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Superradiance is a quantum phenomenon in which coherence between emitters results in enhanced
and directional radiative emission. Many quantum optical phenomena can be characterized by the
two-time quantum correlation function g(2)(t, 7), which describes the photon statistics of emitted
radiation. However, the critical task of determining 9(2)(15, 7) becomes intractable for large emitter
ensembles due to the exponential scaling of the Hilbert space dimension with the number of emitters.
Here, we analyse and benchmark two approximate numerical sampling methods applicable to emitter
arrays embedded within electromagnetic environments, which generally provide upper and lower
bounds for ¢(? (t,0). We also introduce corrections to these methods (termed offset corrections) that
significantly improve the quality of the predictions. The optimal choice of method depends on the
total number of emitters, such that taken together, the two approaches provide accurate descriptions
across a broad range of important regimes. This work therefore provides new theoretical tools for
studying the well-known yet complex phenomenon of superradiance in large ensembles of quantum

emitters.
I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum emitters can interact via shared electromagnetic
(EM) modes, which modify their collective spontaneous emis-
sion. This interaction gives rise, for example, to superra-
diance, whereby emission becomes enhanced and directional
[1-8]. In free space, superradiance is typically observed for
emitter separations smaller than the wavelength A = 27c¢/wo,
where wy is the transition frequency. This phenomenon has
been observed in a variety of experiments [9-13] and holds
promise for enabling a wide range of quantum technologies,
including superradiant lasers [14, 15], photonic quantum net-
works [16, 17], quantum communications [18, 19], quantum
sensing [20, 21], quantum memory [22, 23], quantum compu-
tation [24], and quantum cryptography [25, 26].

Collective emission is commonly characterized using the
second-order correlation function g<2)(t,7'), which measures
how the joint probability of detecting two photons separated
by a delay T compares with that expected for statistically
independent photons [27]. The photon bunching or superra-
diant regime is defined by ¢ (¢,0) > 1. Conversely, if the
likelihood of detecting a second photon is reduced following
the emission of a first, then g‘®(¢,0) < 1, in which case emit-
ted photons are said to be antibunched [28, 29], correspond-
ing to the photon antibunching, or subradiant, regime. While
quantum optical correlation functions such as g‘® (¢, 7) are
powerful tools for understanding the emission properties of
quantum systems both theoretically [30-32] and experimen-
tally [33-35], their evaluation becomes increasingly challeng-
ing for large numbers of emitters N, since the dimension of the
emitter Hilbert space scales exponentially as 2. One must
therefore resort to approximate approaches, such as mean-
field theory [36-39].

Here, we consider an alternative approximation strategy
based on numerical sampling methods (SMs). In these ap-
proaches, a fixed (and relatively small) number of randomly
selected emitters is used to compute the exact dynamics (in-

cluding all mutual interactions), and this procedure is re-
peated multiple times to obtain an averaged result. In the
present context, this corresponds to averaging g(z)(t, 0) over
many realisations. Inspired by an existing pairwise sampling
method [40, 41], we introduce a complementary m-wise sam-
pling method that, when used in conjunction with the pair-
wise approach, will often provide upper and lower bounds for
(2

97 (t,0).

Although the m-wise approach is motivated by the pair-
wise method, it is not a trivial extension. The pairwise
method treats only two-emitter clusters exactly and neglects
all single-emitter contributions to g‘®(¢,0), which leads to a
systematic overestimation of correlations. In contrast, the m-
wise method retains these single-emitter terms and captures
higher-order clusters of size m > 2, resulting in a systematic
underestimate. Despite having been employed in several con-
texts, the pairwise method has not previously been bench-
marked against exact solutions for the types of free-space
arrays considered here, leaving its accuracy and limitations
largely unexplored. One of the central aims of this work is
therefore to benchmark both approaches for the first time,
identify the regimes in which each method is reliable, and
demonstrate how, when taken together, they can be used to
estimate upper and lower bounds on 9(2)(75, 0). In addition,
we introduce offset corrections that significantly improve the
quantitative accuracy of both sampling methods while pre-
serving their bounding character.

The paper is organised as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce
the theoretical framework in which the correlation functions
of interest are expressed in terms of the Green’s function de-
scribing the EM environment. In Sec. I1I, we present the SMs
used to calculate second-order correlation functions, briefly
reviewing the pairwise approach of Refs. [40, 41] and detail-
ing the complementary m-wise method. In Sec. IV, we bench-
mark these methods for two representative systems: a fully in-
verted array of identical emitters in free space, arranged in an
N = 8 x 8 square lattice, for which exact closed-form expres-
sions for the second-order correlation function are available;
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and a one-dimensional (1D) chain of N = 8 coherently driven
emitters that have relaxed to a steady state, for which exact
numerical solutions can be obtained despite the absence of
closed-form expressions. Building on these benchmarks, we
then apply the SMs to a system for which exact results are
not available, namely the steady state of a coherently driven
N = 8 x 8 square lattice of identical emitters. Finally, our
conclusions are summarised in Sec. V.

II. THEORY
A. DMaster Equation

We consider N identical dipolar quantum emitters, mod-
eled as two-level systems with ground and excited states |g.)
and le,), located at positions R,, and described by dipole
moment operators d,, = d (0# +67), where o = |eu) (g,
and o, = |g.) (e.| are the raising and lowering operators of
the pth emitter. The transition frequency |ey) — |gu) is de-
noted wo. We allow weak monochromatic laser driving of the
N-emitter system at frequency wr with Rabi frequency Q.
In a frame rotating at wy the weak-coupling (Born-Markov-
secular) Lindblad master equation governing the N-emitter
density matrix p(t) is given by [42, 43|

N
p(t):—i(wo—wL)Z[aia#,p _ZZAHV U#U,,,p( )]
I n#Y
Fl ) )
+ 3 Z [Qe_lkL'R“UI + QeFrFug 14+ D(p), (1)
m

with dissipator

Z%w( o, p(t

where {-, -} denotes the anticommutator. The dissipative and
coherent coupling coefficients v, and A,, are defined as
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where the Green’s tensor G(r,s,w) is found by solving
Maxwell’s equations with appropriate boundary conditions
and uniquely determines the electric field at position r due to
a point source at s. In what follows, numerical solutions to
Eq. (1) are obtained using the Python package QuTiP [44].

B. General expressions for the two-time
correlation functions

The electric source-field of the N-emitter system can be
written as E = E™) 4+ E() where the positive frequency
component is given by [45]

N
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FIG. 1: A square lattice of 64 emitters with lattice constant
d in the z—y plane, coherently driven by a laser with wavevec-
tor kz, parallel to the z-axis, kr = krx with kr = wr/c. All
dipole moments are aligned parallel to the z-axis. Two detec-
tors, labelled a and b, are located in the far field of the lattice
along the z- and y-directions, respectively.

and E) (r) = EX) (r)f. We consider a coincidence experi-
ment involving two detectors, labelled a and b, as depicted in
Fig. 1. Detector i = a, b, located at position r;, has orienta-
tion labelled by o, defined by the unit vector eq;.

