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Atom-only theories for U(1) symmetric cavity-QED models
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We consider a generalized Dicke model with U(1) symmetry, which can undergo a transition
to a superradiant state that spontaneously breaks this symmetry. By exploiting the difference in
timescale between atomic and cavity dynamics, one may eliminate the cavity dynamics, providing
an atom-only theory. We show that the standard Redfield theory cannot describe the transition
to the superradiant state, but including higher-order corrections does recover the transition. Our
work reveals how the forms of effective theories must vary for models with continuous symmetry,
and provides a template to develop effective theories of more complex models.

Introduction— While phase transitions in equilibrium
many-body systems have been extensively studied and
are broadly understood [I, [2], the critical behavior of
driven-dissipative out-of-equilibrium systems [3H6] poses
open questions. A central challenge in numerical ex-
ploration of such systems is the exponential growth of
Hilbert space dimension with problem size. As such, any
ability to reduce Hilbert space size, e.g. by a priori iden-
tifying a low-energy (slow) subspace can be very power-
ful [7HIO]. A widely-used approach to derive a reduced
model is Redfield theory [I1], [12]. Previous work [I3] has
shown this works well for the steady states and collective
modes of the Dicke model. However, as we show below,
Redfield theory can fail for models with U(1) symmetry,
requiring higher-order approaches [14].

A leading platform to study driven-dissipative many-
body physics is cold atoms [I5] in dissipative optical cav-
ities [16], using Raman driving [I7]. This platform has
been studied in a wide variety of experiments [I8H30]. In
its simplest form, an ensemble of N atoms coupled to a
cavity via Raman pumping realizes a Dicke model [17].
Such a model has a critical pumping strength, above
which it undergoes a phase transition to a superradi-
ant state, spontaneously breaking a Zo symmetry [31I-
[34]. One can also engineer more complex models, with
multiple photon modes, which have U(1) |23, B5H38] or
higher symmetries [39]. Furthermore, by using a degener-
ate (e.g. confocal) cavity, one can also explore symmetry
breaking in spatially extended systems [40H42], as well as
engineering exotic light-matter phases [22] [26], [29] 43 [44],
tunable atomic interactions [24, 28, [45], and quantum
memories [46H48|. In contrast to single- or few-mode sys-
tems, continuous symmetry breaking in extended multi-
mode systems allows one to explore the dispersion of the
(complex) Goldstone modes [4,[49] and their contribution
to critical behavior. As noted above, theoretically mod-
eling such systems is challenging; one fruitful approach
is to adiabatically eliminate fast degrees of freedom, pro-
viding an effective theory of the slow and gapless degrees
of freedom. This idea motives the current work.

In this Letter, we consider a two-mode generalized
Dicke model which has U(1) symmetry [38], and discuss
how an effective theory can be developed. Given the mo-
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FIG. 1. a) Experimental setup: Atoms are coupled to cav-
ity modes (red and blue) and pumped transverse to the cav-
ity (amethyst) b) Raman driving scheme. c¢) Phases of the
system. The pink dashed line represents the critical cou-
pling g.v/N. Parameters: x = 8.1 MHz, wy = 47 kHz,
WA = wB = Ww.

tivation above, there are certain conditions required of
an effective theory: it must describe the transition to a
symmetry broken state, and must correctly describe the
frequencies and damping rates of the low-energy (soft
modes) associated with this symmetry breaking. In the
following, we first show why standard Redfield theory
fails, and then present an alternative method which suc-
ceeds. We also discuss how, for such an effective model,
we can derive semiclassical equations of motion, applica-
ble in the large N limit.

U(1) symmetric model— We begin by introducing the
U(1) symmetric model that we will consider, and sum-
marizing its mean-field behavior. The model, introduced
in Ref. [38], describes N two-level systems—described via
a collective spin degree of freedom—interacting with two
cavity modes. As shown in Fig. a,b), this can be re-
alized by a Raman driving scheme which couples two
low-energy atomic states [I7]. As shown, two transition
pathways exist. Each pathway involves a different cav-
ity mode—this is key to realizing a U(1) symmetry. In-
cluding cavity losses, we find an equation of motion for



density matrix of the total system, p;:
. , K
pe=—i[H, p] + 5 (Lla] + L]]) (1)
H =waa'a +wpb'b 4 weS*+ g[(aT+ b)S™+He]. (2)

Here a, b are the two cavity mode annihilation operators,
while S is a collective spin of the atoms, with modu-
lus N/2. Cavity loss at rate x is described by Lindblad
terms L£[X] = 2XpXT — {XTX, p}. In the Hamiltonian,
the energies w4, p describe the cost of scattering a pho-
ton from the pump into each cavity mode, while wq is
the splitting of the two hyperfine atomic levels. The
effective coupling between light and matter is given by
g = goSp/AZ2, where gy is the bare atom-cavity cou-
pling, Q, the Rabi frequency of the pump field, and
A, is the detuning between the pump and the atomic
resonance, see Fig. [[(b). As shown in Ref. [38], this
model is invariant under a transformation p — UpUT,
with U = exp[if(S* +a'a — b'b)], which transforms
(a,b,S*) — (ae”, be~? S*e¥). This corresponds to
a U(1) symmetry.

