each TLS with
index i requires an auxiliary FDTD to calcu-
late the primary radiation fields (Ei,rad, Hi,rad).
These N FDTD simulations, filled with homo-
geneous media, are termed “auxiliary FDTD”
and are kept small to minimize computational
overhead (see Appendix D). At each time step,
our proposed FDTD algorithm comprises 3
parts:

1. Update the main FDTD for one
step, based on the current sources
(J⃗i,rad, M⃗i,rad) provided by auxiliary
FDTDs.

2. Update all N TLSs for one step, using the
E⃗(r⃗i) field sampled from the main FDTD.

3. Update all N auxiliary FDTDs for one
step, treating the TLSs as dipole sources.
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FIG. 2. Using a different current source to account for photon emission process. (a) Spontaneous emission of
one TLS inside vacuum. Both Bloch equation and our FDTD recover an exponential decay in population.
However the two semi-classical methods fail to produce nonzero fields since ⟨Ê⟩ = 0. (b) Flowchart of
the proposed FDTD. The primary radiation of each TLS is calculated using an auxiliary FDTD. On the
contrary, conventional methods do not exclude self-interaction. (c) Spontaneous emission of one TLS inside
vacuum. (d) Spontaneous emission of one TLS placed above a PEC mirror. Time-evolution of Pe have been
plotted for different distances h/λ0 ∈ {0.4, 1.8, 3}. (e) The relationship between decay rate Γ and distance
h. Results obtained by FDTD match perfectly with the ground truth. The insets show the corresponding
Hz field distributions. Note that the simulations involved in (c)(d)(e) are carried out in 2D domain.

The above procedure has been illustrated in
Fig. 2(b). Based on the surface equiva-
lence principle [1, 61], the fictitious current
sources (J⃗i,rad, M⃗i,rad) used in the main FDTD
are related to the primary radiation fields
(E⃗i,rad, H⃗i,rad) by: J⃗i,rad = n̂× H⃗i,rad, M⃗i,rad =

−n̂×E⃗i,rad (here n̂ denotes the normal vector of
region surface ∂Ωi). For more implementation
details, please refer to Appendix D.

D. Spontaneous emission: N = 1 case

In this part, we provide several benchmark
examples involving the spontaneous emission of
N = 1 TLS. The simplest case would be a TLS
spontaneously decaying inside vacuum. Here we
test two TLSs, with different dipole moments
d ∈ {0.005, 0.01}. The time-evolution of ex-
cited probability Pe during the decay process is
plotted in Fig. 2(c). It can be concluded that
the proposed FDTD algorithm can reproduce
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the exponential decay Pe(t) ∼ exp(−Γvact).

Next, to prove that our algorithm can cap-
ture the influence of photonic environment, we
consider a TLS with dipole moment dx = 0.01,
located off a PEC mirror. The setup is shown in
Fig. 2(d), with the distance between TLS and
mirror denoted as h. In Fig. 2(d) we’ve plotted
the time-evolution of Pe for three different cases,
h = 0.4λ0, 1.8λ0, 3.0λ0. Unlike Maxwell-Bloch
equations, in which the spontaneous decay rate
does not rely on environment, here the proposed
FDTD give different curves for different h val-
ues. To verify that our FDTD can predict mod-
ified decay rates correctly, we further run mul-
tiple FDTD simulations for different heights h,
ranging from 0 ∼ 4λ0. The corresponding de-
cay rates Γ, obtained through fitting Pe(t) with
exp(−Γt), are compared with analytical results
in Fig. 2(e). As can be seen from the compari-
son, in all test cases our FDTD can predict the
modified decay rate perfectly. By limiting our-
selves to single-excitation states, the emission,
reflection, as well as re-absorption of photon can
be simulated correctly.

Note that it’s not possible to arrive at the
above results if semi-classical method is used
to simulate a TLS starting from excited state,
since a TLS with zero coherence cannot produce
nonzero fields in FDTD. In that case, the spon-
taneous decay rate won’t be affected by pho-
tonic structure, which is why many researchers
tend to introduce a phenomenological parame-
ter to compensate for the modified decay rate
[10, 27, 30, 47, 49, 52]. In previous works, re-
searchers often intentionally circumvent this is-
sue, either by setting the initial state of the TLS
as a superposition of the ground state and the
excited state [49, 62, 70], or by using an inci-
dent pulse at the beginning to excite the TLS
[26, 28–30, 52]. Our proposed FDTD can re-
solve this issue simply by restricting ourselves
to single-excitation states. In this way we have
successfully simulated the dynamics of the TLS
when it gets re-excited by the reflected photon,
leading to the correct modified decay rate.

III. DIPOLE-DIPOLE INTERACTION:
N = 2 CASE

Understanding photon exchange between
TLSs (often referred to as resonant energy
transfer) is fundamental to the development of
modern quantum technologies [71–73]. This
type of energy transfer also plays a crucial role
in a variety of biological and chemical systems
[74–77]. Given its importance, there have been
substantial efforts to understand the underlying
mechanisms of energy transport and to deter-
mine how these interactions can be controlled
by engineering the photonic environment. In
this section, we simulate the excitation trans-
port process between two TLSs using our FDTD
algorithm. At the beginning only the first TLS
is at its excited state. After the first TLS emits
a photon spontaneously, the second TLS can
absorb this photon, leading to an increase of its
excited probability. As discussed previously, a
spontaneously decaying TLS with zero coher-
ence cannot excite a nonzero classical electro-
magnetic field. Consequently, this process can-
not be accurately modeled using semi-classical
methods [62], such as the Maxwell-Bloch equa-
tions.

In our analysis, we compare the results of our
FDTD simulations with those obtained from
the master equation. This comparison has con-
firmed that our algorithm can simulate the ex-
citation transport process with high accuracy.
Furthermore, we have found that, since our
FDTD does not rely on Markov approxima-
tion, it correctly captures the retardation effect
caused by the finite traveling speed of photon.
In contrast, the master equation approach un-
der the Markov approximation fails to show this
retardation effect, thereby violating causality.

