
Measuring correlations from the collective spin fluctuations of a large ensemble of
lattice-trapped dipolar spin-3 atoms

Youssef Aziz Alaoui1,2, Bihui Zhu3, Sean Robert Muleady4,5, William Dubosclard1,2,

Tommaso Roscilde6, Ana Maria Rey4,5, Bruno Laburthe-Tolra2,1, and Laurent Vernac1,2
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We perform collective spin measurements to study the buildup of two-body correlations between
≈ 104 spin s = 3 chromium atoms pinned in a 3D optical lattice. The spins interact via long range
and anisotropic dipolar interactions. From the fluctuations of total magnetization, measured at the
standard quantum limit, we estimate the dynamical growth of the connected pairwise correlations
associated with magnetization. The quantum nature of the correlations is assessed by comparisons
with short and long time expansions, and numerical simulations. Our work shows that measuring
fluctuations of spin populations provides new ways to characterize correlations in quantum many-
body systems, for s > 1/2 spins.

Characterizing quantum correlations between different
parts of a system is of fundamental importance for the
development of quantum technologies and the study of
complex quantum systems. Quantum correlations are
at the heart of the most peculiar effects predicted by
quantum mechanics, such as entanglement, EPR steer-
ing [1–3], or Bell nonlocality [4], which all give advantage
for different quantum information or metrological tasks.
Quantum correlations can even arise for non-entangled
states [5, 6], where they can still constitute an interesting
resource [7]. Systems made of s > 1/2 particles pinned
in optical lattices are particularly interesting for such ap-
plications, as their Hilbert space, enlarged with respect
to qubit (s = 1/2) systems, offers new possibilities for
quantum information processing [8].

Quantum correlations should appear in generic quan-
tum systems [9], but proving their inherent quantum
nature is an experimental challenge, which requires the
measurement of non-commuting operators. As full state-
tomography scales exponentially with the number of con-
stituents [10] and thus becomes impossible in large en-
sembles, it is of crucial importance to develop new pro-
tocols to infer correlations from partial measurements
such as bipartite or collective measurements. The lat-
ter have been successful in demonstrating entanglement
[3], steering[11–13], or nonlocality [14], in experimen-
tal platforms dealing with effective two-level systems,
for which entanglement witnesses have a simpler struc-
ture compared to particles with s > 1/2 [15–17]. Ex-
tensions to s = 1 systems in spinor Bose-Einstein con-
densates have demonstrated number squeezing in pair
creation processes via spin-mixing collisions [3, 18–21],
SU(1,1) interferometry[22], and entangled fragmented
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FIG. 1. Principle of the experiment. a) The cartoons zoom
over a small region of the Mott insulating distribution with
doubly (core) and simply occupied sites (shell). Spin 3
chromium atoms are excited at t = 0 by a RF pulse, with
5 cycles at the Larmor period set by the external magnetic
field B. The spin directions then makes an angle θ (set to
π/2 in this work) with respect to B, which triggers spin dy-
namics. Correlations develop between spins, while doubly
occupied sites get empty. b) Stern Gerlach separation pro-
vides measurement of the fractional spin populations pms(t),
through fluorescence imaging, at a given dynamic time t . Re-
peating the experiment allows us to compute the variance of
the magnetization, and hence the correlator Cz of Eq.(1).

phases [23]. These systems nevertheless operated in the
regime where the single-mode approximation is valid [24],
which enormously simplifies the quantum dynamics.

In this work we measure for the first time two-body
correlations in a macroscopic array of spin-3 chromium
atoms pinned in a 3D optical lattice and coupled via
long-range and anisotropic magnetic dipolar interactions.
Prior experiments measuring out of equilibrium spin dy-
namics in these arrays demonstrated compatibility with
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the growth of quantum correlations [25, 26] and their ap-
proach to quantum thermalization [25]. Here, we make
use of the large atomic spin to obtain a direct measure-
ment of two-body correlations. Specifically, after trigger-
ing out-of equilibrium spin dynamics, we acquire statis-
tics on the 2s+ 1 = 7 spin populations, and quantify the
growth of inter-atomic spin correlations by analyzing the
statistical fluctuations of the collective spin component
along the external magnetic field, i.e. the magnetization.
The quantum nature of the correlations we measure is
validated by agreement with exact short time expansions,
with a high temperature series expansion applied to the
asymptotic quantum thermalized state at long time, and
with simulations of the full quantum dynamics via ad-
vanced phase-space numerical methods.

We consider a system of N spin s > 1/2 particles.
We define ŝiz as the z-component of the spin of the ith

particle. The correlator Cz we aim to measure is:

Cz =

N∑
i 6=j

(〈
ŝiz ŝ

j
z

〉
−
〈
ŝiz
〉 〈
ŝjz
〉)

= Var(Ŝz)− Σz (1)

with Var(Ŝz) = 〈Ŝ2
z 〉 − 〈Ŝz〉2 the variance of the col-

lective spin component Ŝz =
∑N
i=1 ŝ

i
z, and Σz the sum

of individual variances, Σz =
∑N
i=1

( 〈
(ŝiz)

2
〉
−
〈
ŝiz
〉2 )

.

Σz accounts for intraparticle correlations, which are only
non-trivial for s > 1/2, as

〈
(ŝiz)

2
〉

= 1/4 if s = 1/2.
The interparticle correlations are accounted for by the
two-body correlator Cz.