For large N, the composite atom-cavity system is well
described by semiclassical equations [50] for (a), (b, (S),
which show two distinct types of steady state. At small
g, there is a normal phase with (S*) = (a) = (b) = 0, re-
specting the U(1) symmetry. At large g, there is a super-
radiant phase with a non-zero photonic field, {(a), (b) # 0.
Thus, at a critical value g = g.—which, forwq = wp = w
obeys 292N = wo(w? + k?/4) /w—the system undergoes
a continuous phase transition to a state which sponta-
neously breaks the U(1) symmetry as shown in Fig. [Tjc).
Because of the cavity loss, these steady states are attrac-
tors of the dynamics, and the system undergoes damped
relaxation towards these states.

In typical experiments, there is a separation of
timescales between the atomic and cavity degrees of free-
dom, k> wo, gv/N. We thus next consider how to adia-
batically eliminate the cavity degrees of freedom and still
describe the same behavior as discussed above.

Adiabatic elimination at semiclassical level— We first
consider adiabatic elimination of (a), (b) from the semi-
classical equations given in [38]. This yields an equation
of motion for S = (S). The resulting equation is conser-
vative, defined by a Poisson bracket S = {S, Hy.} where,
for wg = wp = w, the classical Hamiltonian takes the

form He = woS” + 2247(S%)?. While this Hamil-
tonian has a ground state phase transition at g = g,
as expected, the purely conservative dynamics is in con-
trast with the dissipative evolution expected for an open
system. Similar behavior was found for the single-mode
Dicke model [13} 5I]. The results of [I3] suggest that to
recover the correct dissipative dynamics one should in-
stead eliminate the cavity degrees of freedom in a quan-
tum model and then derive the semiclassical limit.
Redfield Theory— To eliminate the cavity modes in a
full quantum model, we use the standard Redfield ap-

proach [I1], [12]. Specifically, we take the collective spin
as the system, and all other modes form the bath. The
system-bath coupling in the interaction picture is H; =
glST®) X (t)+ S~ (t) X1 (t)], where ST (t) = SEeFiwot and
X (t) = a(t) + b (t). The time evolution of X () is dis-
cussed below. Redfield theory states:

ﬂ == /; dt/TrB([HI(t)v [Hl(t/)’ P (t)]]) (3)

Evaluating this requires two-time correlations of the
bath operators X(t). These are found by solving
Heisenberg-Langevin equations for the cavity modes, in-
cluding loss, giving (X (£)XT()) = e-iwalt=t'l=5li=t|
(XT(H)X () = e~slt=t'I=51t="l  In the Schrédinger
picture, the 2°-order Redfield equation (2RE) is thus:

p=—iwo [S%,p] —2¢° [Q— (STS™p— S pST) +
Q+ (S*SJF/) - S*pSf) + H.c.] (4)

where Q¢ = [k + 2i (wap) Fwo)|

While this equation includes dissipative effects, as
we discuss next, it does not show a phase transi-
tion with increasing g. To understand why, we first
rewrite this equation in Linblad form p = —i[HagE, p] +
4% (Re[Q_]L[S™]+Re[Q+]L[ST]), where Horg = woS*+
292(Im[Q_]STS™ + Im[Q+]S~™ST) commutes with SZ.
The U(1) symmetry means the steady state must com-
mute with S%, which implies p = >, Pu |M) (M|,
where S* |M) = M |M). We find Py obeys Py /Pary1 =
Re[Q-]/Re[@4+]. Since this ratio is independent of g,
no transition occurs at g = g.. At large N we find
(S*) = —N/2 for Re[@_] > Re[Q4], or (S*) = +N/2
if Re[@—] < Re[Q]—i.e., the system is always in a nor-
mal or inverted state. This absence of a phase transition
depends on two features of the equation. First, sym-
metry ensured that both the effective Hamiltonian and
steady-state density matrix are diagonal in the S* basis,
so they commute. This means the steady state depends
only on the dissipative terms. Such a statement will al-
ways be true for U(1) symmetric models. Secondly, the
dissipative terms in the Redfield equation are all propor-
tional to g2, so no g dependence occurs in their ratio.
This statement is not generic, so we next consider how
contributions of higher-order in g change the equation.