A. Theory

In this section, we first review the theoret-
ical framework governing the interaction be-
tween two TLSs within a photonic environment.
Consider two such TLSs, where the i-th TLS
(i = 1, 2), characterized by a dipole moment d⃗i,
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FIG. 3. 2D FDTD simulations involving N = 2 TLSs, focusing on excitation transport between an excited
TLS and an unexcited one. (a) Illustration of 2 TLSs placed inside vacuum. The excited TLS emits a photon,
which can then be absorbed by the unexcited TLS. (b) The time-evolution of excited probabilities P1(t)
and P2(t). The inset shows that FDTD presents retardation effect and does not violate causality. (c) The
dipole-dipole interaction strength (normalized by Γvac) extracted from FDTD simulation. (d) Illustration
of 2 TLSs placed at the middle of a waveguide, formed by 2 PEC mirrors. (e) The time-evolution of excited
probabilities P1(t) and P2(t). Similar to (b), the inset shows that FDTD presents retardation effect. (f) The
dipole-dipole interaction strength (normalized by Γvac) extracted from FDTD simulation. The interaction
strength oscillates when increasing distance d, because emitted photon is confined by the waveguide.
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is positioned at r⃗i. The dipole-dipole interac-
tion between these TLSs is evaluated based on
the dyadic Green’s function

↔
G (r⃗i, r⃗j):

Γij =
2ω2

0

ℏϵ0c20
d⃗i · Im

↔
G (r⃗i, r⃗j) · d⃗j , (9)

gij =
ω2
0

ℏϵ0c20
d⃗i · Re

↔
G (r⃗i, r⃗j) · d⃗j , (10)

where Γij represents the collective decay rate,
and gij represents the coherent coupling.

We now focus on excitation transport and ex-
amine a more specific example: at t = 0 only
the first TLS is excited, while the second TLS
is at its ground state, and there’s no photon
in the environment. The most commonly-used
technique for solving this kind of system is the
master equation. It has been demonstrated that
[23, 65, 67, 78], after tracing out the photon
degrees of freedom, the probabilities of finding
these two TLSs in the excited state are

P1(t) =
1

4

[
e−(Γ11+Γ12)t + e−(Γ11−Γ12)t

]
+
e−Γ11t

2
cos(2g12t), (11)

P2(t) =
1

4

[
e−(Γ11+Γ12)t + e−(Γ11−Γ12)t

]
−e−Γ11t

2
cos(2g12t). (12)

From the above equations, it is evident that
the analytical solution overlooks the retardation
effect [34, 36]. In the subsequent section, we
will compare our FDTD simulation results with
the above analytical solutions eq. (11)(12), and
show that FDTD successfully accounts for the
finite traveling speed of light.

B. Simulation results and comparison

In this section we present the FDTD simula-
tion results for two different 2D test cases. In

the first scenario, two identical TLSs with res-
onance wavelength λ0 = 1 µm are positioned
within a vacuum environment, as depicted in
Figure 3(a). In the second scenario, the same
TLSs are placed inside a waveguide formed
by two parallel PEC boards, as illustrated in
Fig. 3(d). The separation distance between TLS
1 and TLS 2 is denoted as d. By setting the ini-
tial condition as b1(t = 0) = 1, b2(t = 0) = 0,
our modified FDTD approach can accurately
simulate the photon emission from the first TLS
as well as the photon absorption by the second
TLS.

For the vacuum case, the time-evolution of
excited probabilities P1(t) and P2(t) are de-
picted using dashed lines (see Fig. 3(b)). The
corresponding analytical solutions derived from
the master equation are also plotted for com-
parison. We have explored four different inter-
TLS distances, d/λ0 ∈ {0.05, 0.2, 0.5, 1}, and
our FDTD results agree pretty well with ana-
lytical results eq. (11)(12) for all different dis-
tances. For the case where d = λ0, an inset has
been added to show a detailed view of P2(t) over
the time interval t ∈ [0, 4T0]. While the solution
from the master equation becomes nonzero im-
mediately after t = 0, the P2(t) obtained from
FDTD remains zero until tr = d/c0 (highlighted
by a dashed gray line). It is not surprising that
FDTD simulation can model retardation effect
correctly, since wave travels with finite speed c0
in FDTD. To verify the accuracy of our FDTD
algorithm, we estimate the corresponding col-
lective decay rate Γ12 and the coherent coupling
g12, based on the P1(t), P2(t) curves obtained
from FDTD simulations. The estimation is car-
ried out through a curve fitting process based
on the form of analytical solution eq. (11)(12).
The comparison between the estimated values
and ground truth is shown in Fig. 3(c). It can
be concluded that FDTD maintains high accu-
racy across most test scenarios. In contrast, al-
though the semi-classical method introduced in
[62] can capture the retardation effect, it does
not accurately determine the dipole-dipole in-
teraction strength.

The above examples do not involve non-
trivial photonic environment beyond vacuum.
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To prove that our FDTD handles the dipole-
dipole interaction correctly with the presence
of photonic structures, we introduce a second
test case featuring a waveguide formed by two
parallel PEC mirrors. The width of this waveg-
uide is w = 0.8λ0, and the two TLSs are placed
at the center of the PEC waveguide, as de-
picted in Fig. 3(d). Similar to the previous
test case, we obtain the time-evolution of ex-
cited probabilities P1(t) and P2(t) from FDTD
simulation across four different distances d/λ0 ∈
{0.2, 0.6, 1.4, 2.2}. In Fig. 3(e), the FDTD re-
sults are plotted using dashed lines, while the
corresponding solutions obtained from master
equation are also plotted for comparison. Once
again, our FDTD agrees well with the analytical
solutions under all tested conditions. Notably,
for the d = 2.2λ0 case, an inset has been in-
cluded, showing P2(t) for time t ∈ [0, 4T0]. A
gray dashed line marks tr = d/c0, and serves
as reference for the earliest time before photon
can reach the second TLS. While FDTD shows
the retardation effect, the master equation gives
nonzero P2 for all t > 0, which violates causal-
ity. Similar to the vacuum test case, the Γ12

and g12 coefficients are extracted from P1(t),
P2(t) with the help of curve fitting process. We
compare the estimated values with ground truth
obtained from dyadic Green’s function, and the
results are presented in Fig. 3(f). Notice that
due to the waveguide’s confinement effect, the
dipole-dipole interaction does not decay quickly
with increased distance d but instead oscillates
in a sinusoidal manner.

In conclusion, the proposed FDTD algorithm
effectively simulates the excitation transport
between two TLSs, which is difficult to achieve
using semi-classical methods [62]. Our FDTD
method not only captures the complex dipole-
dipole interactions across varying distances and
environments, but also demonstrates significant
computational efficiency, especially as the num-
ber of TLSs, N , increases. Unlike the master
equation approach, which requires computing
all Γij and gij coefficients before starting simu-
lation, for FDTD the explicit calculation of Γij

and gij coefficients is easily avoided. Instead,
the dynamics of the entire system can be re-

trieved from a single FDTD run, offering a more
scalable technique.