Following a first photon detection by detector a at time ¢,
the delay until a second detection event at detector b is de-
noted by 7, such that 7 = 0 corresponds to coincident detec-
tions. The associated (elementary) second-order correlation
function is defined by

GO (t,7) = (EL()E] (t + 7)Ey(t + 7)Ea(t)) (5)

where E;(t) = e, - E(t,7;). Rather than working di-
rectly with G(? (t,7) it is common to introduce the normalised
second-order correlation function

G® (t, 1)
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(6)

where Ggl)(t) = (EI(t)E;i(t)) is the first-order correlation
function (intensity) associated with detector i.

Further useful normalised correlation functions can be
defined from g¢$?(t,7). In particular, by summing the
first- and second-order correlation functions appearing in
Eq. (6) over all detector orientations «, and «p, one ob-
tains an orientation-independent correlation function, de-
noted g<2>(t, 7). By further integrating the detector positions
7, and 7, over enclosing surfaces S, and Sy, respectively, one
arrives at a correlation function G(® (t,7) that is independent
of both orientation and emission direction. As shown in Ap-
pendix A, all of these correlation functions can be written in
the form

AP (t 1) =
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where the coefficients Afw are defined by
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FIG. 2: Schematic illustration of the approximate sampling
methods. (a) Pairwise sampling method with sample size
m = 2 and total number of samples So = 5. (b) m-wise
sampling method with sample size m = 3 and total number
of samples S,, = 4. Dashed lines indicate inter-emitter inter-
actions characterised by the coefficients ~,, and A, .

with Giy = ea;-G(7i, Ry, w)-dy, Gip = G(ri, Ry, w)-d,,, and
~Yuv given by Eq. (3a). Eq. (7) constitutes a time-dependent
generalisation, for arbitrary emitter number and system state,
of related expressions previously derived in Refs [46, 47]. We
emphasize that the expressions for 91(72)(25, 7) and ¢ (¢, 7) re-
main valid for arbitrary EM environments, while the expres-
sion for G (t,7) holds for any non-absorbing environment.
For the purposes of introducing and analysing numerical
methods applicable to large-N systems, it suffices to consider
free space, for which the Green’s tensor takes the form [48]
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where R=r—s, R = R/R, I is the unit dyad, and k = wo/c.
In this case, the single-emitter spontaneous emission rate is
identical for all emitters, y,, = Y0. A generalisation of the
formalism presented here to higher-order correlation functions
is given in Appendix A.

III. APPLICATION OF SAMPLING METHODS

Having established the theoretical framework, we now out-
line the pairwise and m-wise methods on which our analysis
is based.

A. Methods

Recently, a numerical sampling technique suitable for mod-
elling large ensembles of emitters coupled to EM modes has
been proposed [40]. In this approach, which we refer to as
the pairwise sampling method, random pairs of emitters are
selected, the correlation functions for each pair are computed,
and the results are then averaged over all samples. This pro-
cedure is illustrated schematically in Fig. 2(a). All single-
emitter terms of the form (o} o0, 0,,) and (o} 0, ) (o 0,)
that arise during the sampling procedure are neglected, in or-
der to avoid overcounting single-emitter contributions when
averaging. This approximation is justified provided that N

is sufficiently large such that the contribution of the single-
emitter terms appearing in Eq. (7) is negligible. Under these
conditions, it is proposed that accurate estimates of corre-
lation functions can be obtained using the pairwise method,
given a sufficiently large number of samples Ss.

Here, we introduce a complementary technique that sig-
nificantly extends the range of regimes that can be treated
accurately. Specifically, we consider random samples consist-
ing of m emitters, where m may in principle take any value
satisfying 1 < m < N, as depicted in Fig. 2(b). In contrast
to the pairwise method, we retain single-emitter terms of the
form (o;to,, ) (0, o, ), which allows for more accurate predic-
tions in regimes where such contributions cannot be neglected.
Owing to the unavoidable overcounting of these terms during
the sampling process, one can expect to obtain a lower bound
on the normalized correlation function sought. We refer to
this technique as the m-wise sampling method. Typically, the
larger the total number of samples S,,,, and the larger the size
m of samples, the greater the accuracy of the results found.
In practice, the choice of m must be balanced against the to-
tal number of samples that can be tractably computed given
available computational resources. As will be shown in the
following sections, the m-wise SM complements the pairwise
approach, and together the two provide valuable insight into
several important regimes of collective emission.

B. m-wise convergence

Within the m-wise method, there exists only a single pa-
rameter that can be tuned to alter predictions, namely the
sample size m. It is therefore useful to explore the implica-
tions of varying m within this method before undertaking a
comparative analysis of both sampling approaches. To gain
insight, it is optimal to work in the large N regime; how-
ever, there are relatively few cases for which exact correlation
functions can be computed. Omne such case is the so-called
fully inverted array in which all emitters are excited and un-
driven (© = 0). Without loss of generality, we assume that
at time ¢ = 0 the density operator is p(0) = ®fj len) (eul,
and further restrict attention to coincident detection events
by setting 7 = 0. The required expectation values are then

(10a)
(10b)
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which enables simplification of Eq. (7).
where A (0,0) = G?(0,0), this yields
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This expression is tractable for all N, as the dependence on
operators has been eliminated, and will therefore serve as a
benchmark in what follows.

We begin by considering a square lattice of 64 identical
emitters in the z-y plane, with fully aligned dipole moments
perpendicular to the plane (along the z-axis) as shown in
Fig. 1. We apply the m-wise SM to evaluate G (0,0), which
is plotted as a function of the normalized emitter separation
d/ X in Fig. 3 (consistent results are obtained for the direction-
dependent second-order correlation function g<2)(0,0), and

In the present case,




5[23(0‘0‘1

-

0.6 1

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
diA

FIG. 3: G (0,0) as a function of normalized separation d/\
defining a square lattice of 64 identical emitters with all dipole
moments aligned perpendicular to the plane of the lattice.
The number of samples is S,, = 1000. The exact result is
shown by the red-dashed curve. All other curves are obtained
using the m-wise SM for different sample sizes (m). The in-
set shows the difference between the exact method and those
obtained using the m-wise SM, denoted Ag(2>(0, 0).

are given in Appendix B [52]). As expected, the m-wise
method produces an underestimate of the exact prediction
that converges toward the latter as m is increased, until co-
incidence occurs at m = N. This convergence is non-linear
and becomes progressively slower as m increases. The dif-
ference between the approximate and exact results (Fig. 3,
inset) decreases from its maximum at d = 0 to its minimum
as d — oo. This systematic behaviour can be exploited to
construct a corrective offset, as discussed in the next section.
Fig. 3 also shows that, for fixed sample number S,,, the level
of sampling noise decreases as m is increased. This occurs
because the distribution of possible values of G)(0,0) for a
given number of samples becomes narrower as m increases, as
discussed in Appendix C.