4th_order Keldysh—Redfield Theory— A systematic
method to derive higher-order density matrix equations
was introduced by Miiller and Stace [14], making use of
Keldysh diagrammatic perturbation theory. This tech-
nique allows one to take into account all contributions at
each order while avoiding double counting. We write the
density matrix equation in the form p = Dyp+Dsp+Dyp,
where Dyp+Dap is given in Eq. , and Dyp is 4*P-order
in H;. Crucially, the diagrammatic expansion ensures
the terms in Dyp are not separable—i.e. they correspond
to genuine 4*"-order processes, not products of 2"d-order
terms.
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FIG. 2. Example diagrams at 4'® order. The solid black lines
are periods of free evolution of the system, interrupted by
the action of the interaction Hamiltonian at times t1,t2,t3
(purple dots). These vertices are connected by purple dashed
lines representing the cavity mode correlation functions.

Figureshows two examples of 4™-order diagrams. As
described in Ref. [I4], the solid horizontal lines indicate
the branches of the Keldysh contour. The system un-
dergoes free evolution along these branches, interrupted
by the action of H; at times ¢t > t; > to > t3 (purple
dots). Points on the lower branch correspond to oper-
ators to the left of the density matrix, while those on
the upper branch are to the right. Because the bath is
quadratic, expectations of bath operators factorize into
pairwise correlations (purple dashed lines). The form of
H; means each dashed line must connect opposite S*
operators. Following these rules, after integrating over
t1,t2,t3 the diagrams in Fig. [2| correspond to:

46 [|Q- Pk 18T pSTST + |Q4|Pe ST STpS TS
+Q-QLQASTS pS™ST + QT QLQAS STpSTS™
—Q2QxStTSTSTPST —Q2QxSTStTSTpSt
—~ @388 S pSt -~ Q1S STSTpST], (5)

with QA = [H—Fi(OJA—wB—QLUQ)]_l, and Qy =
[k +i(wa +wp)] . Overall, at 4" order, there are 32
diagrams. Considering the patterns of S* operators,

each diagram contributes 4 terms. These are written in
full in the supplemental material [52].

The resulting equation is not of Lindblad form [53] and
so does not necessarily preserve positivity—this is shown
in [52], where we diagonalize the Lindblad—Kossakowski
matrix. As discussed in many other contexts, such non-
positive equations can nonetheless predict correct behav-
ior [13, 5458]. In 2"d-order theories, a Lindblad form
equation is known to arise from secularizating the Red-
field equation [59]—i.e., deleting terms which are time
dependent in the interaction picture. Since our equation
is U(1) symmetric, it already has a secularized form.

While U(1) symmetry still means the density matrix
is diagonal in the S* basis, the presence of the 4" order
contribution gives a non-trivial dependence on g. In par-
ticular, as shown in Fig. (a), the steady state of this 4t"-
order Keldysh-Redfield equation (4KRE) shows a transi-
tion to a superradiant state. As NN increases, the results
converge to the mean-field predictions of the full atom-
cavity model, with a discontinuity in (S*) at g = ge.

Semiclassical equations— We now consider whether
we can use the 4dKRE to derive semiclassical equations
which capture the dissipative phase transition. A naive
approach to this is to assume that terms (S*S#S7) can
be factorized. Applying such an approach directly to
4KRE fails, in the sense that after factorization, this
yields equations for which (S*¥) = 0,(S*) = —N/2 is
always a stable solution, in contrast to the clear insta-
bility seen in the full quantum solution. The structure
of the full quantum solution (i.e., a density matrix di-
agonal in the S* basis) suggests the origin of this fail-
ure: while U(1) symmetry ensures (S®¥) is zero for the
full solution, products such as ((S%)?) can be non-zero.
The diagonal structure of the steady-state density matrix
suggests a better way to approach a semiclassical limit
is by considering the Gaussian form of the probabilities
Py (see [52]), and characterising Py by its first two mo-
ments. This yields a form of cumulant equation (CE), as
used elsewhere [50] [60]. Considering coupled equations
for (S#S%), (S*) (given in [52]), one finds results (dotted
lines in Fig.[3|(a)) that match 4KRE well for a range of N.
At N — oo, Py is sharply peaked so (S*S*) — (S%)2,
giving a single equation for (S%):

0(5%) = [2g%n +24°C ()] [$2 = (59°]. (6)

where ) = 2Re[Q_ — Q4] and ( = 8Re[(Q-+Q+)*Qs]
166~ [Re(Q-)* + Re(Q+)?].
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FIG. 3. (a) Steady-state(S*) evaluated from 4KRE (dashed
lines) for three system sizes N = 10%/10* 10°. The results
are compared to the cumulant equations (dotted lines), and
mean-field theory of the atom-cavity equations (solid black
line). (b) The first non-zero eigenvalue of: the k = 0 sector of
L for N = 10° (dashed line), the linearized CE (dotted line)
for N = 10°, and the mean-field atom-cavity equations (black
solid line). These eigenvalues describe relaxation towards the
stationary state. The pink region indicates the superradiant
phase, g > g.v'N = 0.44 MHz for the set of parameters used:
k = 8.1 MHz, wo = 47 kHz, wa = wp = 5 MHz.