IV. COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR OF TLS
CLUSTER

In the previous sections, we have provided
several benchmark examples involving N = 1
and N = 2 TLSs, which substantiate the accu-
racy of our algorithm and highlight its advan-
tage over existing algorithms. In this section,
we demonstrate the scalability of our proposed
algorithm by simulating the collective behavior
of N > 2 TLSs within a 3D domain. We select
two representative scenarios: the Dicke super-
radiance in an ordered TLS array within vac-
uum, and Rabi splitting induced by coupling
multiple TLSs with a ring resonator. To the
best of our knowledge, this study is the first
to correctly incorporate multiple isolated TLSs
into a 3D FDTD simulation. Many previous
studies have focused on ensembles of TLSs, al-
lowing them to safely ignore self-interaction [26,
27, 46, 47, 51, 79]; however, some papers that
claim to simulate isolated TLS have overlooked
self-interaction, leading to results that are qual-
itatively incorrect [28, 29, 49, 50, 52]. While
only a few studies have successfully integrated
isolated TLS into FDTD with self-interactions
correctly excluded, simulations involving multi-
ple TLSs are still missing [30, 32, 33, 48]. In the
subsequent sections, we demonstrate that with
TLSs incorporated, FDTD not only validates
known phenomena, but also reveals phenomena
that may have been overlooked in prior research.
This is because the proposed FDTD method
minimizes reliance on commonly used approxi-
mations, including the single-mode approxima-
tion, rotating-wave approximation (RWA), and
Markov approximation.

A. Superradiance of ordered TLS array

In this part we consider the superradiance
phenomenon of an ordered TLS array in vac-
uum [80, 81]. As is well known, TLSs in close
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FIG. 4. 3D FDTD simulations involving N > 2 TLSs. Two examples, namely superradiance and strong-
coupling cavity QED, are included. (a) Illustration of the simulated square TLS array. The distance
between neighboring TLSs is denoted as d. All dipole moments are aligned at z direction. (b) Time-
evolution of the total excitation number nexc, under different array sizes and TLS spacings. exp(−Γvact)
and exp(−NΓvact) are shown in dashed lines for comparison. Compact arrays show decay rates that are
very close too NΓvac, while more extended arrays decay slower. (c) The corresponding decay rates extracted
through curve fitting. (d) Illustration of the 3D ring resonator used in cavity QED simulation. The first
inset plots the Hz distribution of one eigenmode. The second inset shows the input port, output port, as
well as the position of TLSs. (e) The transmission spectra when N TLSs are strongly coupled to the ring
resonator. Here N ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6}. Mode splitting becomes larger when more TLSs are coupled to the
resonator. Notice that when N ⩾ 3 more than 3 dips exist in the transmission curve. (f) The relationship
between measured Rabi splitting and number N . Curve fitting shows that the splitting is proportional to
N0.448, which increases slightly slower compared to the ideal

√
N scaling predicted by single-mode cavity

QED.

proximity to each other interact with light col-
lectively. These TLSs tend to synchronize as
they decay, resulting in a fast decay rate that
is N times larger than that of a single TLS

[68, 82, 83]. Such superradiance phenomenon
was first predicted by R. Dicke in 1954 [84],
and has already been observed in a wide range
of experimental systems [85–87]. However, nu-
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merical simulation of such phenomenon based
on FDTD are rarely reported [88]. The simula-
tion setup is shown schematically in Fig. 4(a).
A square array consisting of N TLSs is po-
sitioned at the z = 0 plane. All TLSs fea-
ture a dipole moment oriented in the z direc-
tion, each with a magnitude of 0.002. The dis-
tance between neighboring TLSs is denoted as
d, and in our simulations two different distances
d/λ0 ∈ {0.08, 0.16} have been tested. Given
that our method focuses on single-excitation
states, the initial quantum state of the system
is set as |Ψ(t = 0)⟩ = 1√

N

∑
i |ei, 0⟩. We record

the total number of excitations nexc, defined as
the sum of the excited probabilities |bi|2. The
time-evolution of logarithm ln(nexc) is plotted
in Fig. 4(b). For comparison, the exponential
decay curve of an isolated TLS, exp(−Γvact), is
shown in gray dashed lines. Additionally, the
black dashed line showing exp(−NΓvact) rep-
resents the ideal case of superradiance, where
all TLSs are in close proximity and oscillate in-
phase.

Four different array sizes (N = 2 × 2, 3 × 3,
4× 4 and 5× 5) have been examined. As previ-
ously mentioned, our FDTD does not rely on
RWA, leading to fast oscillations in the nexc
curve. It can be concluded that when the ar-
ray is confined within a region much smaller
than the wavelength λ0, nexc decays with a rate
very close to NΓ0. Conversely, when the ar-
ray size is comparable to λ0/2, TLSs at differ-
ent locations cannot oscillate perfectly in-phase,
resulting in a decay rate smaller than NΓvac.
Through curve fitting, we have extracted the
decay rates from all nexc(t) curves, and these
results are displayed in Fig. 4(c). It’s evident
that when neighboring TLSs are close to each
other (d = 0.08λ0 case), the decay rate only de-
viates from NΓ0 significantly when N becomes
larger than 16. However, for larger spacing
d = 0.16λ0, the decay rate ceases to increase
once N > 9. Our simulation results align with
recent studies [80, 81], suggesting that super-
radiance in an ordered TLS array only occurs
when the inter-TLS distance is below a critical
value.

B. Rabi splitting in cavity

A cavity quantum electrodynamics (cavity
QED) system is crucial, as it not only facil-
itates the study of fundamental physics, but
also provides a platform for quantum informa-
tion processing [17, 89–91]. To date, numeri-
cal simulations relevant to this topic are mostly
based on cavity QED theory, typically consider-
ing only a few cavity modes (often just a single
mode) [18, 20]. Although these simulation tech-
niques are straightforward to implement, they
become inadequate when the photonic environ-
ment or the placement of TLSs becomes increas-
ingly complex. In this section, we demonstrate
the versatility of our algorithm by simulating
multiple TLSs strongly coupled to a ring res-
onator. We consider a silicon ring resonator
placed on top of a silica substrate, as depicted
in Fig. 4(d). The ring resonator is coupled to
an adjacent silicon waveguide, positioned 80 nm
from the ring. Additional size parameters are
provided in Fig. 4(d). The ring resonator fea-
tures a free spectral range (FSR) of approxi-
mately 369 THz. The magnetic field distribu-
tion Hz for one eigenmode at 1532 nm is illus-
trated in Fig. 4. Multiple TLSs, with dipole
moments oriented in x direction, are embedded
within the ring resonator. As shown by the
insets of Fig. 4(e), these TLSs form an array,
which is centered at position (R, 0, 0). The dis-
tance between neighboring TLSs remain fixed
as d = 0.08λ0.