We next use the m-wise SM together with Eq. (1) to predict
the emission rate for ¢ > 0 of an undriven array that is fully
inverted at ¢ = 0. Here, we consider a smaller system: a 1D
chain of N = 9 emitters with separation d = /10, where all
dipole moments are aligned perpendicular to the chain. The
emission rate is defined as the negative time derivative of the
excited population nexc = ij len) (eun| expectation [31, 32]:

N
Rty =02 5ot or @), (12)

where v, is given by Eq. (3a). As shown in Appendix D, for
the undriven system the initial gradient R(0) is related to the
correlation function G (0,0) by [32]

R(0) = R(0)*(¢(0,0) - 1), (13)
which is positive in the superradiant regime. The emission

rate as a function of time is plotted in Fig. 4. Its initial in-
crease reflects enhanced collective emission due to construc-

R(E)/R(0)

FIG. 4: Normalized emission rate as a function of time for a
1D chain of 9 identical emitters with dipole moments aligned
perpendicular to the chain and separation d = A/10. The
exact result is shown in red, and all other curves are obtained
using the m-wise SM for different sample sizes (m) and Sy, =
1000.

tive interference, while its subsequent decay indicates a tran-
sition to the subradiant regime caused by destructive inter-
ference and the formation of dark states [30].

Figs. 3 and 4 show that the m-wise method with m =
2 does not predict superradiance: the inverted state gives
GP(0,0) = 1 even at d = 0. This is a limitation of m = 2
sampling rather than a reflection of the underlying physics.
Superradiant behaviour is only recovered when the m-wise
method is applied with m > 2. This restriction does not
apply to the pairwise SM, since single-emitter contributions
are neglected in that approach.

C. Offset correction

As discussed above, the difference between the predictions
of the m-wise SM and exact results decreases monotonically
with increasing emitter separation d, reaching a minimum in
the limit d — oo. This behaviour suggests that it should be
possible to improve the accuracy of the m-wise SM by ap-
plying a positive constant offset. A naive approach would be
to first determine such offsets for a specific case, such as the
inverted array, and apply them more generally. However, this
would typically violate the useful property that the m-wise
SM yields an underestimate of the true correlation function,
thereby removing the guarantee that any predicted superradi-
ance is genuine. Our aim is therefore to identify the maximum
offset that preserves this lower-bound property.

To this end, we consider the limit d — oo, in which inter-
emitter interactions become negligible and the master equa-
tion admits the exact solution p(t) = p1(t)®", where pi(t) is
the solution for N = 1. In this independent-emitter regime,
the decay matrix reduces to Y., = .70, and the normal-
ized second-order correlation function is given by gl(jg(o, 0) =
(N—1)/N, as derived in Appendix D. By contrast, in the same
limit the prediction of the m-wise SM converges to (m—1)/m,
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FIG. 5: G®(0,0) as a function of the normalized emitter
separation d/\ for a fully inverted 8 x 8 square lattice of iden-
tical emitters with dipole moments aligned perpendicular to
the plane of the array. The exact result is shown by the red
dashed curve. Predictions obtained using the pairwise and m-
wise sampling methods are shown both with and without off-
set corrections, as indicated in the legend. Black dash-dotted
lines specify the Dicke and independent emitter values. The
critical separation dcritical for which 9(2)(0, 0) = 1 is speci-
fied by the vertical dashed line. For the pairwise method, we
have chosen S3 = 10000, and for the m-wise SM m = 6 and
Sm = 5000.

such that the difference between the exact and approximate
results is 1/m — 1/N. Since this is the minimum difference
for any d, it can be used as an offset correction that guar-
antees a lower bound is still obtained. A full derivation of
this correction, along with further analysis, is given in Ap-
pendix E. Predictions of the m-wise SM that include this
correction will henceforth be labelled “m-wise corr.” For the
pairwise method, the independent-emitter limit d — oo yields
QI(EQ(O, 0) = 1. The offset correction defined in the same man-
ner as for the m-wise SM is therefore 1 — (N —1)/N =1/N,
defining the pairwise corrected (“pairwise corr.”) method (see
Appendix E).

IV. SAMPLING METHODS COMPARISON

We now turn our attention to comparing the m-wise and
pairwise SMs across different systems and regimes. In all
scenarios hereafter, we consider that at time ¢ = 0, the density

operator is p(0) = ®ﬁf len) (eul.

A. Inverted array comparison

We begin by again considering the zero-delay second-order
correlation function G(® (0, 0) for a square lattice of 64 iden-
tical emitters that are all initially excited and undriven. The
exact result, together with approximate predictions obtained
using the pairwise and m-wise SMs, is shown in Fig. 5. From
the figure, it is evident that the uncorrected pairwise SM sig-
nificantly outperforms the uncorrected m-wise SM for the 8 x8

(a)
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FIG. 6: Mean percentage error <5G§\24)> as a function of the
number of emitters N for a 1D chain with dipole moments
aligned perpendicular to the chain axis. Results obtained
(a) without offset corrections and (b) with offset corrections
applied. The red dashed line shows the minimum error across
both methods and the vertical black line indicates the value
N = 2m where the optimal choice of method changes. For the
pairwise SM we have chosen S» = 10000, and for the m-wise
SM we take m = 6 and S,, = 5000.

emitter array. Upon applying the corrections to both meth-
ods, their performances become comparable, with a marked
improvement in overall accuracy in the m-wise case. At small
separations, the m-wise SM, both uncorrected and corrected,
continues to underpredict 9(2)(0,0)7 which arises from an
overestimation of the single-emitter contributions.

As shown in in Appendix D, at d = 0 one obtains the Dicke
result G5, (0,0) = 2(N —1)/N = 2 x 63/64 ~ 1.97. This
maximal value depends on N alone, and its upper bound is
limN—>oo[g](32i>Cke(0,O)] = 2. It is important to note that the
Dicke result is specific to the inverted array case. In contrast,
as d — oo one finds that Qgi)cke(0,0) — QI(EQ(O, 0) = (VN —
1)/N, which tends to unity when N — oo, while for N = 64
it equates to 63/64 ~ 0.98.

The exact prediction shows that the crossover between the
superradiant regime G (0,0) > 1 (super-Poissonian pho-
ton statistics) and the subradiant regime G (0,0) < 1 oc-
curs when d = 0.41, in agreement with the critical distance
deritical derived in Ref. [30]. The precise value of deritical de-
pends on the array geometry and on the orientations of the
emitter dipole moments. It also increases with the number
of emitters N provided that the spatial dimensionality of the
system is not altered with the addition of new emitters. Note
that for 2D arrays with dipoles aligned perpendicular to the
array as we have considered, Q(Q)(O,O) does not always de-
crease monotonically with d, and revivals of superradiance
can occur [30, 49] [53].