Liouvillian spectrum— To explore whether the atom-
only equations we have derived correctly capture the
slow dynamics, we next consider the Liouvillian spec-
trum. Due to the U(1) symmetry, the quantum dy-
namics decouples into sectors labeled by index k, p =

S S—min(k,0 k
S rs o oy B M) (M + k|, The equa-

tions for each k are independent: RE\’;) = LS\I}) M,RS\Z),.



The matrices L*) in each sector can be numerically di-
agonalized to obtain eigenvalues /\Ek). The real part
of these eigenvalues describe the relaxation rate toward
the steady state. For our 4*"-order approach, the ma-
trices L®) take a simple structure—only terms with
M' = M, M + 1, M + 2 are non-zero, yielding a pentadi-
agonal matrix [62]. Together, the separation into sectors
and this banded structure mean we can numerically find
the eigenspectrum for relatively large N.

The k = 0 sector describes the dynamics of the pop-
ulations (in the S* basis). As such, the eigenvalues in
this sector provide information about the evolution of
(S*), and in particular, the damping rate towards steady
state. The first non-zero eigenvalue [6I] in the &k = 0

sector, )\go)’ is shown in Fig. b). We can also compare
this eigenvalue to the decay rate found by linearizing the
semiclassical Eq. @:

/\MF = 49277<Sz>ss + 294C (52 - 3<SZ>§S) ’ (7)

shown as the black solid line in Fig. [3{(b).

While the first non-zero eigenvalue for £ = 0 tells us
about relaxation to the steady state, it does not describe
the slowest dynamics of this U(1) symmetric system—
i.e., the smallest non-zero eigenvalue, also known as the
Liouvillian gap. As explained in Refs. [49], when an open
system spontaneously breaks a symmetry, the Liouvillian
gap should vanish as N — oo throughout the symmetry-
broken phase. This occurs because spontaneous symme-
try breaking means more than one steady state is possi-
ble; since any mixture of two steady-state density matri-
ces is also a steady state, an extra zero mode must arise.
When the spontaneously broken symmetry is continuous,
this also relates to the Goldstone mode.

For our model, the gapless mode is associated with
how the U(1) symmetry is broken. As such, it must
involve terms which are off-diagonal in the S* basis—
specifically terms which correspond to the long-time evo-
lution of (S*(¢)S~(0)). This means we should consider
the smallest eigenvalue (by real part) of the |k| = 1 sec-
tor, )\él). This eigenvalue is shown in Fig. (a), as a
function of coupling g. One may see that the gap re-
duces with increasing N. However, a detailed analysis of
the Liouvillian gap as a function of system size, Fig. b),
shows a non-zero gap remains at N — oo. Specifically,
considering g > g., we see this eigenvalue matches well
to /\(()1) = A+ B/N, with a finite intercept A. As noted
above, the 4KRE is not of Lindblad form (i.e. is not com-
pletelely positive), and it is possible this may be associ-
ated with the non-vanishing Liouvillian gap. However,
the equation is Hermitian, trace-preserving, respects the
U(1) symmetry, and predicts the correct steady states.
Moreover, other examples of non-positive Redfield equa-
tions do show the expected vanishing Liouvillian gap, as
shown in [52].

Conclusion— We have shown that constructing an
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FIG. 4. Liouvillian gap in the |k| = 1 sector. a) Gap vs
g\/ﬁ . The colored vertical lines indicate g\/ﬁ values above
threshold used to evaluate the trend of the gap closure with
the system size shown in b). This is computed for N in the
range [5 x 10* — 2 x 105}. The intercept shows the extrapo-
lated gap as N — co. All parameters as for Fig. [3]

atom-only effective theory for a model with U(1) symme-
try presents surprising challenges. We have shown why
standard 2°¢ order Redfield theory fails to describe the
superradiant transition, and we have shown how this can
be rectified by the 4" order terms of a diagrammatic
expansion. We see this correctly describes the steady
state and relaxation to that state in the k£ = 0 sector.
Moreover, we may see how a semiclassical approximation
becomes valid as N — oo, through the emergence of an
increasingly sharp distribution—such an approach may
provide alternate ways to understand models where it is
found that the semiclassical (mean-field) approximation
fails [62] [63]. When considering spin coherences (i.e. the
k = 1 sector), we surprisingly find that the 4KRE does
not predict a vanishing Liouvillian gap in the symmetry-
broken state. Moreover, we note that the 4KRE provides
a Hermitian, trace-preserving, and secularized density
matrix equation which is nevertheless not of Lindblad
form. A key task for future work is to extend the meth-
ods developed here to a full multimode (e.g. confocal cav-
ity) and spatially extended system. This would provide
a powerful tool to theoretically explore non-equilibrium
phase transitions in these driven-dissipative multimode
systems.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR: “ATOM-ONLY THEORIES FOR U(1) SYMMETRIC CAVITY-QED
MODELS”

FOURTH ORDER KELDYSH-REDFIELD
THEORY

Derivation of density matrix equation of motion

This section provides details of the fourth order
Keldysh-Redfield equation (4KRE), using Keldysh dia-
grammatic perturbation theory introduced by Miiller and
Stace [14].