The TE0 waveguide mode is injected from
the input port (indicated in red) on the left
side, and the transmission through the sys-
tem is measured at the output port (indicated
in green) on the right side. The correspond-
ing transmission spectra for different number
of TLSs N ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6} are depicted in
Fig. 4(e). The resonance wavelength λ0 is high-
lighted with a vertical line. In the absence of
TLSs, the transmission spectrum features a sin-
gle dip. Coupling a single TLS (N = 1) with
the ring resonator results in three dips. This ef-
fect arises because the ring resonator supports
two degenerate cavity modes: one traveling
clockwise (CW) and the other counter-clockwise
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(CCW). With a dipole moment of 0.01 oriented
in the x direction, the TLS interacts with both
CW and CCW modes, leading to the splitting of
three distinct modes. This phenomenon, known
as vacuum Rabi splitting [92], indicates that the
dipole moment is sufficiently large to achieve the
strong-coupling regime. As the number of TLSs
coupled with the ring resonator increases, the
mode splitting becomes larger. The relationship
between splitting (measured by subtracting the
frequencies of two most distant dips) and the
number of TLSs N is plotted in Fig. 4(f). Ac-
cording to cavity QED theory, when N TLSs are
coupled to a single cavity mode, the Rabi split-
ting should scale as

√
N [87, 93, 94]. In our sim-

ulations, the relationship between splitting and
N has been determined through curve fitting.
Our FDTD simulations reveal that the split-
ting is proportional to N0.448, which is slightly
lower compared to the theoretical N0.5 scaling.
This deviation can be attributed to the inter-
TLS distance d = 0.08λ0, which results in vari-
ations in the coupling constants among different
TLSs.

One thing worth paying attention to is that,
for all cases with N ⩾ 3, more than 3 dips ap-
pear in the transmission spectra. This obser-
vation might seem counter-intuitive, as single-
mode cavity QED theory predicts that the num-
ber of transmission dips (or peaks) should not
increase with N . We speculate that these ad-
ditional dips correspond to eigenmodes typi-
cally referred to as “dark states” [7]. These
dark states are not entirely “dark” when con-
sidering the near-field coupling between TLSs
[56, 58, 95, 96], an interaction that is overlooked
in conventional single-mode cavity QED treat-
ments [97]. We are currently trying to gain
a deeper understanding of these unexpected
quantum states. Exploring the potential appli-
cations of these dark states would be an intrigu-
ing direction for future research.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we aim to incorporate quan-
tum TLSs into well-developed FDTD simula-

tion framework. This integration provides a
methodology to analyze the behavior of multi-
ple TLSs within various photonic environments.
We realized that many existing simulation tech-
niques employ semi-classical approaches, and
cannot even simulate the emission of photon
from an excited TLS. Additionally, these tech-
niques often fail to correctly exclude primary
radiation fields, resulting in spurious frequency
shifts. Our efforts to address the above issues
are two-fold: theoretically, we restrict our anal-
ysis to single-excitation quantum states, which
has allowed us to precisely define the current
sources for modeling photon emission; numeri-
cally, we introduce the TF-IF technique, utiliz-
ing auxiliary FDTDs to exclude primary radia-
tion fields. By making the above modifications,
we have enabled the simulation of TLS dynam-
ics within complex photonic environments, with
spurious self-interactions eliminated. This pa-
per presents several test cases to validate the
accuracy of our FDTD algorithm. For a sin-
gle TLS (N = 1) we have confirmed that our
FDTD accurately simulates both photon scat-
tering and spontaneous emission. For two TLSs
we focus on the excitation transport between
two distant TLSs. Notably, our FDTD sim-
ulations reproduce the retardation effects due
to the finite speed of light, thereby maintain-
ing causality, a feature often neglected in sim-
ulations based on Markov approximation. To
further demonstrate the scalability of our algo-
rithm, we have included two more examples in-
volving N > 2 TLSs. Based on the results, our
FDTD can correctly simulate superradiance ef-
fect of TLS array, as well as vacuum Rabi split-
ting when multiple TLSs couple strongly with a
ring resonator.

In summary, the proposed FDTD algorithm
accurately captures a variety of phenomena that
are of great interest to researchers. Addition-
ally, FDTD can predict novel behaviors that
have been overlooked in past research works,
due to the use of various simplifications. Our
FDTD is scalable when the number of TLSs
increases, because the overhead is caused by
introducing auxiliary FDTDs, which are much
smaller in size compared with the main FDTD.



15

The algorithm has been implemented using
CUDA C++, with the code made publicly avail-
able on GitHub. We are confident that our
modified FDTD will serve as a powerful tool,
bridging the gap between theoretical predic-
tions and experimental verifications: theorists
can test their hypotheses without physical ex-
periments, while experimentalists gain a more
realistic simulation platform that can predict
outcomes prior to laboratory experiments. De-
spite these advantages, our FDTD still relies
on the assumption of single-excitation states,
which limits its application to quantum sys-
tems with multiple excitations. Investigating
whether similar numerical techniques could be
adapted to systems containing multiple entan-
gled TLSs and photons would be a promising
direction for future research.

Currently, we are in the process of integrating
this algorithm into Tidy3d [2], a well-regarded
FDTD simulation platform, with the aim of
making it accessible to the research community
shortly. As part of our long-term objectives,

we plan to enhance the proposed technique to
encompass more complex quantum emitters, in-
cluding atoms and molecules with multiple en-
ergy levels. A simulation technique that can
accurately simulate the dynamics of molecu-
lar interactions inside complex environments is
highly desired. We anticipate that the develop-
ment of such tool will significantly advance re-
search and enhance our understanding across a
wide range of fields, including quantum physics,
chemistry, as well as biology.
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Appendix A: Derivation of equations of motion

In this part, we derive the equations of motion presented in “theoretical foundation” part of the
main text. For the sake of clarity, we start by defining the system Hamiltonian. Consider a system
containing N TLSs. Suppose the i-th TLS is placed at position r⃗i, and its dipole moment is d⃗i.
The Hamiltonian of this quantum system consists of three parts: Ĥ = ĤTLS + Ĥph + Ĥint, where
ĤTLS stands for the TLS part, Ĥph stands for the photon part, and Ĥint stands for the interaction.
These three parts can be explicitly written as follows:

ĤTLS =
∑
i

ℏω0σ̂
+
i σ̂

−
i , (A1)

Ĥph =
∑
k⃗

ℏωk⃗â
†
k⃗
âk⃗, (A2)

Ĥint = −
∑
i

(σ̂+
i + σ̂−

i )d⃗i ·
ˆ⃗
E(r⃗i), (A3)

where ω0 stands for the resonance frequency of TLS, σ̂+
i (σ̂−

i ) stands for the raising (lowering)
operator of the i-th TLS; ωk⃗ and â†

k⃗
(âk⃗) are the frequency and raising (lowering) operator of the

corresponding plane-wave mode.

https://github.com/zhouqingyi616/FDTD_w_TLS
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As stated in the main text, we consider the time-evolution of single-excitation state

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
i

bi(t)|ei, 0⟩+
∑
k⃗,λ

ck⃗λ(t)|g, 1k⃗λ⟩. (A4)

1. Definition of E⃗ and B⃗ fields

When quantizing the electromagnetic wave, the definition of operator ˆ⃗
E and ˆ⃗

B can be written
as [54]:

ˆ⃗
E(r⃗) = i

∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
·
(
ϵ⃗k⃗λâk⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ − ϵ⃗k⃗λâ
†
k⃗λ
e−ik⃗·r⃗

)
,

ˆ⃗
B(r⃗) = i

∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0ωk
· (k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) ·

(
âk⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ − â†
k⃗λ
e−ik⃗·r⃗

)
.

(A5)

Since we focus on single-excitation state, we follow [63] and define E⃗(r⃗, t), B⃗(r⃗, t) fields in the
following way:

E⃗(r⃗, t) = ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗E(r⃗)|ΨG⟩+ ⟨ΨG|
ˆ⃗
E(r⃗)|Ψ(t)⟩,

B⃗(r⃗, t) = ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗B(r⃗)|ΨG⟩+ ⟨ΨG|
ˆ⃗
B(r⃗)|Ψ(t)⟩.

(A6)

Now we first need to relate the above field quantities to ck⃗λ(t) coefficients. For E⃗(r⃗, t) this can be
derived as

E⃗(r⃗, t) = ⟨ΨG|
ˆ⃗
E(r⃗)|Ψ(t)⟩+ c.c.

= ⟨g, 0|i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
· ϵ⃗k⃗λ

(
âk⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ − â†
k⃗λ
e−ik⃗·r⃗

)
|Ψ(t)⟩+ c.c.

= ⟨g, 0|i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
· ϵ⃗k⃗λck⃗λ(t)e

ik⃗·r⃗|g, 0⟩+ c.c.

= i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
· ϵ⃗k⃗λ

[
ck⃗λ(t)e

ik⃗·r⃗ − c∗
k⃗λ
(t)e−ik⃗·r⃗

]
.

(A7)

Similar results can be derived for B⃗(r⃗, t):

B⃗(r⃗, t) = i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0ωk
(k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) ·

[
ck⃗λ(t)e

ik⃗·r⃗ − c∗
k⃗λ
(t)e−ik⃗·r⃗

]
. (A8)

We will now prove that the time-evolution of E⃗ and B⃗ fields defined above follow Maxwell’s equa-
tions:

1

c20

∂E⃗

∂t
= ∇× B⃗, (A9)
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∂B⃗

∂t
= −∇× E⃗. (A10)

Note that the above equations are source-free, and the current sources provided by TLS will be
added later.

For eq. (A9), the left hand side can be derived as

1

c20

∂E⃗

∂t
=

i

c20

∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
ϵ⃗k⃗λ

[
dck⃗λ
dt

eik⃗·r⃗ −
dc∗

k⃗λ

dt
e−ik⃗·r⃗

]

=
i

c20

∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
ϵ⃗k⃗λ

[
−iωkck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ − c.c.
]

=
∑
k⃗,λ

1

c20

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0
· ω3/2

k ϵ⃗k⃗λ(ck⃗λe
ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.),

(A11)

while the right hand side is

∇× B⃗ = −
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0ωk
·
[
(k⃗ × k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ)ck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.
]

=
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0ωk
· k2ϵ⃗k⃗λ · (ck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.)

=
∑
k⃗,λ

1

c20

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0
· ω3/2

k ϵ⃗k⃗λ(ck⃗λe
ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.).

(A12)

Thus eq. (A9) has been proved.
Eq. (A10) is treated in a similar manner. The left hand side can be expressed as

∂B⃗

∂t
= i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0ωk
(k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) ·

[
dck⃗λ
dt

eik⃗·r⃗ −
dc∗

k⃗λ

dt
e−ik⃗·r⃗

]

=
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0
ω
1/2
k · (k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) · (ck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.).

(A13)

The right hand side is

−∇× E⃗ = −i
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏωk

2V ϵ0
· (ik⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) · (ck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.)

=
∑
k⃗,λ

√
ℏ

2V ϵ0
ω
1/2
k · (k⃗ × ϵ⃗k⃗λ) · (ck⃗λe

ik⃗·r⃗ + c.c.),

(A14)

which is equivalent to the left hand side, proving the validity of eq. (A10).
The above proof verifies that the time-evolution of real fields E⃗(r⃗, t), H⃗(r⃗, t) defined in the main

text follow Maxwell’s equations. The result is consistent with the derivation presented in [63],
indicating that just by changing the definition of (E⃗, H⃗) fields, single photon can be described by
Maxwell’s equations, and therefore, can be simulated using FDTD.
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2. Time-evolution of TLS

In this part the time-evolution of bi(t) coefficient is derived. Our derivation is similar to the
procedure provided in [63]. For the considered single-excitation state |Ψ(t)⟩, due to the fact that
bi = ⟨ΨG|σ̂−

i (0)|Ψ(t)⟩+ ⟨Ψ(t)|σ̂−
i (0)|ΨG⟩, the time-derivative is

dbi
dt

=
d

dt
⟨ΨG|σ̂−

i (0)|Ψ(t)⟩+ d

dt
⟨Ψ(t)|σ̂−

i (0)|ΨG⟩. (A15)

Transferring between Schrödinger picture and Heisenberg picture leads to

⟨ΨG|σ̂−(0)|Ψ(t)⟩ = ⟨ΨG| exp(
iĤt

ℏ
)σ̂−(0) exp(− iĤt

ℏ
)|Ψ(0)⟩ = ⟨ΨG|σ̂−(t)|Ψ(0)⟩,

⟨Ψ(t)|σ̂−(0)|ΨG⟩ = ⟨Ψ(0)| exp( iĤt

ℏ
)σ̂−(0) exp(− iĤt

ℏ
)|ΨG⟩ = ⟨Ψ(0)|σ̂−(t)|ΨG⟩.