To assess the relative accuracies of the pairwise and m-wise
SMs more systematically, we consider a 1D chain of emitters
with dipole moments aligned perpendicular to the chain axis
and allow the number of emitters N to vary. Over the range
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FIG. 7: Steady-state second-order correlation function G'* (c0,0) as a function of the normalized emitter separation d/\ for
coherently driven arrays. (a) 1D chain of N = 8 emitters with dipole moments aligned perpendicular to the chain axis. (b)
Square lattice of N = 64 emitters with dipole moments aligned perpendicular to the plane of the array. Predictions obtained
using the pairwise and m-wise sampling methods are shown both with and without offset corrections, as indicated in the legend.
The driving parameters were set at Q = 5y and kg = [1,0,0]eV ™!, with w;, = wo = 1 eV. For the pairwise method, the number
of samples taken was S2 = 10000 and for the m-wise method, m = 6 and S,, = 100.

0 < d/X\ <1, we compute the mean percentage error

@, _ 100 <~ (G2 (0,05di) — G17 (0,03 dy))|
<691§>—7; (14)

M
G (0,0;d;) '

where n is the number of data points, Q(Q)(O,O;di) denotes

the exact value evaluated at separation d;, and g}j’(o,o; d;)
denotes the corresponding approximate value obtained using
method M = [2, m] for the pairwise and m-wise SMs respec-
tively.

Figs. 6(a) and 6(b) show these errors as a function of N,
with and without the offset correction, respectively. We focus
on a 1D geometry here, as it allows the progression of the
error with increasing N to be more clearly resolved; but an
analogous behaviour is obtained for square lattices.

As shown, the errors associated with the two methods ex-
hibit opposite trends as N increases: the error of the pairwise
method decreases, while that of the m-wise method increases.
This behaviour arises because the m-wise method overcounts
single-emitter contributions, which are entirely neglected in
the pairwise approach, leading to systematically lower predic-
tions. The absolute accuracy of the m-wise method improves
with increasing sample size m and number of samples S,,
(consistent results are obtained for the direction-dependent
second-order correlation function g‘?(0,0), and are given in
Appendix B).

From this analysis of the 1D chain, we find empirically that
the optimal method switches from the m-wise to the pairwise
approach at the critical value N = 2m. We have verified
that the same transition point also applies to 2D arrays. To
further sustain this, in Appendix E, we derive this condition
analytically in the particular case where emitters are located
at the same position, for all correlation functions defined in
Eq. (7).

Since the choice of m must be balanced against the compu-
tationally feasible number of samples, the maximum tractable
sample size mmax depends on available resources. For all sys-
tems considered here, arrays with N < 2mmax are more ac-
curately described by the m-wise method, provided both S
and Sy, are sufficiently large to suppress sampling noise. For
the data shown in Fig. 6(a), the maximum error is approx-
imately 10%, whereas in Fig. 6(b) it is reduced to around
0.5%, demonstrating that the inclusion of offset corrections
substantially improves the absolute accuracy. Applying the
optimal sampling method for a given regime, together with
these correction offsets, therefore yields accurate predictions
of photon statistics.

B. Coherently driven array

Having established a framework for the pairwise and m-
wise SMs, and benchmarked their performance in a numer-
ically exact setting, we now consider more general states in
which complex correlations between emitters arise.

We first focus on the steady state of a coherently driven
system, as depicted in Fig. 1. Writing the master equation
[Eq. (1)] in the form p = L(p), the steady state density matrix
pss is found by solving Lpss = 0 in Fock-Liouville space [50,
51]. Exact solutions can only be found for sufficiently small
emitter numbers N. We therefore consider both a driven 1D
chain of N = 8 emitters extending along the z-axis, with
dipole moments aligned parallel to the z-axis (which can be
solved exactly), and a driven square lattice of 64 emitters in
the z-y plane, again with all dipole moments oriented along
the z-axis, for which an exact solution cannot be obtained.

Fig. 7 shows predictions of the pairwise and m-wise SMs
for both systems. For small emitter separations d the steady-
state correlation function 9(2)(007 0) diverges due to the co-
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Second-order correlation function G®(2/70,0) under free evolution (Q = 0) at time t = 2/ as a function of the

normalized emitter separation d/\. (a) 1D chain of N = 8 emitters. (b) Square lattice of N = 64 emitters. In both cases,
the emitter dipole moments are aligned orthogonal to the array. Results are shown for both the pairwise and m-wise sampling
methods, with and without offset corrections. For the pairwise method the number of samples taken was S2 = 10000 and for

the m-wise method, m = 6 and S,, = 200.

herent coupling term in the master equation, which contains
the level shift A,, (Eq. (3b)) that diverges at d = 0. More
generally, the observed behaviour is consistent with our ear-
lier analysis of the critical emitter number N = 2m, which
marks the crossover between the regimes in which the two
SMs are most accurate.

For the 1D chain shown in Fig. 7(a), where N < 2m, the m-
wise SM is qualitatively superior even in the absence of offset
corrections. Including these corrections markedly improves
the predictions of both methods. As in previous sections, the
m-~wise method consistently yields an underestimate of the
true value, while the pairwise method typically produces an
overestimate. We note, however, that this behaviour breaks
down at small separations d. At these separations, collective
behaviour is evidently not fully captured, even when offset
corrections are included. This may result from the emergence
of strong correlations at small separations, which, when com-
bined with the neglect of single-emitter contributions, intro-
duces inaccuracies.

The same trends are observed for the 64-emitter square
lattice shown in Fig. 7(b). Although exact results are not
available for comparison in this case, both SMs reproduce
consistent qualitative features and, once offset corrections are
included, are in good agreement over a wide range of separa-
tions. Deviations persist only at small d, where the discrep-
ancy is likely associated with the divergence of parameters
such as the dipole-dipole coupling, as discussed previously
(for results obtained for the direction-dependent second-order
correlation function ¢‘?)(0,0), see Appendix B).

For completeness, we also consider the same systems un-
dergoing free evolution (2 = 0). Predictions of G'®(2/70,0)
obtained using both SMs are shown in Fig. 8. As before,
both approaches reproduce the correct qualitative behaviour
for sufficiently large separations, with the m-wise method pro-
viding an underestimate and the pairwise method producing
an overestimate, except for small separations d/A < 0.2 (for

results obtained for the direction-dependent second-order cor-
relation function g‘®(0,0), see Appendix B).