In this work, we independently determine Var(Ŝz) and
Σz from collective measurements in order to show that
Cz departs from 0. Measurement of Var(Ŝz) requires the
experiment to be repeated many times to acquire ad-
equate statistics. Measurement of Σz is straightforward
in the case of an homogeneous system, comprising singly-
occupied lattice sites, referred as singlons in the follow-

ing. Indeed for singlons,
〈
(ŝiz)

2
〉

=
∑
ms

p
(i)
msm

2
s, with

p
(i)
ms the probability that the site i, uniquely populated

by the i-th spin, is in the ms spin state (−3 ≤ ms ≤ 3

,
∑
ms

p
(i)
ms = 1) so that

∑
i

〈
(ŝiz)

2
〉

= N
∑
ms

pmsm
2
s

even without homogeneity. Homogeneity ensures that

p
(i)
ms = pms are independent of site i, so that

〈
ŝiz
〉2

=
(
∑
ms

pmsms)
2; therefore

Σz
N

=
∑
ms

pmsm
2
s −

(∑
ms

pmsms

)2

(2)

We show in Ref. [27] that the experimental magnetic in-
homogeneities lead to negligible deviations from Eq.(2).
Besides, inhomogeneities of the lattice potential are be-
low 2.5%, and therefore have a negligible effect on spin
dynamics in the Mott regime [28]. Finally, we show in
Ref. [27] that Eq.(2) still holds for doubly occupied sites
(doublons) which are populated at the beginning of dy-
namics (see below). This is due to the fact that the spin

of each pair of particles in a doubly-occupied site is well-
defined at all times. Therefore, Σz is given by Eq.(2) for
the whole dynamics, and measurement of pms = Nms/N ,
with Nms the total number of atoms in spin state ms,
yields Σz.
Experimental setup. The starting point of our experi-

ments is a spin-polarized 52Cr Bose-Einstein Condensate
(BEC) produced in a crossed dipole trap, with typically
15000 atoms polarized in the minimal Zeeman energy
state ms = −3. We load the 52Cr BEC in a 3D optical
lattice deep into the Mott insulator regime. The lattice
implemented with five lasers at λL = 532 nm is described
in [25]. The total lattice depth is equal to 60 recoil en-
ergy at λL. We estimate the tunneling time to be ' 20
ms. We obtain a core of doublons comprising ' 50% of
the atoms, surrounded by a shell of singlons.

As shown in Fig. 1(a), we trigger spin dynamics by ro-
tating all spins with the use of a Radio Frequency (RF)
π/2 pulse. After the pulse all spins are oriented orthogo-
nal to the external magnetic field. The Larmor frequency
fL = gLµBB0/h̄ (with gL ' 2 the Landé factor, µB the
Bohr magneton, and B0 = 0.75 Gauss the amplitude of
the magnetic field) is fL ' 2.1 MHz. The RF frequency
fRF is set at resonance, and fluctuations of the detun-
ing (fL − fRF ) ' 1 kHz are small compared to the RF
Rabi frequency fR, thanks to the use of a 30 Watt RF
amplifier. In practice the RF pulse has a duration of ex-
actly 5 Larmor periods, with fR = 1

5
fL
4 = 105 kHz; the

θ̄ = π/2 pulse is set to have an identical initial phase at
each realization. Fluctuations of the rotation angle θ are
estimated to have a standard deviation of σθ ' 2.5×10−3

rad (see below). After the initial state preparation with
the RF pulse, spins interact via magnetic dipolar inter-
actions in the optical lattice for a duration t. We then
adiabatically ramp down the optical lattice, and proceed
to measurements.
Theoretical model Dipolar interactions between sin-

glons during the dark time evolution are described by
the effective dipolar Hamiltonian Ĥdd, which is a XXZ
spin model Hamiltonian:

Ĥdd =

N∑
i>j

Vij

[
ŝiz ŝ

j
z −

1

2

(
ŝixŝ

j
x + ŝiy ŝ

j
y

)]
(3)

with Vij = Vdd

(
1−3 cos2 θij

r3ij

)
, Vdd = µ0(gLµB)2

4π , and µ0 the

magnetic permeability of vacuum. The sum runs over all
pairs of particles (i,j), rij is their corresponding distance,
θij the angle between their inter-atomic axis and the ex-
ternal magnetic field, ŝi = {ŝix, ŝiy, ŝiz} are spin-3 angular
momentum operators for atom i. The shortest intersite
distance rmin = 268 nm in our lattice [25] corresponds
to a dipolar coupling Vdd/r

3
min ' h× 3 Hz.

Given the strong contact interactions that favor spin
alignment [29, 30] and the fully polarized initial state, the
same Hamiltonian can be used to describe the dynamics
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FIG. 2. Evolution of the atom number N(t) (Top), and of the
fluctuations measured in the experiment (Bottom): we show
the standard deviations of the normalized magnetization Mz

and of the technical noises featured in Eq.(4): σprep (shaded
area; preparation of the sample), σfit (fitting uncertainties),
and σshotnoise (fluorescence imaging). The quantum projec-

tion noise
√

3
2N(t)

= σSQN is shown for comparison. Lines

are guides to the eye. Error bars evaluated from statistics
correspond to two standard deviations.

of doubly occupied sites (doublons) just by replacing ŝi
by a spin-6 angular momentum operator at the corre-
sponding site [28]. Nevertheless, as soon as the spin exci-
tation is performed, doublons start to leave the trap, due
to dipolar relaxation [31], see Fig.2: for 0 < t < 10 ms the
spin system comprises both singlons and doublons, but
only singlons remain for t > 10 ms and losses become
negligible. This is why we run simulations for singlons
only, which allows for quantitative comparison with the
experiment except at short time.

As shown in previous work [25], we need to include the

one-body term ĤQ = BQ

∑N
i (ŝiz)

2 accounting for light
shifts created by the lattice lasers. Finally, spin dynam-
ics is also driven at some point by tunneling processes.
However in the Mott regime tunneling-assisted superex-
change processes are happening at longer time scales and
remain irrelevant for the current measurements.