(A16)

Therefore, dbi
dt can be simplified as

dbi
dt

= ⟨ΨG|
dσ̂−(t)

dt
|Ψ(0)⟩+ ⟨Ψ(0)|dσ̂

−(t)

dt
|ΨG⟩

= − i

ℏ
⟨ΨG|[σ̂−, Ĥ]|Ψ(0)⟩ − i

ℏ
⟨Ψ(0)|[σ̂−, Ĥ]|ΨG⟩

= −iω0⟨ΨG|σ̂−(0)|Ψ(t)⟩ − i

ℏ
d⃗i · ⟨ΨG|σ̂z(0)

ˆ⃗
E(r⃗i, 0)|Ψ(t)⟩

− iω0⟨Ψ(t)|σ̂−(0)|ΨG⟩ −
i

ℏ
d⃗i · ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗E(r⃗i, 0)σ̂z(0)|ΨG⟩

σ̂z=[σ̂+,σ̂−]
========= −iω0bi +

i

ℏ
d⃗i ·
(
⟨ΨG|

ˆ⃗
E(r⃗i, 0)|Ψ(t)⟩+ ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗E(r⃗i, 0)|ΨG⟩

)
= −iω0bi +

i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t).

(A17)

The time-evolution of bi(t) coefficient derived here is consistent with the result derived in [63], where
the authors focused on single-photon superradiance phenomenon. Still we need to pay attention
that the E⃗(r⃗, t) field on the right hand side contains the primary radiation. If the primary radiation
has been excluded from E⃗(r⃗, t), as is the case in our FDTD algorithm with TF-IF, the spontaneous
decay should be included explicitly:

dbi
dt

= (−iω0 −
Γvac

2
)bi +

i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t), (A18)

arriving at eq. (8) in the main text.
Finally, we provide the derivation of eq. (7) in the main text, ensuring that the oscillating TLS

couples back to Maxwell’s equations correctly. The i-th TLS possesses an oscillating dipole moment
d⃗i(t), which can produce radiation fields. Due to the definition changing of E⃗(r⃗, t) and H⃗(r⃗, t) fields,

the dipole moment should not be calculated as ⟨d⃗i⟩ = ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗di|Ψ(t)⟩. Instead, it should be calculated
as

d⃗i(t) = ⟨Ψ(t)| ˆ⃗di|ΨG⟩+ ⟨ΨG|
ˆ⃗
di|Ψ(t)⟩

= d⃗i⟨Ψ(t)|σ̂+
i + σ̂−

i |g, 0⟩+ d⃗i⟨g, 0|σ̂+
i + σ̂−

i |Ψ(t)⟩

= 2Re(bi) · d⃗i.

(A19)
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Therefore, the corresponding current source J⃗i(r⃗) used in the i-th auxiliary FDTD can be derived
as

J⃗i(r⃗) =
dd⃗i(t)

dt
δ(r⃗ − r⃗i) = 2ω0Im(bi) · d⃗iδ(r⃗ − r⃗i), (A20)

which justifies eq. (7) in the main text. Implementing the above expression in 3D FDTD requires
us to discretize the Dirac delta function δ(r⃗ − r⃗i), by replacing it with 1

(∆x)3 .
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FIG. 5. Procedure of the proposed FDTD. At the n-th time step, all the electric fields are saved at time
(n− 1

2
)∆t, while all the magnetic fields are saved at n∆t. The arrows indicate how the fields are updated.

Step 2 and 5 involve only the main FDTD; Step 3 and 6 involve all the auxiliary FDTDs; step 7 and 8
involve the time-evolution of all TLSs.

Appendix B: General process of proposed FDTD

In this part, the main steps of our proposed FDTD algorithm are summarized. For the sake of
simplicity, we mark the fields calculated by the i-th auxiliary FDTD with footnote i. For example,
H⃗n

i corresponds to the H⃗ field calculated by the i-th auxiliary FDTD at time n∆t. On the other
hand, the fields calculated by the main FDTD do not have footnote.

At the n-th time step, suppose we have already obtained fields E⃗n− 1
2 and H⃗n, as well as E⃗

n− 1
2

i

and H⃗n
i for all auxiliary FDTDs. The modified FDTD contains the following 9 steps:

(1) For all N auxiliary FDTDs: based on H⃗n
i values on box boundary ∂Ωi, calculate the fictitious

current source J⃗n
i,rad ∼ n̂× H⃗n

i , which will be used in the main FDTD;
(2) Main FDTD: Calculate E⃗n+1/2 based on E⃗n−1/2 and all J⃗n

i,rad’s;

(3) For all N auxiliary FDTDs: calculate E⃗
n+ 1

2
i based on E⃗

n− 1
2

i and J⃗n
i ;

(4) For all N auxiliary FDTDs: based on E⃗
n+ 1

2
i values on box boundary ∂Ωi, calculate the fictitious

magnetic current source M⃗
n+ 1

2

i,rad ∼ −n̂× E⃗n
i , which will be used in the main FDTD;

(5) Main FDTD: Calculate H⃗n+1 based on H⃗n and all M⃗n+ 1
2

i,rad ’s;
(6) For all N auxiliary FDTDs: calculate H⃗n+1

i based on H⃗n
i ;

(7) For all N TLSs: update bni to bn+1
i based on E⃗n+ 1

2 (r⃗i);
(8) For all N TLSs: based on coefficient bni , calculate current sources J⃗n

i , which will be used in the
auxiliary FDTD;
(9) Repeat the above steps until the stopping criteria is satisfied.