The quantum dynamics of the system density matrix,
p(t), written in the interaction picture, is given by:

) = [ deapler)£e) (s1)

to

where X(¢1,t) is a self-energy superoperator. Miiller and
Stace [14] provide a diagrammatic recipe to derive this
self energy perturbatively in the system bath coupling
(which here means g). We use this approach up to fourth
order to find ¥(#1,t), and then make a Markovian approx-
imation p(t1) ~ p(t) to provide a time-local equation of
motion for p.

Because we consider evolution of a density matrix,
the diagrammatic representation of the super-operators

J

contributing to the self-energy consists of two horizon-
tal solid lines representing free evolution of the system
to the left and right of the density matrix (bottom and
top branches respectively). An nth order diagram then
contains n vertices corresponding to the action of Hj
at the times tq,...t,_1 and at ¢t. Dashed lines connect-
ing these vertices represent pairwise correlations of the
(Gaussian) bath, following Wick’s theorem. Crucially,
only irreducible diagrams are drawn, describing the con-
tributions of nth order terms which cannot be factorised
into products of lower order terms.

The irreducible diagrams shown in Fig. [S1] are the
fourth order contributions. (The second order contri-
butions are the standard Redfield theory, and their con-
tribution Dyp + Dap is given explicitly in the Letter).
In total there are 32 fourth order diagrams, 16 shown in
Fig.[S1] and an additional 16 diagrams obtained by swap-
ping vertices between the lower and upper branches. The
diagrams can be divided in three categories: (a) terms
where all operators act to the left of p, (b) terms where
operators appear in pairs to the left and the right, and
(c) terms with three operators to the left and one to the
right. As stated in the Letter, the form of our inter-
action Hamiltonian means that vertices which are con-
nected must have opposite spin flip operators S*.

Evaluating these diagrams, the 4th order contribution to the density matrix equation takes the form:

Dap = 4g" [Qi (2578 pS*TSt + 28758 p— 45T pSt)+
Q3(25TSTpS™ 8™ +257 87 STStp — 4578 ST pST)+

(
Q-Q4Qx(STS pSTS™ + 8~ STpS~ ST +
— ST8™ 5T pS™ — §~5tSpst —
Qs (STS™STS p+ StS pS—St —
(S™STS=STp+ 8 STpStS™ — 55 StpsSt —

Q+QE
Q- |2(

StS=pSTS™ + 58 pStSt —

StS=S=STp+ S STSTS p+
STSTSTpSt —STSTS™pST)+
STSTS™pS™ — S~ STS pSt)+
StS=S5tpS~

)
STS=S™pSt —575TS pSt)+
)

|Q+| (S=StpS=St +8tStpS= 8™ — S 8tSTpS™ —STSSTpST)+

Q. QL0 (45+5 55"

25T ST ST pST — 257 pSTSTST)+

KTIQA(STSTpS TSt 4 5T ST pSTST — ST pStSTST — 57878 psT)+
KIQ(STST PSS + 575t pS TSt — §TpSTSST — 57 STStps )+
Q*Qa(25TS pS=ST — S pSTSTST —STSTSTpST)+
QIQa (257 S st — S pSTSTST — 5787 StpSt) 4+ Heel (52)

where we have used Q+ = [/1 + 2i (wA(B) F wo)]

Lindblad form of density matrix equation

By construction, Eq. (S2|) satisfies Hermiticity and
trace preservation. In addition, one may see that it re-

_1, Qs = [k +i(wa+ws) ™",

Qa =[k+i(wa —wp —Qwo)}_l

(

spects the U(1) symmetry as there are always equal num-
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FIG. S1. Keldysh diagrams at 4'* order. Diagrams divide into three classes (a,b,c), according to the number of operators
appearing to the left and right of the density matrix. An additional 16 diagrams arise from inverting those drawn here.

bers of raising and lowering operators. In this section we
explore whether this structure also preserves positivity,
equivalent to requiring that the density matrix equation
of motion takes Lindblad form [53]. We note however
that, as discussed elsewhere [I3] G5H57, [64], there are
many situations where a Redfield equation which does
not preserve positivity may yet give an accurate descrip-
tion of the reduced system dynamics. To check for the
Lindblad form we follow the method in Ref. [12] to ex-
tract the Lindblad—Kossakowski matrix. We describe
here the approach we use to perform this numerically.