V. SUMMARY

We have developed and applied two numerical SMs to com-
pute second-order correlation functions for large collections of
dipolar emitters in arbitrary quantum states. In the pairwise
method, proposed in [40], one takes random pairwise sam-
ples and ignores all single-emitter contributions. The second
method introduced here, termed the m-wise method, employs
random m-sized subsampling of the emitter system and com-
putes the total second-order correlation function for the sub-
sample, retaining single-emitter terms. Contrary to the pair-
wise method, which typically produces an overestimate, the
m-~wise method systematically produces an underestimate. It
is therefore generally more useful to apply both methods con-
currently, thereby providing a bounded window of possible
values of the correlation function, rather than considering ei-
ther method alone. We find that for m > N/2 (m < N/2),
the m-wise SM (respectively, the pairwise SM) is expected to
be more accurate. For typical computational resources, the
practical sample size for the m-wise SM is roughly of order
m ~ 10.

Benchmarking predictions from both methods using the
exactly-solvable case of a fully inverted array, the error in
the optimal method, whether pair or m-wise, was found to
be ~ 10%. We have shown, however, that this error can be
reduced by an entire order of magnitude through the addi-
tion of constant offset corrections, 1/N and 1/m — 1/N for
the pairwise and m-wise methods, respectively. The quantity
1/m — 1/N corresponds to the minimum difference between
the exact prediction the m-wise result, and therefore main-
tains the useful property that this method should produce a
lower bound.



Taken together, these SMs provide both a consistency check
on the qualitative features of photon correlation functions
and a means of obtaining quantitatively accurate predictions.

Their application should therefore prove valuable in regimes
involving large emitter ensembles, where exact calculations
become infeasible.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the different correlation functions
1. Second-order correlation function

In this section, we will outline the derivation of the different types of normalized correlation functions used in this paper. To
begin, consider a system of N emitters located at R, for p € [1, N] and two detectors located at r, and r, with polarisations
aq and oy, which correspond to projections of the electric field along unit vectors e, and e, respectively. Using this, we can
define a normalized correction function as

(2) ) = G(Q) (t, T)
g (h7) = GG (t+ 1) (Ala)
G (t,1) = (EJ)E] (t + 1) Ey(t + 7) By (t)) (A1b)
G (1) = (EL(t)Ea(t)). (Alc)

which is dependent upon the emission direction and polarisation. From here, Eq. (4) for the electric field operator can be
substituted to produce

91(72)(75,7')|a,b = et P — N .
Z,u,u,'y,e GaVGzﬂGbeG;'y <GM (t + T)UV (t + T)><U’Y (t)O' (t)>

> GacGy Goy Gy (61 ()65 (t+7)65 (t+7)67 _(t)) (A2)

Where we have introduced the shorthand notation Ga, = [€q - G(7a, Ry, wo) - du]. This expression of the form of the equation
defining A(2>(t, 7), and so we have obtained the first of the correlation functions.

From here it proves convenient to work in terms of G® (¢, 7) and Gfll)(t). For the rest of these derivations, we will only show
the work for G<2)(t, 7) as the process applying to the denominator is identical. Now, we seek a correlation function that still
considers directional emission but is not independent of polarization. To achieve this, we use the relation

Z GG#GZV = Ga,u . G;u' (A3)

Where, again we have introduce the short hand notation Gq, = G(7a, Ry, wo)-d,. So, summing over all possible polarisation’s
aq and ap the numerator becomes

N
ST (1) = (nowo)Y D Gac - GG - G (6 (16 (t+7)55 (t+ 7)o (1) (A4)

HV57Y5€

A very similar equation can be obtained when applying this procedure to the denominator. Taking the ratio of these equations
obtains the normalized correlation function

92 ()0 = S pwse (Gae - Gop) (G - Gi, ) (G (D50 (E+7)65 (¢ + 7)5 (1) (45)
C N (Gay G) (G - Gy ) (G (E+ TG (4 7)) (64 (D5 (1)

This is the second correlation function defined earlier. This correlation function is dependent upon the direction of emission
only.

Finally, we will now derive the final correlation function defined previously. This correlation function will characterize the
photon statistics independent of the direction of emission. To achieve this, we must integrate the detector locations over
surfaces enclosing the system; S2 and S,,. To do this, we require the relation

/ drq [G(ra,RM,wo) ~d4 : [G(ra,Ry,wo) ~dy}* - wiodM Im [G(Ry, Ry, wo)d}; o Yo (A6)
Sao

Note, this result is proportional to the cross decay rate 7,.,. So, in addition to summing over the polarizations o, and oy, we
now also integrate over the surfaces S2 and S,,. This sequence of actions results in

N
> / / dradrmG® (¢, 7) > Veuyn o (0o (t+ 7)55 (E+7)60 (1)) (A7)
Qgq,ap Sz JSm oV, €

Again, a very similar result can be obtained when considering the numerator (where both terms will have identical coefficients,
and so will cancel when taking the ratio). Combining these, it can be shown that the final correlation function is given by

SN Aeu (G (G (E+7)55 (4 T)52 (1))
S e VoY (G (E+ )60 (t+ 7)) (67 (D)6 (£)

which is the final correlation function that characterizes the photon statistics for direction-independent emission.

g2, 1) = (A8)
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2. m-order correlation functions

In the prior section, the derivation of the normalized second-order correlation function was shown. However, the method
employed is valid for deriving the m-order correlation functions, and in this section, this derivation will be shown. To start,
we consider N identical emitters, located at positions R, and dipole moments d,, where u € [1, N]. Additionally, we consider
m detectors in the far field located at positions 7., and polarisation ., which correspond to projections of the electric field
along unit vectors of eq;, where ¢ € [1,m]. Using this, we define the unnormalized correlation function as

G = HET t+ 7 HE (t+ 7)) (A9)

Where E, = e, - E)(r,) and E)(r) is as defined in equation 1 in the main text. The equation is given in this form to
ensure it remains in normal form, and note that for the time delay values 1 = 0. As we already have the form of the first-order
correlation function, we can focus on G and we first substitute the explicit form of the electric field operator of the first
product term in Eq. (A9)

ﬁ (1ow?) m(ieama;> (ZGQM Oy (t+ 72) ) (ZG%M T, (t+rm)>
p & o (A10)
_Y. Z(HGMH t+7).