The above procedure is shown schematically in Fig. 5. The implementation details related to 3D
FDTD (involving step 2, 3, 5, 6) are provided in Appendix C. The calculation of fictitious current
sources J⃗n

i,rad and M⃗
n+ 1

2

i,rad (involving step 1, 4) is described in Appendix D.
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Appendix C: Implementation details of 3D FDTD

In this part, we provide the details regarding the implementation of FDTD in 3D domain. The
contents provided here follow the implementation of a vanilla FDTD, and does not involve any
TLS. We start from Maxwell’s equations in 3D:

∇× E⃗ = −∂B⃗

∂t
− M⃗, (C1)

∇× H⃗ =
∂D⃗

∂t
+ J⃗ , (C2)

which give 6 equations for different field components. More specifically, for H⃗ fields:

∂Hx

∂t
=

1

µxx

[
∂Ey

∂z
− ∂Ez

∂y
− (Mx + σ∗

xxHx)

]
, (C3)

∂Hy

∂t
=

1

µyy

[
∂Ez

∂x
− ∂Ex

∂z
− (My + σ∗

yyHy)

]
, (C4)

∂Hz

∂t
=

1

µzz

[
∂Ex

∂y
− ∂Ey

∂x
− (Mz + σ∗

zzHz)

]
. (C5)

For E⃗ fields:

∂Ex

∂t
=

1

ϵxx

[
∂Hz

∂y
− ∂Hy

∂z
− (Jx + σxxEx)

]
, (C6)

∂Ey

∂t
=

1

ϵyy

[
∂Hx

∂z
− ∂Hz

∂x
− (Jy + σyyEy)

]
, (C7)

∂Ez

∂t
=

1

ϵzz

[
∂Hy

∂x
− ∂Hx

∂y
− (Jz + σzzEz)

]
. (C8)

The Yee lattice [1, 98] is defined as shown in Fig. 6, with the same grid size ∆x for all three
directions x, y and z. For the sake of simplicity, assume all materials we’re working with are uniaxial
and non-dispersive. By doing a discretization on Yee lattice, we can derive the update rules (from
time step n− 1

2 to n+ 1
2 ) for electric field Ex, Ey and Ez:

E
n+ 1

2
x (i, j, k) =

(
1− σxx∆t

2ϵxx

1 + σxx∆t
2ϵxx

)
E

n− 1
2

x (i, j, k) +

(
∆t
ϵxx

1 + σxx∆t
2ϵxx

)

·
(
Hn

z (i, j, k)−Hn
z (i, j − 1, k)

∆x
−

Hn
y (i, j, k)−Hn

y (i, j, k − 1)

∆x
− Jn

x (i, j, k)

)
,

(C9)
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FIG. 6. The Yee lattice used in 3D FDTD. Here only the (i, j, k) grid point is plotted.

E
n+ 1

2
y (i, j, k) =

1− σyy∆t
2ϵyy

1 +
σyy∆t
2ϵyy

E
n− 1

2
y (i, j, k) +

 ∆t
ϵyy

1 +
σyy∆t
2ϵyy


·
(
Hn

x (i, j, k)−Hn
x (i, j, k − 1)

∆x
− Hn

z (i, j, k)−Hn
z (i− 1, j, k)

∆x
− Jn

y (i, j, k)

)
,

(C10)

E
n+ 1

2
z (i, j, k) =

(
1− σzz∆t

2ϵzz

1 + σzz∆t
2ϵzz

)
E

n− 1
2

z (i, j, k) +

(
∆t
ϵzz

1 + σzz∆t
2ϵzz

)

·
(
Hn

y (i, j, k)−Hn
y (i− 1, j, k)

∆x
− Hn

x (i, j, k)−Hn
x (i, j − 1, k)

∆x
− Jn

z (i, j, k)

)
.

(C11)

Similarly, the update rules for magnetic field Hx, Hy and Hz (from time step n to n+ 1) are:

Hn+1
x (i, j, k) =

(
1− σ∗

xx∆t
2µxx

1 +
σ∗
xx∆t
2µxx

)
Hn

x (i, j, k) +

(
∆t
µxx

1 +
σ∗
xx∆t
2µxx

)

·

(
E

n+ 1
2

y (i, j, k + 1)− E
n+ 1

2
y (i, j, k)

∆x
− E

n+ 1
2

z (i, j + 1, k)− E
n+ 1

2
z (i, j, k)

∆x
−M

n+ 1
2

x (i, j, k)

)
,

(C12)

Hn+1
y (i, j, k) =

1− σ∗
yy∆t

2µyy

1 +
σ∗
yy∆t

2µyy

Hn
y (i, j, k) +

 ∆t
µyy

1 +
σ∗
yy∆t

2µyy


·

(
E

n+ 1
2

z (i+ 1, j, k)− E
n+ 1

2
z (i, j, k)

∆x
− E

n+ 1
2

x (i, j, k + 1)− E
n+ 1

2
x (i, j, k)

∆x
−M

n+ 1
2

y (i, j, k)

)
,

(C13)
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Hn+1
z (i, j, k) =

(
1− σ∗

zz∆t
2µzz

1 +
σ∗
zz∆t
2µzz

)
Hn

z (i, j, k) +

(
∆t
µzz

1 +
σ∗
zz∆t
2µzz

)

·

(
E

n+ 1
2

x (i, j + 1, k)− E
n+ 1

2
x (i, j, k)

∆x
− E

n+ 1
2

y (i+ 1, j, k)− E
n+ 1

2
y (i, j, k)

∆x
−M

n+ 1
2

z (i, j, k)

)
.

(C14)

The above 6 equations form the update rule of vanilla FDTD simulation in 3D domain.

Appendix D: Implementation details of TF-IF technique

In this part, the implementation of step 1 (and 4) is introduced in detail. We focus on the i-
th TLS and present the relationship between the fictitious current sources (J⃗i,rad, M⃗i,rad) and the
fields (E⃗i,rad, H⃗i,rad) calculated by the i-th auxiliary FDTD. For the sake of simplicity, assume that
a square box is selected as region Ωi, which is the case for all FDTD simulations presented in this
paper. The square box spans [i1, i2] in x direction, [j1, j2] in y direction, and [k1, k2] in z direction.
The TLS is located at the center of box Ωi.

At each time step, after the primary radiation fields (E⃗i,rad, H⃗i,rad) have been calculated in the
i-th auxiliary FDTD, we’d like to excite the exact same radiation fields outside Ωi in the main
FDTD. To achieve this, these field values (E⃗i,rad, H⃗i,rad) have to be converted into fictitious surface
current densities. Based on the surface equivalence principle, we need to place surface current
density n̂× H⃗i as well as surface magnetic current density −n̂× E⃗i on ∂Ωi. It’s straightforward to
figure out the required surface current densities on all region boundaries (here we ignore the “rad”
footnote for simplicity, while including a “surf” footnote to indicate that these are surface current
densities):

i = i1, n̂ = (−1, 0, 0) : J⃗i,surf = (0, Hi,z,−Hi,y), M⃗i,surf = (0,−Ei,z, Ei,y);

i = i2, n̂ = (1, 0, 0) : J⃗i,surf = (0,−Hi,z, Hi,y), M⃗i,surf = (0, Ei,z,−Ei,y);
(D1)

j = j1, n̂ = (0,−1, 0) : J⃗i,surf = (−Hi,z, 0, Hi,x), M⃗i,surf = (Ei,z, 0,−Ei,x);

j = j2, n̂ = (0, 1, 0) : J⃗i,surf = (Hi,z, 0,−Hi,x), M⃗i,surf = (−Ei,z, 0, Ei,x);
(D2)

k = k1, n̂ = (0, 0,−1) : J⃗i,surf = (Hi,y,−Hi,x, 0), M⃗i,surf = (−Ei,y, Ei,x, 0);

k = k2, n̂ = (0, 0, 1) : J⃗i,surf = (−Hi,y, Hi,x, 0), M⃗i,surf = (Ei,y,−Ei,x, 0).
(D3)