To construct the Lindblad—Kossakowski matrix we
start by writing our equation of motion, p = Mp, in
matrix form:

prnn = Mumpappa. (s3)

The next step is to rewrite Eq. in terms of a com-
plete set of linearly independent N x N matrices span-
ning the Hilbert space. It will be convenient to make
use of two sets of basis matrices. The first is the ele-
ment basis O;, with ¢ = 0,...N2 — 1. These matrices
are defined by [O;]jx = 95,0, xOkR. xy Where Q; n and
R; N are respectively the quotient and the remainder of
i modulo N. The second set is the normalized general-
ized Gell-Mann (gGM) basis, ~;, with i = 0,...N? — 1.

These matrices are defined by Tr(vy;7v,;) = d;5. We in-
clude the identity matrix in this set as 79 = ¥ n/VN.
The next N matrices, p =1... N are diagonal matrices,

vp = diag(1,1,...,—p,0,0,...)//p(1 + p) (i.e. matrices
with first p diagonal elements being one, the next element
being —p, and all other elements zero). The remaining
matrices are off-diagonal, of the form:

1 i
il = ﬁ(&z%ﬁ@ﬁﬂ)v il = ﬁ(&ﬂsﬂ*@ﬂﬂ)a
(s4)
labeled by ordered pairs of integers I > J. We use two
bases as it is simplest to translate M to the element basis,
but to find the Lindblad—Kossakowski matrix we need a
basis with the identity matrix as one of the elements.

Using the above, we first write the density matrix equa-
tion in terms of the element basis as

p=>_ L50;p0L. (S5)
,J

Summing explicitly over the quotient and remainders of



1,7, and defining the function I(Q, R) = QN + R, yields:

pum = {0l Y Lfgry @ ) O0arrOrq|m)
QR,Q/R/

= > Liln ) 1m, 5y PR (S6)
R.R

Therefore, by comparison with Eq. , we find:

LY = Mumpq (S7)

I(n,p),I(m.q)

Now we have L, the next step is to make a basis trans-
formation to the gGM basis, using O; = X;;v; where
Xij = Tr(O;7;). We thus have:

p = ZZLMXI“'% Xl]'YJ

7kl

Z Livipy;  (S8)

where we have used ’yj = ;. The matrix L” thus has the
form: LY = XTLOX*.

Because the gGM basis contains the identity matrix as
element 0, we may now use standard results [12] to write:

N2-1

> 1

ij=1

p=—i[H, p] + (%p%- - % {p, %'%}) , (89)

where we have defined:

N
LY. — LY .
H = § 07 20 717 (S].O)

~ 2iV/N

We thus see that the submatrix of L7 excluding row and
column 0 is the Lindblad—Kossakowski matrix. Extract-
ing this numerically from our density matrix equation of
motion, we find that the 4KRE is not of Lindblad form
since not all eigenvalues are positive. We also note that
independent of N, we find only 8 non-zero eigenvalues.
To conclude this section, we note that for second-order
Redfield equations, one way to put the equation into
Lindblad form is secularization [59]: eliminating from the
Redfield equation those terms which are time dependent
in the interaction picture. For our equation, the U(1)
symmetry (and thus matching numbers of raising and

J

The five functions A( )

lowering operators) automatically means that the equa-
tion is time-independent in the interaction picture. As
such, it is notable that the 4KRE yields an equation for
which secularization does not ensure positivity.

Block structure of density matrix equation

In this section, we analyze the block structure of
Eq. . As noted in the Letter the U(1l) symmetry
means the equation of motion breaks up into separate
blocks. By writing

S—min(k,0)
=S S EYpnoren sm)
k=—S M=—S—min(k,0)
we find that each k block evolves independently:
5 (k k k
Ry = L8, RS (S12)

We may thus also label eigenvalues and eigenvectors by
blocks, L\ R = MRE),.

The matrix LS\J), A takes a pentadiagonal form, which

we may write as follows:

LE\?M' = AS\];)(SM,M’ + Bj(\j)(slw,M’—l + Cl(\?éM,M/,Q

+ DEL];)(SZM,M’+1 + E](V];) Onrmrt2. (S13)
Equivalently, in explicit matrix form, this means:
(k) (k) (k)
ATy BYg CY% 0 0
(k
D_§+1 0
(k) — k) k
L B Cs2y s
k
’ QS p— Bk(g(_llfk
0 0 EgZy DgZp AgZy
(S14)

The k£ = 0 sector addresses the behavior of the
symmetry-preserving variables as (S*) and (S#S#), which
may have a non-zero steady state value. In contrast k # 0
describes coherences, which (for finite V) must vanish at
long times due to the U(1) symmetry. The spectrum of
the £ = 0 block thus provides details about the relaxation
dynamics to the stationary states (S?)ss and (S*S*)gs.