Correlation dynamics During the evolution under
Ĥdd + ĤQ, 〈Ŝz〉 and Var(Ŝz) are constant, as these two

operators commute with Ŝz; on the contrary, interac-
tions between spins lead to evolution of spin popula-
tions, hence of Σz and Cz. In our case, as spins are
orthogonal to the magnetic field, 〈Ŝz〉 = 0 and Eq.(2)
reads Σz = N

∑
ms

pmsm
2
s; besides Var(Ŝz) = 3

2N as
the initial state is a coherent spin state. The short-
time evolution is obtained by perturbation theory [25],

leading to Cz ≈ − 45N
8 t2(3V 2

eff − 4BQ), where V 2
eff =∑N

i,j 6=i V
2
ij/(2N), Veff ' h × 4.3 Hz. At longer times, we

can numerically simulate the dynamics via a semiclassi-
cal phase space method known as the generalized discrete
truncated Wigner approximation (GDTWA) [32], which
was previously shown to capture quantitatively the spin
population dynamics of this system [25].

We also provide a theoretical estimate of the expected
correlation at long time assuming the Eigenstate Ther-
malization Hypothesis [10, 33]. In this case, due to the
build up of quantum correlations, local observables at
long time can be described by a thermal density ma-
trix with additional Lagrange multipliers that account
for conserved quantities. A high-temperature T series
expansion valid for our system [25, 34] leads to Cz(t →
∞) =

(
− 5

2 + 12βBQ

)
N , with β ≡ 1

kBT
=

5BQ+9V̄

48V 2
eff+24B2

Q
,

and V̄ = 1
N

∑N
i>j Vij ' h×−0.6 Hz.

Experimentally, the quantities of interest are the total
number of atoms, N(t), and the fractional spin popula-
tions pms(t). While the fluctuations in N(t) from shot to
shot (with a standard deviation of about 10%) yield large
extra fluctuations on the measured absolute spin popula-
tions Nms = Npms , this extra source of noise is cancelled
when dealing with fractional populations. For measuring
the total atom number, we use absorption imaging of the
BEC. We checked that the loading in the optical lattice
does not lead to losses and therefore N(t = 0) is equal to
the atom number in the BEC. We estimate the accuracy
of this measurement equal to 10%.

To measure pms(t), we spatially separate the 7 spin
components during a time of flight of 14 ms, using a Stern
Gerlach (SG) technique. We use fluorescence imaging to
count atoms: it brings equal detectivity of spin compo-
nents, and makes the use of Electron Multiplying (EM)
on the CCD camera advantageous for signal to noise ratio
(see [27] for details). Atoms are excited by a saturating
laser set at 425 nm (with a transition rate Γ = 2π×5×106

Hz) during typically 500 µs. The magnetic field B0 is re-
duced to a small value (gµBB0 � hΓ) to ensure that the
fluorescence rates of the 7 spin components are almost
equal. We use a “delta-kick” stage [35] at the very be-
ginning of the time of flight: it consists of a short 0.5
ms pulse of an intense IR laser along the separation axis
of the SG that applies a force on the atoms and helps
reducing velocity dispersion. We fine-tune the frequency
of the laser exciting the atoms and the amplitude of all
three components of the magnetic field during the fluo-
rescence stage. The obtained regular shape of clouds (see
Fig.1(b)) favors efficient fitting.

By fitting of the atomic clouds with a Gaussian func-
tion we obtain the values of the number of counts Cms de-
tected for every spin components ms which set the value
of pms = Cms/

∑
ms

Cms . During the dynamics, N(t)
is deduced by multiplying N(0) by the ratio of the total
number of counts at t and at t = 0.
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FIG. 3. (a) Symbols are experimental values for the two con-
tributions to the correlator Cz (see eq.(1)) normalized to atom
number. Full line is results of simulations for Σz, while the
dashed line shows the expected value for Var(Ŝz) (see text).
(b) Experimental value of the correlator Cz normalized to the
atom number (symbols), with comparison to simulations (full
line), and short time expansion (dotted line). The dashed line
corresponds to the calculated value in the quantum thermal-
ized state. Error bars evaluated from statistics correspond to
two standard deviations.

As explained above, Var(Ŝz)(t) is expected to be equal
to 3

2N(t) for a dipolar system without losses. But
we do not assume that this equality holds, we mea-
sure Var(Ŝz)(t) by thorough investigations of all differ-
ent sources of noise. In practice, we measure the vari-
ance of the normalized magnetization of the sample,
Mz =

∑
ms

pmsms, −3 ≤Mz ≤ 3, from 3 to 5 sets of 40

pictures. In absence of noise, Var(Ŝz) = N × Var(Mz).
But at t = 0, we obtain N(0)×Var(Mz) ' 2× 3

2 , which
shows that noise processes come into play in our measure-
ment of Mz: a proper determination of Var(Ŝz) requires
to evaluate their contribution independently.

The noises on Mz originate from fluctuations in the
preparation angle θ, in the detection process (due to

the Poissonian nature of light), and in the evaluation of
counts on the camera (related to error in the fitting pro-
cedure). We denote their respective contribution to the
standard deviation on Mz as σprep, σshotnoise and σfit.
These different noises are statistically independent, so
that

Var(Mz(t)) =
Var(Ŝz(t))

N2(t)
+ σ2

shotnoise(t) + σ2
fit(t) + σ2

prep

(4)
from which we derive Var(Ŝz)(t) at any time t.