Rl H2

So, using this form, it is evident that the second product has a near-identical form, so the m-order correlation function can be
expressed as

G — (umwi.,.ii...i Kﬁc) (ﬁczm)<(f[az<t+m) (ﬁom<t+m)>] (A11)

While correct, this is not in a form similar to what was obtained for the second-order correlation function, but this can be
achieved through

m

(H ) ( ITe:. > = (Garis Gosgon Gy ) (Gt G G, )

7

_ (GanGZlul) (G@MGZWZ)...(GamHmGZmum> (A12)

m
*
= H Gai#z‘ Gai v

1

and so the mth-order correlation function becomes

G — (jiow sz ZZ ZKﬁcawa;w)<(f[a;(t+n))(f[a;i(wn)))}, (A13)

Hm V1 Vm

which is in a suitable form. So using a similar definition to that seen in Eq. (Ala) we obtain an explicit form of g(m)(t, T) as
5 2, S0 2 (107 G G (T o) ) (117 070 )|

17 (2 52 Guun G 0+ 7ozt +7))

9" (t,7) = (A14)

This is the first of the three correlation functions stated. Following the work done in the previous section, we can perform a
summation over all detector polarisations to obtain g™ (¢, 7). This summation results in

;; %ZWGW (How sz ;; Z[(ﬁGw Ml) (Hay t+n)(f[%(t+n))>} (A15)

So, the m-order correlation function corresponding to polarisation-independent, directional emission is given by
N N m * m m _—
DO Dril ZUl ) Zym [(Hl G,y -Gaiw) ((Hl ol (t +Ti)) (HZ o (t+ Tz)))]
m N N ¥ + —
7 (£ 52 Guune - G (e + 7)o (14 7))
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Finally, we perform the m integrations over the detector positions, using the relation

f droGay - Gy X Yuu, (A17)
Sa

where 7, is the decay rate defined in equation 6a in the main text. Using this relation on both the numerator and denominator,

we can obtain the expression

5 2 S 20 (T e ) (T 000 ) (1T e ) .

gt ) =
N (zN SN o (7)o 0+ n»)

This is a generalized form of that seen for the second-order

where we define the delay vector as, 7 = (11 = 0,72,...7m).

correlation function in Eq. (A8).

Appendix B: Direction-dependent second-order correlation function

In this appendix, we conduct an identical analysis to that seen in the main text, but do not consider the directional dependent
correlation function ¢® (¢, 7)|., where the directions of emission we consider are along the x and y-axis. The conclusions which
can be drawn from this work are identical to those seen in the main text regarding the viability of both SMs. The resurgence

of a maximum of g‘® (¢, 7)|.,, periodically is analysed in Appendix D.

1. Convergence testing
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FIG. 9: Plots showing (a) how ¢(®(0,0)|.,, varies as a function of the emitter lattice constant d for a system of 64 identical
emitters arranged in a square lattice with all dipole moments aligned perpendicular to the plane of emitters. The number of
samples taken was set to S;, = 1000. The exact result is indicated in red, and the approximate solutions obtained using the

m-wise SM are also shown for different sample sizes (m)
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2. Inverted array comparison
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FIG. 10: Plots showing (a) the predictions of g'® (0, 0)|.,, for both the pairwise and m-wise methods (Corrected and uncorrected)
compared to the exact result for an inverted array of 64 emitters as explored in Fig. 9a. The Dicke result is indicated by
the black horizontal dot-dashed line labeled g](j’i)cke(o, 0)]2,y- Plot (b) shows the mean percentage error in both methods as a
function of the number of emitters, IV, for a chain of emitters. The red dashed line here indicates the minimum error achieved
by methods A and B (Uncorrected), and the vertical black line indicates the value of N where the optimal choice of method
changes, which is determined by the condition N = 2m. The number of random samples taken for the pairwise SM was set
at Sz = 10000, and for the m-wise SM the system size and number of random samples were set at m = 6 and S, = 5000,

respectively.

3. Steady state comparison
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FIG. 11: Plots showing the predictions of m-wise and pairwise methods (corrected and uncorrected) for g(2)(oo70)|z,y as a
function of the emitter separation, d for a system of coherently driven (a) eight emitters arranged into a 1D chain positioned
along the z-axis and (b) 64 emitters arranged into a square lattice in the x-y plane. All emitter moments in both cases are
aligned and oriented parallel to the z-axis and have been allowed to evolve to their steady state. The driving parameters
were set at Q = 5yp and kr = [1,0,0]eV ™', and the driving frequency is in resonance with the emitter transition frequency,
wr = wo = 1eV. For the pairwise SM, the number of samples taken was Sz = 10000, and for the m-wise SM, m = 6 and

Sm = 100.
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4. Finite time comparison
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FIG. 12: Plots showing the predictions of the m-wise and pairwise methods (corrected and uncorrected) for ¢'®(2/70,0)|z.y as
a function of the emitter separation, d for a system of (a) eight emitters arranged into a 1D chain positioned along the x-axis
and (b) 64 emitters arranged into a square lattice in the x-y plane, that have freely evolved to the time ot = 2 under the
master equation in Eq. (1) with no driving (2 = 0). All emitter moments in both cases are aligned and oriented parallel to the
z-axis. For the pairwise SM, the number of samples taken was Sz = 10000, and for the m-wise SM m = 6 and S,, = 200.

Appendix C: Distribution of the sampling methods

As mentioned in the main text, when employing the m-wise SM, the required number of samples needed to reach convergence
is reduced by increasing the sample size m. To see this, we can consider the standard error as the desired parameter to
characterise the convergence of the mean value, and so, following this logic, we would expect the distributions of larger values
of m to possess a variance. To show this, the distributions of G(* (0,0) for different values of m for the random samples of the
m-~wise SM can be seen in Fig. 13. This shows the distribution narrows as m increases.
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FIG. 13: Distributions of Q(Q)(O, 0) for the random sampling obtained using the m-wise SM for different sample sizes, m. The
system considered is 121 emitters arranged into a 2D array with a spacing of d = 0.1A. The resulting standard deviations for

each [0.051, 0.038, 0.030, 0.025], respectively.
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Appendix D: Inverted array photon statistics
1. Emission rate correlation function relation

In this section, we will show the derivation of Eq. (13) in the case of an undriven system (€2 = 0). To begin, we restate the
definition of the emission rate for N emitters

Z’Yuu Up, Z'yvu Uu gy p(t)L (Dl)

where we have transformed to the Schrodinger picture to obtain the third expression. Using this, we can determine the rate of

change in the emission rate
N

R(t) =Y quTr[ofo) p(t)]. (D2)
nv
Noting that the density matrix evolved according to the master equation seen in Eq. (1), we can substitute the master equation
into Eq. (D2). To simplify this calculation we will split this into two components, R(t) = R.(t) + Ri(t), where Rc(t), Ra(t) and
R;(t) correspond to the coherent, driving and incoherent terms, respectively.

a. Coherent terms

Beginning with the coherent terms (which correspond to the first two terms in Eq. (1)), we obtain

R.(t) = wo — Wi, Z’y”Z(Tr oj'aj_ :a;p( )] - Tr[cr o; Tpt)old o, "D
(D3)
- ZZ%J Z Auy( o 0; O’:{GV p(t)] — Tr[U;rU;p(t)J:U;D
iJ nAv

From these terms, it can be shown that through the use of the cyclical nature of the trace operator and swapping the index
notation used on one of the terms present, these terms are identically 0, i.e. R(t) = 0.