. E](\;) can be written straightforwardly in terms of the matrix elements of spin raising and

lowering operators, fM =./(S—M)(S+ M +1). We thus find:
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LARGE N PROPERTIES OF 4KRE RESULTS

Convergence of k£ = 0 results at large N

In the Letter we note that the Liouvillian gap, evalu-
ated from the £ = £1 sector, does not vanish as expected
at large N. To verify there is no similar issue in the k = 0
sector, Fig. shows how, for g < g. the value of S*/N
converges to —1/2 as N — oo.
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FIG. S2. Scaling of the steady state value (S*) with system
size at three fixed values of coupling gv/N below threshold
(9cV/N = 0.44 MHz). The parameters used are x = 8.1 MHg,
wo = 47 kHz, w = 5 MHz.

Probability distribution at large N

In the Letter we discussed how the form of the prob-
ability Pp; suggested the approach of writing coupled
equations for the first two moments of the probability
distribution. Here we present the results that support
this statement. The prob?bility distribution in the steady
0
0

state is given by Py = R, ])V[ where R(()Og\/[ is the eigenvec-

tor of Eq. , corresponding to eigenvalue )\((JO) = 0.
Figure [S3] shows the probability distribution for four dif-
ferent values of gv/N, and a range of values of N. Be-
low threshold (panel a), for g < g., the distribution is
peaked at M = —N/2, with a finite width that vanishes
as N increases, consistent with Fig. In contrast, for
g > g. the peak of the distribution moves away from
M = —N/2, and asymptotically approaches a peak at
M =0 at large gv/N (panels c,d).

One clearly sees that for g > g. the probability dis-
tribution has a quasi-Gaussian form, with a width that
shrinks as N increases. For g < g., the probability dis-
tribution is one-sided, but can still be fit effectively by
a Gaussian (peaked at S* < —N/2). These observations
explain why the cumulant equation adequately describes
the steady state at finite N, and how mean-field theory
becomes valid in the thermodynamic limit.

Cumulant equations of motion

As we have seen, the steady-state probability distri-
bution is approximately Gaussian, and so it should be
possible to accurately model using its first two moments.
We thus derive equations of motion for (S*) and (S%5%).
These equations depend on third order correlators of spin
operators (from the second order terms in the density
matrix equation) and fourth order correlators (from the
fourth order terms). Such terms can be decoupled to
second order terms using the cumulant expansion [60].

Because the cumulant expansion here is based on the
approximate Gaussian distribution of Pps, such an ex-
pansion applies exclusively to decoupling products of S*
operators. As such, before decoupling the equations of
motion, we first rewrite all expressions in terms of S* op-
erators by using the identity STS~ = S (S +1)—S*S*+
S#. The U(1) symmetry of our model ensures that this
will always be possible. We also note that we must keep
track of non-commuting operators ST, % in this process.
Once all terms are written in terms of only S#, these op-
erators commute, and so can be treated analogously to
classical cumulant expansions.

Specifically, we use the results:

(STS*S™) = —3(S%) (S*S%) +2(S*S%) +2(5*)°

F(S(S+1)—1)(S*) =S (S+1),

(8S8T5757) = 3(5%5%)% — 12 (S7) (5%57)
+(5—28(S +1)) (575%) — 2(5%)*
+8(5%)% + (45(5 + 1) — 2) (S
+8%(S+1)>—25(5+1),

(STS=ST57) =3(575%)% — 6(S%) (S*S7)
+(1—=25(5+1))(5%5%) —2(5%)*
+4(5%) +25(S+1)(S*) + 5% (S +1)%.
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FIG. S3. Profiles of the steady state probability distribution in function of the rescaled magnetic moment at fixed coupling
strengths gv/N. Panel a) is below threshold, g < g., panel b) at threshold, g = g. and panels ¢)-d) above threshold. The
parameters used are x = 8.1 MHz, wy = 47 kHz, w = 5 MHz.

This procedure yields coupled equations of motion for the first and second moment of S* of the form:

di (%) = 29° {03 [S(S + 1) = ($78%) — (8%)] — a5 [S(S +1) = (§75%) + (S7)]} +
29" {3t [S(5 +1) (57) = 3(8%) (575%) +2(5)° + (5°5%)| +
P [S(S+1)(5%) - 3(5%) (575%) + 2(5%)° = (5°57)] -
61 [S(S+1)(8%) - 3(57) (575%) +2(5%)° +2(575%) - S(S + 1) - (57)] -
67 [S(5+1) (57) = 3(8%) (575%) +2(8)° —2(575%) + S(S + 1) - ()]}, (S15)



= 4 5787) = 242 {af [25(5 F1)(S7) — 6(S?) (S757) +4(S7)° — 3(S7S%) + S(S +1) — <52>} -

ag [25(5 1) (5%) — 6 (S%) (§757) + 4 (S*)® + 3(5°5%) — S(S + 1) — <Sz>] } +

4q° {a;;‘ [52(5 F1)% 4 3(S757) (5257 — 2(8%)* + 5(575%) — 25(S + 1) (S*S°)