From a first principle calculation we can determine
σshotnoise from the average counts Cms and camera pa-
rameters, see details in [27]. Similarly, σfit is well evalu-
ated from data analysis. We use measurements at t = 0
to evaluate the last contribution, σprep. Indeed, the ini-
tial sample corresponds to an uncorrelated spin coherent
state, for which Var(Ŝz) = 3

2N(0) is guaranteed. The
conservation of magnetization during the whole spin dy-
namics ensures that σprep is constant, as discussed in [27];
we stress that the contribution of the preparation noise
becomes negligible at long time, see Fig. 2.

The noise contributions as dynamics proceeds are
shown in Fig. 2, and compared to the one of atomic

projection noise, σSQN =
√

3
2N(t) . We obtain σprep =

0.008 ' 0.7σSQN. As σprep scales like s × gL and is in-

dependent of N0, while σSQN scales like
√

s
N(0) we stress

the difficulty to get such a low value with large N(0),
large spin s = 3 and large Landé factor gL = 2. Figure 2
shows that σshotnoise scales as 1/

√
N(t) as expected, and

that σfit has about the same scaling.

We show our measurements of Var(Ŝz)(t)/N(t) in Fig.
3(a). The scatter of the data points around 3

2 is com-
parable to the average error bars for the different points.
This indicates that deviations compared to 3

2 are not sta-
tistically significant throughout the curve. This arises
because the number of shots taken to estimate Var(Ŝz)
at each time (' 150) is not large enough for the noise
associated with finite data sampling to be negligible - a
well-known difficulty when estimating correlations from
noise analysis.

As we measure a substantial growth for Σz(t)/N(t),
we can assert that the correlator Cz(t) significantly dif-
fers from zero for t > 20 ms, as directly shown in
Fig.3(b). Fig. 3(a) shows a good quantitative agree-
ment between the measured Σz(t)/N(t) and predictions
from our GDTWA simulations assuming only singlons,
while Fig. 3(b) shows qualitative agreement for the mea-
sured Cz(t) with our short time expansion. The value of
the quadratic term BQ in simulations, BQ = h × −5.1
Hz, is inferred from population analysis during the whole
dynamics [27]; it leads to Cz

N (t → ∞) ' −1.3, in good
agreement with the data.

Our measurements thus quantify the amount of two-
body correlations in the expected highly correlated state
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reached at long time. Assuming translational invariance
and isotropic correlations decaying exponentially with a
correlation length ξ, the measured Cz and Σz at long time
can be related to the onset of correlations with ξ ≈ 0.3 (in
units of the lattice spacing) [27]. This estimate represents
a lower bound to the actual correlation length (assuming
concentration of correlations at short distance); its rather
small value is nonetheless compatible with the scenario
of thermalization at high-temperature.

We now discuss the influence of losses. As dipolar spin
exchange dynamics proceeds, doublons can get correlated
with surrounding singlons, resulting in a modification of
singlons fluctuations. Therefore, quantum fluctuations of
the sample, and consequently its quantum correlations,
may differ from the singlon-only case. Taking losses into
account rigorously is difficult and would require new the-
oretical models to be developed, which is beyond the
scope of this paper. We discuss simple arguments in [27]
to estimate the contribution of losses on Var(Ŝz)(t), and
predict small corrections, at the 10 percent level. An
improved experimental resolution would be necessary to
show deviation from a fully unitary system.

In conclusion, we have measured the growth of corre-
lations in a large ensemble of interacting spins by an-
alyzing the fluctuations of the collective magnetization.
This achievement illustrates the new possibilities offered
by s > 1/2 species, and represents an important step to-
wards understanding the complex quantum many-body
dynamics in state-of-the-art simulators of quantum mag-
netism.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Simulations supporting the small contribution of
inhomogeneities

Here we quantify the corrections induced by the po-
sition dependent magnetic field by explicitly account-
ing for it in GDTWA simulations. We use numerical
GDTWA simulations to justify the validity of the homo-
geneous approximation used in the main text. Explicitly
we add a term of the form

∑
iBiŝ

i
z to our simulations

with Bi = −4.4ix−5.1iy+8.7izHz, and i = (ix, iy, iz) are
integers labeling the 3D lattice coordinates. The chosen
homogeneity is consistent with the expected value from
experiment. As a result of the spatially varying field, the
spins precess at different rate and 〈ŝiz〉 6= 〈Ŝz〉/N .

In Fig. 4, we show the average correlators Cz and Σz
generated by the inhomogeneity during the quantum dy-
namics. Whilethere is a nonzero net spin projection along
z, which causes the difference between results obtained
assuming homogeneous 〈ŝiz〉 (solid lines) and those with
actual 〈ŝiz〉 (circles), it is much smaller than the value of
the relevant correlators.

Calculation of Σz parameter for doubly occupied
sites

Here we focus on the case of doubly occupied sites
and explain ways to determine the relevant correlations
considered in this work in terms of observables that can
be properly measured in the experiment. Particularly,
we want to find out how to connect the intra-spin correla
tions Σz to spin populations.

For an ensemble of Nd doublons, one atom can become
correlated with the other in the same site in a different
way than with atoms in different sites, and the correla-
tions can be split accordingly:

〈(Ŝz)2〉 =
∑
i

〈(ŝiz)2〉+
∑
i,l 6=i

〈ŝiz ŝlz〉

=
∑
i

〈(ŝi1z + ŝi2z )2〉+
∑
i,l 6=i

〈ŝiz ŝlz〉 = Σaa + Σab + Cz,

(5)

where i, l label different sites, ŝiz = ŝi1z + ŝi2z accounting
for two atoms in site i, Σaa =

∑
i〈(ŝi1z )2 + (ŝi2z )2〉, and

Σab = 2
∑
i〈ŝi1z ŝi2z 〉.