The above surface current densities need to be discretized before being introduced into the main
FDTD. More specifically, in order to add J⃗i,surf and M⃗i,surf into the main FDTD at the n-th time
step, the current sources at the following grid points are modified:
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(1) i = i1:

Jn
y (i1, j, k) =

Hn
i,z(i1 − 1, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2;

Jn
z (i1, j, k) =

−Hn
i,y(i1 − 1, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
y (i1 − 1, j, k) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,z (i1, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
z (i1 − 1, j, k) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,y (i1, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2.

(D4)

(2) i = i2:

Jn
y (i2, j, k) =

−Hn
i,z(i2, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2;

Jn
z (i2, j, k) =

Hn
i,y(i2, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
y (i2, j, k) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,z (i2, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
z (i2, j, k) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,y (i2, j, k)

∆x
, for j = j1, ..., j2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2.

(D5)

(3) j = j1:

Jn
x (i, j1, k) =

−Hn
i,z(i, j1 − 1, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2;

Jn
z (i, j1, k) =

Hn
i,x(i, j1 − 1, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
x (i, j1 − 1, k) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,z (i, j1, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
z (i, j1 − 1, k) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,x (i, j1, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2.

(D6)

(4) j = j2:

Jn
x (i, j2, k) =

Hn
i,z(i, j2, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2;

Jn
z (i, j2, k) =

−Hn
i,x(i, j2, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
x (i, j2, k) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,z (i, j2, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and k = k1, ..., k2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
z (i, j2, k) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,x (i, j2, k)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and k = k1, ..., k2.

(D7)



25

(5) k = k1:

Jn
x (i, j, k1) =

Hn
i,y(i, j, k1 − 1)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and j = j1, ..., j2;

Jn
y (i, j, k1) =

−Hn
i,x(i, j, k1 − 1)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and j = j1, ..., j2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
x (i, j, k1 − 1) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,y (i, j, k1)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and j = j1, ..., j2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
y (i, j, k1 − 1) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,x (i, j, k1)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and j = j1, ..., j2.

(D8)

(6) k = k2:

Jn
x (i, j, k2) =

−Hn
i,y(i, j, k2)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and j = j1, ..., j2;

Jn
y (i, j, k2) =

Hn
i,x(i, j, k2)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and j = j1, ..., j2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
x (i, j, k2) =

E
n+ 1

2
i,y (i, j, k2)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 and j = j1, ..., j2 − 1;

M
n+ 1

2
y (i, j, k2) =

−E
n+ 1

2
i,x (i, j, k2)

∆x
, for i = i1, ..., i2 − 1 and j = j1, ..., j2.

(D9)

Following the above six equations, by introducing the current sources into the main FDTD, the
i-th TLS’s radiation fields will only be excited outside region Ωi. Our method is similar to the
one proposed in [32]. However there’s a key difference between our TF-IF implementation and the
method used in [32]: instead of using an analytical expression of dipole radiation, here the radiation
fields are calculated numerically. This leads to improved accuracy, enabling us to shrink the size
of IF region Ωi down to 3 × 3 × 3 grid points. As a comparison, in [32] the authors used a box
that’s larger than 7× 7× 7 grid points. Thanks to this, we have been able to simulate cases where
multiple TLSs are placed very close to each other (as close as 2∆x), as shown in the main text.

The computational overhead of the auxiliary FDTDs is small compared to the computational
cost of main FDTD. For example, in the cavity QED simulation, the simulation domain of main
FDTD contains 240 × 254 × 90 ≈ 5.49 million grid points. Each auxiliary FDTD, on the other
hand, contains 553 ≈ 0.16 million grid points. This makes it possible to incorporate a few TLSs
into FDTD simulation without significantly increasing the simulation time.
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Appendix E: Numerical solver for TLS’s dynamics

In this part, the implementation of step 7 is introduced in detail. The differential equations used
for 2 baseline semi-classical methods are also provided.

For the i-th TLS located at position r⃗i, we first sample the electric field E⃗n+ 1
2 (r⃗i) at its location

from the main FDTD. This value is then utilized to drive the TLS, by doing a time-marching of
the following equation:

dbi
dt

= (−iω0 −
Γvac

2
)bi +

i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t), (E1)

where Γvac stands for the TLS’s spontaneous decay rate inside vacuum. This decay term is included
due to the fact that the primary radiation field has been excluded in E⃗n+ 1

2 (r⃗i).
As for Maxwell-Schrödinger equations, the quantum state of the i-th TLS can be represented

using 2 coefficients: |Ψi(t)⟩ = ci,g(t)|g⟩+ ci,e(t)|e⟩. The time-evolution of these coefficients follow

∂ci,e
∂t

= −iω0ci,e +
i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t)ci,g,

∂ci,g
∂t

=
i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t)ci,e.

(E2)

By looking at the above equations, we can notice that if a single TLS starts from excited state with
ci,g(t = 0) = 0, its coherence c∗i,eci,g will remain zero for t > 0, therefore cannot produce nonzero
field.

On the other hand, for Maxwell-Bloch equations, the time-evolution of the i-th TLS involves
elements of density matrix ρ̂i:

∂ρi,ee
∂t

=
i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t) · (ρ∗i,eg − ρi,eg)− Γvacρi,ee,

∂ρi,eg
∂t

= (−iω0 −
Γvac

2
)ρi,eg +

i

ℏ
d⃗i · E⃗(r⃗i, t) · (1− 2ρi,ee).

(E3)

Similarly, if a single TLS starts from excited state with ρi,eg(t = 0) = 0, its coherence ρi,eg will
remain zero for t > 0. Even though the population ρi,ee decays exponentially, no electromagnetic
fields can be excited when using semi-classical simulation techniques.

The above sets of equations can be solved using any type of differential equation solver. In this
paper, instead of using Euler method (which often leads to divergence), we apply the 4-th order
Runge-Kutta method, with a time step of ∆t/5 to ensure accuracy.
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