—12(57) (S75%) + 8(5%)° +4S(S +1) (57) —25(S + 1) - 2(57)| +
(5%)* +5(57°5%) —

B [52(S+ 1)% +3(S%5%) (§5%) — 2 25(S + 1) (§257)

F12(57) (S757) — 8 (57)% — 45(S + 1) (S7) — 25(S + 1) + 2 <SZ>} +

B [52(5 +1)2 4 3(578%) (5757%) — 2 (5*)* 4+ (§75%) — 25(5 + 1) (575%)

—6(5%) (525%) + 4(5%)° +28(5 +1) (57)] +

+6 (S*) (S*5%) —

Vi [S(s+1) (5757) - 3
W [S(8+ 1) (5757 -

o [s(s+1)
—25(5 +1
)
1

(s

) (5%)

(
+25(5+1)

where we have defined:

A(B) Q + Q1;
o1 =4 (" + Q%) 4 (05 +@3),
ﬁf(B) — % (Q:F + Q*:F)Q — 2Re [(Q:FQ + Q—Q‘F)QZ} ?

2P — 8Re [(Q+% + Q-Q1)Qs) ,
7 =2Re [(Q- + Q+)’Qs +2(Q- + Q3)*Qa]

4
5P = - (Q + Q’;)2.

The numerical solutions of these coupled equations are
shown in the Letter. Specifically, we compare the steady
state (S#) to that found from the full equation for (S%) =
> u M Py, and see a good match. We also compare the
first non-zero eigenvalue in the k = 0 sector of the density
matrix equation of motion to the eigenvalue found by
linearizing Eq. and Eq. around the stationary
states.

As noted in the Letter, Eq. tends to the semi-
classical limit for N — oo. In this limit, only those terms

BE[S2(8 +1)% + 3(575%) (525%) — 2 (5%)*
A X [82(5 + 1) + 3(575%) (575%) — 2(§*)*

(5%5%) (§78%) + 2
3(575%) (§78%) +2(9%)* —

(S%) —3(5*5*)+S(S+1)—

+(S%S%) — 25(S + 1) (S7S7)

4(5%)” = 28(8 +1) ()] ~

— (8%5%) — 28(8 + 1) (S*S?) }
2(5%)°] +

3(5%) (575%) +2(5%)°] -

(S%)* +3(5%) (§75%) —

S7) — 3(S78%) ($%57) + 2 (S%)* + 9 (%) (S7S%) — 6 (§7)°
—3(S%57) + S(S+1)+
Y [ (S +1) (S*8%) — 3(S757) (§25%) +2(87)* —

(8%)] =
9 (5%) (S%5%) + 6 (5*)*

(S%)]}- (S16)

(

with the highest powers of S or (S*) survive (noting that
g2 x 1/N). As a result one finds (S75%) = (5%)*
this limit (consistent with the probability distributions
above), and the equation for (S*) reduces to the semi-
classical equation presented in the Letter.

COMPARISON TO THE DICKE MODEL

This section compares the behavior of the Liouvillian
gap in the U(1) Dicke problem, discussed in the Letter,
to those for the Zs Dicke model analyzed in Ref. [13].
The problem in that case is described by:

pr = —i[H, p] + rL[a]
H = wyS* +wa'a +2g(a +a')S®

(S17)
(S18)

In Ref. [13], a second order Redfield equation is found
to provide an adequate atom-only density matrix equa-
tion of motion, recovering the expected phase transition,
and damped collective modes. However, no analysis of



the Liouvillian gap vs system size was presented; we pro-
vide this here.

In the single-mode Dicke model, because there is no
U(1) symmetry, there is no separation of the density ma-
trix equation of motion into separate sectors. There-
fore, we must numerically diagonalize the complete Li-
ouvillian. Figure.[S4shows the corresponding Liouvillian
gap—Liouvillian eigenvalue with the smallest (non-zero)

real part. As shown in Fig. [S4{(a), the gap appears to
close over as one enters the superradiant phase (pink re-
gion), even for 500 spins. We also show the evolution
of gap with system size. It is noteworthy that the gap
found this way scales differently to the U(1) problem dis-
cussed in the Letter. For the U(1) model, we found a

scaling )\81) = A + B/N while for the Zy Dicke model,
the behavior is A\; o exp(—CN), as shown in Fig. [S4|(b).
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FIG. S4. Liouvillian gap for the atom-only Redfield equation of the Z Dicke model described in Ref. [I3]. (a) Shows the
gap vs coupling strength at fixed N, while (b) shows the scaling of the gap with system size N at fixed values of gV N. The
parameters used are k = 8.1 MHz, wo = 0.01 MHz, w = 5 MHz.
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