Given that the doublons start fully polarized S = 6 at
the initial time, then the main assumption is that there
is a large energy gap opened by the contact interactions
that prevents demagnetization of the local spin (see Ref.
[28]). Under this assumption we can obtain the dynamics
of populations on the thirteen different components, NM
with M → {−6,−5, . . . , 5, 6}, of an array of S = 6 spins,
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FIG. 4. Effect of inhomogeneity. In the presence of mag-
netic field gradients, comparing the numerical results of Cz/N
(orange) and Σz/N (blue) assuming homogeneous 〈ŝiz〉 =∑

ms
mspms (solid lines) and without such assumptions (cir-

cles) shows that for our experimental parameters the effect
of magnetic field gradients on the local magnetization is suf-
ficiently small to be ignored in the analysis of the collective
spin variance.

and then relate the measured spin populations pms with
ms → {−3,−2, . . . , 2, 3} to NM :

2Ndpms = 2

6∑
M=−6

[C6M
3m3M−m]2NM , (6)

Here, C6M
3m3M−m is a Clebsch-Gordon coefficient. To

avoid confusion, in the following, we will use s and m
symbols for spin-3 operators, and S, M for spin-6 oper-
ators.

Since there are two atoms in the same site, there are
correlations of the form Σiaa ≡ 〈(ŝi1z )2 + (ŝi2z )2〉 for each
site i. At a given lattice site we can write the doublon’s
wavefunction as |ψ〉 =

∑
M cM |M〉. Using it, we can

obtain the following expression for the intra-spin corre-
lations at each site:

Σiaa = 〈(ŝi1z )2 + (ŝi2z )2〉
=
∑
M,M ′

c∗McM ′〈SM |(ŝi1z )2 + (ŝi2z )2|SM ′〉

=
∑
M,M ′

c∗McM ′
∑

m1,m2,m1′,m2′

CSMjm1jm2〈m1m2|(ŝi1z )2

+ (ŝi2z )2|m′1m′2〉CSM
′

jm1′jm2′

=
∑
M,M ′

c∗McM ′
∑
m1,m2

CSMjm1jm2(m2
1 +m2

2)CSM
′

jm1jm2

=
∑
m1,m2

∑
M

(m2
1 +m2

2)|cM |2[CSMjm1jm2]2

=
∑
m1

m2
1

∑
m2

∑
M

N i
M [CSMjm1jm2]2

+
∑
m2

m2
2

∑
m1

∑
M

N i
M [CSMjm1jm2]2

= 2
∑
m1

m2
1

∑
m2

∑
M

N i
M [CSMjm1jm2]2

=
∑
ms

ms
2pims , (7)

and
∑
i Σiaa/Nd =

∑
ms

m2
spms . Therefore even for the

S = 6 manifold, such a relation remains valid, as in the
S = 3 case. For a homogeneous system we thus again ob-
tain Σz = N

∑
ms

pmsm
2
s−〈Ŝz〉2/N even when there are

doublons present. With this equation we can obtain the
spin-spin correlations Cz = Cz + Σab from experimental
population measurements even in the presence of dou-
blons. While we don’t separately consider Σab and Cz in
the main text, in Sec. , we provide their dynamics from
simulations and show that they can be readily obtained
from experimental data with the knowledge of Σaa.

Details on Imaging System

We collect fluorescence light with a 2 inches diameter,
20 cm focal length achromat. The collection efficiency
of fluorescence light is ' 4 × 10−3. The imaging system
after the lens collecting fluorescence, made of three other
achromat lenses ensuring a magnification of 1.4, allows
to match the size of the full image (the 7 atomic clouds)
with the full size of the CCD chip of our EMCCD camera.
The camera is cooled at −90◦C, which makes black-body
radiation negligible. The quantum efficiency of detection
is 0.82 at 425 nm. We use an EM average gain of 24
(which we measure, see section below), and a binning
equal to 2 (the counts of 4 adjacent pixels are added
together). Optical shielding all over the imaging path
leads to 0.7 photon of stray light per pixel in average.

Derivation of the shot noise contribution to the
fluctuations of magnetization

To account for all the possible sources of fluctuations,
one needs to consider the physical process that is at play
to estimate the number of atoms, i.e. fluorescence imag-
ing. Atoms emit light, which is an inherently random
process characterized by a Poisson distribution. These
photons are collected by a camera with quantum effi-
ciency η, and then the signal is first amplified by a gain
G1 referred usually as pre-gain (this first gain is in fact
typically a compression G1 < 1 to optimize the camera
well depth to the dynamical range of the digital to ana-
log converter), and then amplified again using an electron
amplifier of gain G2, and finally collected.

Let us define Nν as the photon number that impinges
on the camera. This is a fluctuating variable character-
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ized by by a variance ∆Nν =< Nν >. We define Ne the
electronic signal created by the photons arriving at one
pixel. One photon creates one electron with a quantum
efficiency η. It is important to remember that this pro-
cess is stochastic and should be treated as such. There
are in fact two independent fluctuating processes: the
Poisson fluctuations of light, and the excitation of one
electron by one photon in a camera pixel. The variance
associated with both these processes need to be calcu-
lated, and added in quadrature (since the fluctuations of
these process are independent).

For exactly Nν photons impinging on a camera pixel,
the non-unity quantum efficiency η of the detector results
in a variance

∆N (1)
e = (η − η2)Nν . (8)

In addition to this variance, we need to consider the vari-
ance of the photon number, when neglecting the stochas-
tic nature of the detector:

∆N (2)
e = η2∆Nν (9)

Therefore the total variance in the electron signal is:

∆Ne = ∆N (1)
e + ∆N (2)

e = η < Nν >= η∆Nν (10)

We thus simply deduce that ∆Ne/ < Ne >= ∆Nν/ <
Nν >= 1, independent of quantum efficiency. Note that√

∆Ne/ < Ne >= 1
η

√
∆Nν/Nν , which indeed shows that

the signal to noise may be degraded when η < 1.
We consider now the effect of a deterministic gain G.