This result indicates that within an undriven system, the initial emission peak is independent of the coherent interactions
and is only affected by driving, when there already exists coherence in the system.

b. Incoherent terms

We now consider the contribution from the dissipator to the rate of change of the emission rate. The contribution to the
rate of change of the emission rate from this dissipator term is:

N
R; (t) = Z'V;w Tr [U:U;D[p(t)ﬂ . (D4)
%
Substituting the expression for the dissipator D[p(t)], we get:

t) = Zw Tr |0} 0} (Z Vuw (U;p(t)au+ - % {Uial,p(t)})ﬂ : (D5)

Expanding this term results in the expression

ZZ%]’V‘“’( o o; Jl,aup( )]7%(’1‘1‘[0?0]-70;0” ()]+Tr[0 a;p(t )O'HU,,])). (D6)

Again, in general, this term does not easily simplify, but under the assumption that the initial state is the fully inverted array,

N N
o 1
0=>> %‘ﬂw(Tr [0 05 000 p(t)] — 5 (B35 +5uv5ij))
ij  pv

= i\f: i\f:%j’yw(Tr [ajoja;ajp(t)]) — R(0)?

= R(0)>6¥(0,0) — R(0)> = R(0)*(¢*(0,0) - 1)
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Therefore, in the case of a fully inverted array, the initial rate of change in the emission rate R(O) is directly linked to the
second-order correlation function via the relation

R(0)* = R(0)*(¢*(0,0) — 1). (D8)

We emphasise that this derivation is valid only when there is no coherent driving applied to the system.

2. Independent emitters

To find the value at which g<2>(0,0) converges to in the case of infinite separation is achieved by considering the set of
emitters as independent of each other. In free space, this means the decoherent matrix can be expressed as y,, = Y0d,., where
~o is the spontaneous decay rate of an emitter and J,, is the Dirac delta. Using this when considering an inverted array, the
correlation function can be expressed as

Loy s€ YeuYw (1 = 04w ) (OurOve + Spebury)
ijy vye Yo Yey OpurOrye

>
glnd( )
Zu Vs 6705M66W( = 6u1) (O Ove + Opeduny)
Z

(D9)
Zﬁf, Uy,€ '73 OpuOrye

( Hl/)(éu’yél/e + 6ue6u'y)
Sl

By expanding the numerator, this expression simplifies to

g(2)(0,0) _ N]\; 14 (D10)

This result clearly shows that when considering a set of independent emitters in free space, they will never show super-Poissonian
photon statistics, and hence, reside in the subradiant regime.

3. Dicke result

Using the generalized notation introduced in equation 3 of the main text, we consider the system first explored by Dicke
for N identical emitters, all residing at the same position and in their excited state, p = |e)®N <e|®N. In this case, we can set
t = 0, without loss of generality, and 7 = 0 to analyze the superradiant nature of this system. Under these considerations, the
desired expectation values are given by

<U:U;> = 6;UJ7 (Dlla)
(o500 00) = 8uy0ue + Gurpc. (D11b)

p v Oy

where we have simplified notation by removing the functional dependence of the operators off (0) = Uf As we consider
emitters at the same position and orientation, all elements of the coefficient matrix, defined in equation 4 of the main text,
can be shown to be equivalent, A,, = A. This equivalence is evident when stating the explicit form of the coefficients with all
Green’s functions evaluated at the same position. Therefore, substituting Eq. (D11a) and Eq. (D11b) into equation A(2>(0,0)
yields
N 2
A ere(0,0) = Lpie A Ourbve ¥ D), (D12)
ZHW v,€ A2 5/,“./656

The coefficients cancel out, resulting in sums over the Kronecker delta terms, giving us

2N — 1)

2
APl (0,0) = ==

(D13)

This shows that the Dicke result is not specific to any of the correlation functions, and so applies to any normalized second-order
correlation function evaluated for the case of the fully inverted array.
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4. ¢?(0,0)|ss position condition

Within this section, we aim to derive conditions for emitter placements to observe maximal values in ¢‘®(0,0)|,,» when
considering an inverted array. We begin by obtaining the far-field Green’s function. To begin, we take the far-field limit of the
Free Space Green’s function

eikr -
lim [G(r,s,w)] ~ [I— rr] ek, D14
r—>o00 [ ( )] 4T R ( )
where r denotes the detector location and s denotes emitter locations. For the systems considered in this work, we can assert
all dipole moments are aligned (d, = d, = d) in addition to imposing the condition that the emission of both photons is in
the same direction (7, = 7). Using this, the coefficients (denoted as A in the prior equations) become

eikra

A = Gl G = [ (T #gry) -] o g ihr s (D15)

477,

From here, it is evident that the squared term is independent of the emitter position, and so for a given emission direction is
constant. So, we will introduce the shorthand notation

eikra

Co=[Fmd (1= 7ata) - d]2. (D16)

47re

Using this, the correlation function can be expressed as

N — =\ _ikPgy- ik, - —ikPy - —ikPy-
ZuuvegaCbWIUij o >ezkra Rue“‘?"'b R,,e ik7y, R,Ye ik?q - Re

PRI vy A . ~ L7 oA ’
(Z;I:],y Ca <0'I0'y_>elk"'u'Ruefzkra<R,/) (Zﬁ{y Cb<UIU;>6lkT’>'R“ efzkrb.R,,)

9%(0,0)

(D17)

a,b —

From here, it is evident that the coefficients (,/; can be neglected and the correlation function relations for the inverted array
can be substituted in. Additionally, we introduce the shorthand notation R,, = R, — R,. This expression now simplifies to

ZN (1 = 80) (BnBewr + Bucbo )€t T e RucgihTo R

KY€

N ik - N ik -
(0, Buweibra R ) (SN, Buethro T )
, 7

g(2)(0, 0)|a1b = ’ (D18)

Now the Kronecker delta terms can once again be expanded. The effects of the Kronecker deltas can be summarised into three
aspects

e (1 —6,,) Does not lead to cancellations.
® 5,0, forces p = and v =e.
® §uc0u~y forces p=eand v =1

Following these rules, the correlation function can be significantly simplified to

N

. - 2
Zezkra-Ruuelk"‘b'Ruu +1-—- = (D19)

9%(0,0)ap = N

N2
nv

Due to the symmetric summation of the indices, this value is guaranteed to be real, but to maximise this value, the phase terms

must equal 1 for all emitter pairs. To achieve this, the argument of these terms must be an integer multiple of 2. Additionally,

we note that the wavenumber can be expressed in terms of the transition wavelength k = 27/\ and using these points, we

obtain the condition

(Pa — ) - (Ry — Ry) = nA (D20)

where n is an integer value. In this form, it is evident that the correlation function is always maximized in the case of r, = 7.
However, in the case of emission in different directions, it is more convenient to express this condition in two separate equations