We simply have S = G < Ne > and σS = GσNe , with
σNe =

√
∆Ne. Therefore σS/S = σNe/ < Ne >. The

signal to noise is not modified by the gain. Keeping in
mind that ∆Ne/ < Ne >= 1, we finally find:

σS =
√
G
√
S (11)

As a consequence, when obtaining a signal S on the inten-
sified camera, there is an associated fundamental quan-
tum noise with standard deviation

√
GS. This treatment

applies to the pre-gain of the camera, assumed determin-
istic, which implies that 1 photon gives G1 electrons.

For a camera with an electron multiplying process, one
has to consider the stochastic nature of the gain process.
For a large number of amplification stages, and a large
value of the EM gain G2, this leads to an extra factor

√
2

in the standard deviation, see formula (8) of reference
[36]:

σS =
√

2G
√
S (12)

Taking into account the two gains G1 and G2, we ob-
tain finally:

σS =
√

2G1G2

√
S (13)

This shows that the whole amplification line needs to be
well known in order to predict accurately the contribution
of the shot-noise. For our camera settings, G1 = 1

4.01
is expected from manufacturer data. We optimized the
EM gain G2 for our experiment, with a corresponding
expected value G2 = 30. As EM gains are known to be
sensitive to aging, we made the following measurements
to infer a reliable value of the overall experimental gain
Gexp = G1G2.

First, we illuminate the camera with a laser and com-
pare the average number of counts for two camera set-
tings: 1=conventional, i.e. no EM gain, with an ex-
pected value of G1 = 3; 2=with EM gain. The com-
parison between the average number of counts in the
two experiments leads to a value of the average EM gain
G2 = 24 ± 1. This simple procedure does not validate
the value of G1 in the EM mode.

The second method gives a value of the effective gain
for each single experimental shot. It relies on the anal-
ysis of dimly illuminated regions in each of these shots.
From these so called dark regions which extend over thou-
sands of pixels (≥ 5000), one can extract the probabil-
ity distribution of the number of counts per pixel C(x).
Fitting this empirical distribution with the appropriate
model -see fig.5 - and assuming G1 = 1

4 (as per manu-
facturer’s specifications), one can conclude to the value
of the G2 gain. The model is summarized within the
following Cauchy product

C(x) =

imax∑
i=−imax

N0,σ(i)×
1∑

j=−2

F(4(x− i) + j) (14)

Where:

• F(x) = p0δx +
∑
np
pnp

xnp−1e
− x
g

gnp (np−1)! describes the

amplification process of Poisson distributed input

charges (pnp = λnp e
−λ

np! )

• N0,σ accounts for the read-out noise.

While this model seemingly involves many parameters
(G2, λ, σ), all of these can actually be expressed in terms
of G2 through the following equations

λG2

4
' mean of empirical data

2G2
2λ

42
+ σ2 ' variance of empirical data

(15)

In practice, the mean gain over all experimental series
is G2 = 23.46. The standard deviation of the mean gain
G2 for all experimental series is 0.48. The standard de-
viation of G2 within a single experimental series is 0.8.
The typical fit standard error is 0.22. These values are in
very good agreement with the results of the first method.

For this value of G2, and our camera having 590 am-
plification stages, validity of eq.(12), hence of eq.(13), is
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FIG. 5. Black points : experimental distribution of the num-
ber of counts per pixel. Blue line : Fit of the data. This
single parameter fit directly gives the value of G2 = 24.02 for
the image considered here

expected to be better than 99% according to formula (8)
in [36].

Finally, we give the expression of the contribution of
the shot noise on the standard deviation of normalized
magnetization Mz in our system. With Sms the signal for
the spin components ms, Mz =

∑
ms

msSmS/
∑
ms

SmS ,
one gets, assuming independent noises:

σSN =

√
2Gexp

∑
ms

m2
sSmS∑

ms
SmS

(16)

The corresponding variance is proportional to the total
number of atoms N , and inversely proportional to the
photon collection efficiency.

The shot noise has a significant impact on the observed
magnetization fluctuations, as described in the main pa-
per. In our analysis, we thus subtract from the experi-
mental variance the sum of the estimated variance due
to shot noise and of the estimated variance due to fit
uncertainty. The latter is then estimated assuming that
the noise on each pixel of the image is independent of the
signal at this pixel.

As shot noise can be non-negligible and is signal-
dependent, it is not a priori justified to assume a signal-
independent noise to deduce the fit-noise. We therefore
have also estimated the combined effect of the shot noise
and other signal-independent noises (such as read noise)
in the following manner: we estimate the variance of the
fit, using a χ2 that is now normalized to the noise on each
pixel. This latter noise is obtained by adding in quadra-
ture the signal-independent noise (obtained by statistics
on the parts of the camera where the signal is negligible)
and the estimated shot noise per pixel (see above). We
find that both methods give very similar results, which
validate the approach that we follow in the main part of
the paper.
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FIG. 6. Determination of the quadratic light shift from the
experimental spin populations. (Left) Value of χ2 = χ2

ms

(orange line) for various BQ. We also plot χ2
ms for each ms

averaged over all available times; dashed (solid) lines denote
positive (negative) ms. Vertical dotted line denotes optimal
value of BQ (minimum of χ2). (Right) GDTWA results for
best-fit BQ ≈ −5.1 Hz, compared with experimental results
for the population dynamics; positive (negative) ms displayed
in lighter (darker) shading.

Details of numerical simulations and determination
of the quadratic field value

Here we provide details regarding our numerical sim-
ulations, as well as the determination of the quadratic
light shift BQ induced by the lattice lasers, which is the
only free parameter used in our numerical simulations
in the main text. To examine the population and cor-
relation dynamics for large system sizes, we make use of
the generalized discrete truncated Wigner approximation
(GDTWA), previously introduced in [32].

In order to make a comparison with experimental re-
sults, we must first determine the best-fit value of the
quadratic light shift, which is known to be present in
the experiment. We perform numerical GDTWA sim-
ulations of the Hamiltonian in the main text with an
added term of the form BQ

∑
i(ŝ

i
z)

2. For each value of
BQ that we consider, we compute the quantity χ2

ms(t) =

(p
[sim]
ms (t)−p[exp]

ms (t))2/σ2
ms(t), where p

[sim/exp]
ms (t) denotes

the simulated/experimental values of pms(t), and σ2
ms(t)

corresponds to the experimental error (we assume com-
paratively negligible GDTWA sampling error). We then
average over all ms and available t to obtain the mean-
squared error χ2 = χ2

ms(t). Minimizing this quantity
over BQ, we find an optimal value of BQ ≈ −5.1 Hz with
χ2 = 15.3. In Fig. 6, we plot χ2 over the range of BQ we
consider, and compare the resulting dynamics of pms for
the best-fit BQ. We observe that our simulations provide
decent agreement with the experimental results, captur-
ing the relaxation timescales and steady-state values of
pms .

All of our results are obtained for a lattice size of
Lx ×Ly ×Lz = 5× 3× 5 with periodic boundary condi-
tions, which we have verified is enough to produce results
for pms(t) that are convergent in system size along each
dimension, within relevant timescales and experimental
error bars.
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Estimate of the correlation length from the
measurement of Cz and Σz

In this section we provide an estimate of the charac-
teristic correlation length associated with the dynami-
cal onset of correlations in the system, starting from the
measurement of Cz and Σz.

To this scope, let us introduce the spin-spin correlation
function Gz(i, j) = 〈sizsjz〉 − 〈siz〉〈sjz〉. When focusing on
the long-time regime, in which the system is expected
to thermalize, we can in general expect Gz to be short-
ranged, namely decaying exponentially with the distance
between the sites, with a decay rate given by the cor-
relation length ξ. The spatial anisotropy of the dipo-
lar interactions, as well as of the optical lattice used in
the experiment, would suggest that there are in fact sev-
eral correlation lengths when moving along different lat-
tice directions; nonetheless for simplicity we shall neglect
this aspect, and assume that correlations are spatially
isotropic.

Moreover, in the same spirit we shall assume that
the system is translationally invariant, namely that
Gz(i, j) = Gz(rij), where rij is the distance between
the i-th and j-th spin. Gz(r) can therefore be taken
to be |G(z)| ≈ Gz(0) exp(−r/ξ). The zero-range corre-
lations Gz(0) coincide with the on-site spin fluctuations,
namely with Σz/N . On the other hand Cz is the sum
of the offsite correlations; given that Cz is negative, it
is plausible to assume that the sign of all the correla-
tions for r > 0 is globally negative. Putting all these as-
sumptions together, we posit the simple functional form
Gz(r > 0) ≈ −Gz(0)e−r/ξ for the off-site correlations.

By definition of Cz we have that

Cz
N

=
∑
r 6=0

Gz(|r|) ≈
Σz
N

∑
r 6=0

e−r/ξ (17)

from which we deduce the integral relationship between
Cz, Σz and ξ ∑

r 6=0

e−r/ξ =
|Cz|
Σz

. (18)

At long times (t = 100 ms) we measure Cz/N ≈ −1.3
and Σz/N ≈ 2.8. Solving Eq. (18) for ξ numerically, we
obtain the value ξ = 0.315 quoted in the main text.

Let us remark that the working assumption Gz(r >
0) ≈ −Gz(0)e−r/ξ, which attributes the same amplitude
to the on-site fluctuations and to the exponential tail of
the correlations, is actually assuming a maximum con-
centration of correlations at short distances. Therefore
its use provides in practice a lower bound to the corre-
lation length ξ. A more general form would have been
Gz(r > 0) ≈ −Ae−r/ξ with A ≤ Gz(0), leading to a
larger ξ estimate. Yet the experimental data at hand do
not allow us to estimate ξ and A independently.

Effect of losses on correlations

To estimate the effect of losses on the measured co-
variances and correlations, we have developed a simple
heuristic statistical model. This model ignores the effect
of the dipole-dipole interactions between atoms that is
described by the secular Hamiltonian in the paper, but
it includes dipolar relaxation. It considers the case of
a system where all spin are initially tilted by θ = π/2
compared to the magnetic field.

Consider the initial number of single- and double-
occupied sites, denoted S and D, respectively. The
probability that a given atom initially occupies a single-
occupied site is then PS = S/(S + 2D), while the
probability that it occupies a doubly occupied state is
PD = 2D/(S + 2D). Since the magnetic field is suf-
ficiently large, dipolar relaxation only affects doubly-
occupied sites; for an atom occupying such a site and with
a spin projection mi, the inverse lifetime due to dipolar
relaxation is Γmi =

∑
ms

pmsΓmi,mms . Here, pms are
the fractional populations, which in principle are time-
dependent but we will take to equal the populations in
the initial state, since dipolar relaxation lead to small dy-
namics in the fractional populations [37]. The Γmi,mms
are calculated in the Born approximation [37, 38], and are
spin-dependent through the angular terms in the spin op-
erators. Thus, the probability to measure a given atom
in the state mi can be written as

Pmi = α
pmi

S + 2D
×
[
S + 2De−Γmi t

]
.

The time-dependent constant α is defined by the normal-
ization condition

∑
mi
Pmi = 1.