7o (Ry — Ry) =mA 7y - (Ry — Ry,) =1, (D21)
where m and [ are again integer values. These equations make it clear that to maximize the value of g‘® (0,0)|2,y, the separation

of the emitters along the direction of emission must be an integer multiple of the transition wavelength for the inverted array
case.
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Appendix E: m-wise SM key results
1. m-wise SM offset correction

In this appendix, we will derive an analytical expression for the constant offset used to improve the accuracy of the m-wise
SM. To achieve this, we must find the maximum correction value that ensures that the predictions of the m-wise SM remain
an underestimate of the true value. To investigate this, Fig. 14 shows the offsets as a function of the lattice constant for the
small emitter systems seen in Figs. 5a, 7a, and 8a.
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FIG. 14: Plots showing the offsets between the m-wise SM and the exact result for different sample sizes m as a function of
the emitter separation, d, for (a) The inverted array system seen in Fig. 5a, (b) The steady state chain of emitters seen in Fig.
7a, and (c) the freely evolving system to time ot = 2 seen in Fig. 8a. The dashed line corresponds to the difference in the
independent emitter values g}?d(t, 0)|n — f,i)d(t, 0)|m =(N—-1)/N —(m—1)/m.

From these plots, it becomes apparent that the maximum value which does not affect the underestimate behaviour corresponds
to the independent emitter results. However, to implement this, we now require an approach to compute this offset for any
system. To do this, we first note that for an independent system, the decay rates and coupling terms present in the master
equation obey ., = 070 and Ay, = 0, respectively. As a result of this, the master equation becomes fully factorizable,
meaning the total dynamics of the system can be computed through the single-emitter master equation. Under this, we let
p1(t) be the arbitrary single emitter density matrix governed by the master equation

. . _ Q0 ik, ik R — _ 1 _

pr(t) = —i(wo —wr)[o o, pi(t)] + 5 le FLBot e eT] 4y (U pr(t)o’ — 5{0*0 ,p(t)}), (E1)
which is analytically solvable. The total system density matrix is then defined as p(t) = p1(¢)®". Knowing this significantly
simplifies the calculation of G (2)(t, 0). To show this, let us consider an arbitrary density matrix

n=(2,7,). (52

which can be considered as the desired solution to the single emitter master equation. We can now calculation the first-order
correlation function G (t) defined in Eq. (Alc) which gives

N N
1 - _
GOL®) =D yulofor) = 0w Tr (o5 00 p(t)]
g nv
N . N . (E3)
=7 Z Tr [0, 0, p(t)] =70 Z Tr [0 0™ p1(t)]
u u
=Y Np.
Following a similar process for Gﬁ)d (t,0), we obtain
N N
Ggri)d(t, 0) = Z YueYwlopod ol ol ) = Z ey Tr [0 ok 05 o p(t)]
prye pnrye

v (E4)
= ZTr [OIJ;‘_UV_U;P(t)]

%
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This expression can be split into two terms, starting with p = v, it is evident that under the matrix multiplication, this term
is identically 0, 6T¢™ = 0. This leaves us with the terms p # v, and here we can use the fact that the total density matrix is
fully factorizable to factorise the expectation value, (AB) = (A)(B), given that A and B act on different subspaces.

Gg?n)d(t 0) = ZTT oporo, o p(t)]
n#V
(E5)
RS e ] e o 0]
nFV
= vep®N(N —1).

Therefore, the correlation function gfjd( 0) = GP(£,0)/[GY(t)]? = (N — 1)/N. This result shows that the second-order
correlation function for a set of independent emitters is g}jﬁl(t, 0) = (N — 1)/N no matter the details of the setup.

Using this result, in conjunction with Fig. 14, we can state that the maximum offset correction that can be applied to the m-
wise SM, whilst retaining the fact that the m-wise SM produces underestimates of the true value, is (N —1)/N = (m—1)/m =
1/m — 1/N. Following the same approach for the pairwise SM, we find that in the independent limit, the method converges to
the infinite emitter case gfié(t, 0) = 1. Therefore, the offset correction, which must be subtracted from the predictions, is 1/N.

2. m-wise SM condition

The critical value N = 2m has been shown empirically (with a margin of error). Whilst this cannot be analytically derived
for the general case, it is possible to derive it when considering the specific case used by Dicke in which a collection of N
independent, identical emitters are found at the same location in space. This derivation is not proof of this condition being
valid in any regime, but does provide evidence in support of the condition.

The standard Dicke result (which we have shown previously) applies to all of the second-order correlation functions we have

discussed: 9(2) @ ;(72). Using the notation stated above, the Dicke result can be stated as
2(N —1)
-~

A similar result can be obtained when considering the m-wise SM. As now there are only m emitters considered, the Dicke
result is

AP(0,0) = (E6)

A (0,0) = M (ET)

For the pairwise method, a similar result can also be derived. For that, we start by simplifying the expressions for the

denominator and numerator, respectively:

cPa® = Z A% (of a;) (o7 07)
ijkl

’ (E8)
= Z ,A25ij6kl = A? (511522 + 522511) =242
ikl
and
G® = ZA2 ofofogor)
7kl
= A((ofof oy o0) + (ofofor0y) + (ol ofor 03) + (of ol oy 00)) (E9)

= A%(1 — 6i;)(dinj1 + 6i10;x)
=4A%
Note that in this derivation, due to all emitters located at the same location, the coefficients A;; = A, V 4, j.

So, the prediction of the pairwise SM simplifies to AP (0,0) = 2. These results alone do match with the arguments stated
previously, with the pairwise SM generally being an overestimate (as in this case, it is the upper bound of the Dicke result,
achieved at large N), whereas the m-wise SM is a smaller value due to over-counting, and as m — N, this methods accuracy
increases. But using these results, the error condition can be derived: we aim to find a condition in which the m-wise SM
outperforms the pairwise SM, i.e., the error of this method is lower. This can be expressed as the inequality:
2(N —1) N 2(N—-1) 2(m-1)

N - N m
Nm—-—Nm+m>Nm—-—-m-—Nm+N
2m > N.

2 —

(E10)



	Introduction
	Theory
	Master Equation
	General expressions for the two-time correlation functions

	Application of sampling methods
	Methods
	m-wise convergence
	Offset correction

	Sampling methods comparison
	Inverted array comparison
	Coherently driven array

	Summary
	References
	Derivation of the different correlation functions
	Second-order correlation function
	m-order correlation functions

	Direction-dependent second-order correlation function
	Convergence testing
	Inverted array comparison
	Steady state comparison
	Finite time comparison

	Distribution of the sampling methods
	Inverted array photon statistics
	Emission rate correlation function relation
	Coherent terms
	Incoherent terms

	Independent emitters
	Dicke result
	g(2)(0,0)|a,b position condition

	m-wise SM key results
	m-wise SM offset correction
	m-wise SM condition