In the absence of interactions, two atoms on separate
lattice sites will decay independently of each other. Since
the probability that any two given atoms will occupy the
same lattice site is very small, we make the additional as-
sumption that any two atoms will decay independently of
each other. The measurement of the spin projection mi

over N uncorrelated atoms is then described by a multi-
nomial process with N independent trials and parameters
Pmi describing the probability of measurement outcome
mi for each atom. Thus, the variance and covariance are
given by

Var[Nmi ] = NPmi(1− Pmi) (19)

Cov[Nmi , Nmj ] = −NPmiPmj . (20)

This allows for an estimate of Var[Sz]. As expected we
find that at t = 0 (losses have not occurred) and at large
t (where all doublons have disappeared), the outcome is
identical, and equal to the expected variance 3/2N . For
intermediate times, the variance varies by typically less
than 5 percent. This indicates that the effect of losses on
correlations may safely be neglected in our experiment.
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Study of the stationarity of the preparation noise
through the whole dynamics

In the case that there are fluctuations in the initial
rotation angle θ, the total variances can be obtained as

Vartot[O] =

∫
dθp(θ)〈Ô2〉θ −

∫
dθp(θ)〈Ô〉θ

∫
dθp(θ)〈Ô〉θ,

(21)

where p(θ) is the distribution of the initial rotation
angles in the presence of rf noise.

It is straightforward to see the above is equivalent to

Vartot[O] = Var[O]θ + (〈Ô〉θ − 〈Ô〉θ)2

=

∫
dθp(θ)[〈Ô2〉θ − 〈Ô〉2θ]

+ [

∫
dθp(θ)〈Ô〉2θ − (

∫
dθp(θ)〈Ô〉θ)2], (22)

where O denotes the average over the distribution of θ,
and 〈Ô〉 denotes the quantum expectation value. That is,
we can compute the total variance either using Eq. (21) or
directly using Eq. (22). In the following, we will further
show some simplified results from Eq. (22).

In the case that p(θ) is a narrow distribution around a
certain angle θ0, eg.

p(θ) ∝ e
− (θ−θ0)2

2σ2
θ , (23)

with σθ � 1, we can expand the functions inside the
integral

∫
dθp(θ)F (θ) as

F (θ)≈F (θ0) +
∂F

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

(θ − θ0) +
∂2F

∂θ2

∣∣∣∣
θ0

(θ − θ0)2

2
+O(θ − θ0)3.

(24)

Substitute this into either of the above equations for the
total (co)variances, one obtains

Vartot[O] ≈
∫
dθp(θ)Var[O]θ +

[
∂〈Ô〉
∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

]2

σ2
θ (25)

≈ Var[O]θ0 +
1

2

∂2Var[O]

∂θ2

∣∣∣∣
θ0

σ2
θ +

[
∂〈Ô〉
∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

]2

σ2
θ ,

(26)

where Var[O] is the quantum variance from an initial
state θ, as calculated in the previous section. Note, for
the initial state considered in experiment, the first term
Var[O]θ0 is ∝ N , and the second term ∝ Nσ2

θ , while the
last term in Eq. (26) is ∝ N2σ2

θ . So when N � 1, the
second term is negligible compared to the last term, and
can be dropped. This means roughly one can estimate
the total variance as

Vartot[O] ≈ Var[O]θ0 +

[
∂〈Ô〉
∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

]2

σ2
θ , (27)
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FIG. 7. Spin correlations for doublons, Σaa (blue), Σab (or-
ange), and Cz (green). Results obtained from GDTWA simu-
lations for a 3D lattice with Nd = 1372, with BQ = −5Hz and
zero magnetic field gradients. The lattice sites are all doubly
occupied, with total atom number N = 2Nd.

ie., the simple summation of the contribution from two
quadratures. To have quantum noise that is significant
compared to the technical noise contribution, this also
suggests that a small rf noise is needed σ2

θ ∼ 1/N .

Comparison between intrasite and intersite spin
correlations

As discussed in Sec. , in the presence of doublons,
in addition to the intra-spin correlations Σz, correla-
tions can build up between atoms in the same site,
Σab = 2

∑
i〈ŝi1z ŝi2z 〉, as well as between different sites,

Cz =
∑#of sites
i,j 6=i 〈ŝiz ŝjz〉. Describing doublons as S = 6

particles, we find at short time, the growth of these cor-
relations takes the form

Σab = −27t2(4BQV − 3Veff)2, (28)

Cil =
99t2

2
(4BQV − 3V 2

eff), (29)

where V =
∑
j<k Vjk/2Nd and V 2

eff =
∑
j<k V

2
jk/2Nd,

with the summation running over different lattice sites
populated by doublons. That is, the intra-site and inter-
site correlations have different growth rates and signs.
As shown in Sec. , Σaa can be obtained from experiment
with collective measurement. We have verified with nu-
merical simulations that it can be related to Σab via

Σab=
6

5

(
Σaa(t)− 2

7 + 5 cos(2θ)
Σaa(0)

)
, (30)

where θ is the tipping angle of the initial state, and in
this work θ = π/2. Then Cz can be obtained from Cz =
3N/2− Σaa − Σab.
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In Fig. 7 we use GDTWA to calculate the dynamics
of different correlations up to a long timescale relevant
for experiment, which shows that atoms in different sites
become significantly anti-correlated under the dipolar in-
teractions in our system.
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and A. Aćın, Phys. Rev. A 81, 052318 (2010).

[10] A. M. Kaufman, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli,
R. Schittko, P. M. Preiss, and M. Greiner, Science 353,
794 (2016).

[11] M. Fadel, T. Zibold, B. Décamps, and P. Treutlein, Sci-
ence 360, 409 (2018).
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