
Directional superradiance in a driven ultracold atomic gas in free-space

Sanaa Agarwal,1, 2, ∗ Edwin Chaparro,1, 2 Diego Barberena,1, 2 A. Piñeiro Orioli,3, 4
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Ultra-cold atomic systems are among the most promising platforms that have the potential to
shed light on the complex behavior of many-body quantum systems. One prominent example is
the case of a dense ensemble illuminated by a strong coherent drive while interacting via dipole-
dipole interactions. Despite being subjected to intense investigations, this system retains many open
questions. A recent experiment carried out in a pencil-shaped geometry [1] reported measurements
that seemed consistent with the emergence of strong collective effects in the form of a “superradiant”
phase transition in free space, when looking at the light emission properties in the forward direction.
Motivated by the experimental observations, we carry out a systematic theoretical analysis of the
system’s steady-state properties as a function of the driving strength and atom number, N . We
observe signatures of collective effects in the weak drive regime, which disappear with increasing drive
strength as the system evolves into a single-particle-like mixed state comprised of randomly aligned
dipoles. Although the steady-state features some similarities to the reported superradiant to normal
non-equilibrium transition, also known as cooperative resonance fluorescence, we observe significant
qualitative and quantitative differences, including a different scaling of the critical drive parameter
(from N to

√
N). We validate the applicability of a mean-field treatment to capture the steady-state

dynamics under currently accessible conditions. Furthermore, we develop a simple theoretical model
that explains the scaling properties by accounting for interaction-induced inhomogeneous effects and
spontaneous emission, which are intrinsic features of interacting disordered arrays in free space.

I. INTRODUCTION

Atoms and photons are among the fundamental build-
ing blocks of our universe. Their interactions rule the
behavior of our physical world and understanding them
is an essential need. However, it is a challenging task
as atom-light interactions can be extremely complex, es-
pecially in the context of many-body quantum systems
[2, 3].

In most relevant situations, a large number of elec-
tromagnetic modes remain in the vacuum and the pho-
tons just act as passive mediators of excitations between
atoms. The net effect is a virtual exchange of excita-
tions which gives rise to dipole–dipole interactions be-
tween atoms with both dispersive and dissipative con-
tributions [4–7]. Despite eliminating the vast number
of electromagnetic vacuum modes from the picture and
simplifying the complexity to only the atomic degrees
of freedom, understanding the consequences of dipolar
interactions in dense atomic samples is extremely com-
plicated [8, 9] and apart from special limiting cases [2] it
remains a long-standing problem in physical sciences.

For the case of effective two-level atoms, the weak ex-
citation limit admits a simple semi-classical description
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FIG. 1. Summary of the important steady-state observables
in the weak (Ω ≪ ΩC) and strong (Ω ≫ ΩC) driving regimes
in the CRF (left) and dipolar (right) models, with respect to
a “critical” drive ΩC for each model. For the CRF model,
we have the atomic inversion, ⟨Ŝz⟩, as the order parameter

of the regimes, the intensity, ⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩, the non-driven part

of the atomic coherence, ⟨Ŝx⟩, and the total equal-time two-
photon correlation function, g2(0). For the dipolar model, the
corresponding observables are in the spiral basis (defined in
Eq. (4)).

and a great deal of theoretical [10, 11] and experimen-
tal progress has been made in recent years, including the
observation of collective level shifts [12–24], line broaden-
ing [12, 14, 18, 20–22, 25–34], and cooperative subradiant
responses [32, 35–41] in optically thick [42] and spatially
ordered arrays [20, 43–47].

Away from the weak excitation limit, the problem be-
comes theoretically intractable, at least under current
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numerical capabilities [48] and many open questions re-
main. One particular exception is the limit when only
permutationally symmetric states, also known as Dicke
states [49] are populated. This situation arises naturally
in optical cavities, where a single cavity mode talks to
all atoms independent of their location in the array. In
this limit, the theoretical treatment is significantly sim-
pler and has been a focus of theoretical investigations for
decades. One particular case is the so called Coopera-
tive Resonance Fluorescence (CRF) [50–53] or collective
atomic emission [54] that treats the behavior of a group
of two-level atoms coupled identically to a single radia-
tion mode. As first proposed by Dicke [49], it leads to a
collective decay mechanism, superradiance, which, as was
later theoretically shown, can be stabilized by driving the
system below a critical drive strength. In the thermody-
namic limit of a large number of atoms (or a large cooper-
ation number), the competition between a coherent drive
and decay gives rise to a non-equilibrium second-order
phase transition. Below a threshold drive strength, the
collective dipole reaches a highly pure steady-state char-
acterized by a collective Bloch vector below the equator,
pointing at a polar angle at which the superradiant decay
and the external drive compensate each other. On the
other hand, above a critical drive, collective dissipation
is not enough to stabilize the strongly driven system and
at the mean-field (MF) level, the system remains oscil-
lating. Beyond-MF effects dampen the oscillations via
phase diffusion and the system becomes a highly mixed
state with a distribution centered around the equator.

A recent experiment [1] reported signatures of the
above collective Dicke transition while interrogating a
pencil-shaped cloud of N Rb atoms optically excited by
a laser propagating along its main axis. The experiment
observed clear manifestations of the two non-equilibrium
phases depending on the ratio between the drive’s single
atom Rabi frequency, Ω, and the collective dissipation
rate, ΓNeff , characterized by the single particle decay
rate, Γ, and an effective atom number, Neff , which ac-
counted for the finite extent of the cloud’s diffraction
mode, Neff ∝ N . Above a critical drive Ω > ΩC, a scal-
ing of the photon emission rate consistent with N2

eff was
observed. This scaling was modified below ΩC. As the
system crossed the critical point, the characteristics of
the superradiant light changed as well.

Regardless of these clear signatures, as explained in
that work [1], the applicability of a fully collective model
scaled by an effective atom number to describe the light
scattering of an elongated sample in free-space is highly
unexpected. A justification of its validity starting from
a microscopic model remains an open question. In this
paper we solve this issue by performing a detailed study
of the light scattering properties of pencil-shaped disor-
dered arrays of two-level atoms by directly solving a mas-
ter equation. Our analysis accounts for the spatial extent
of the cloud and the dipole-dipole interactions across the
array, including spatial fluctuations, elastic dipole-dipole
interactions, and single particle decay. Starting from a

mean-field description of the master equation, expected
to be valid in the weak and strong excitation limits, and
complementing it with a Moving Average Cluster Expan-
sion method (MACE-MF) and the cumulant method, we
reproduce the experimental observations in all reported
parameter regimes. Extended calculations over a larger
atom number window reveal a modified scaling, which is
not proportional to an effective atom number (Neff) but

to the square root of the total number of atoms (
√
N) in

the array.
Our study demonstrates that the observed collective

behavior is not valid over a broad parameter regime (see
Fig. 1) since it misses important key features of free-
space emission such as single atom spontaneous emission
and the frequency shifts arising from inhomogeneous elas-
tic dipolar interactions. By combining the latter mech-
anisms with collective decay plus drive, we are able to
qualitatively reproduce all the features observed in the
mean-field calculations that account for microscopic de-
tails. In the future, it will be interesting to push ex-
periments to more dense regimes where the mean-field
model becomes invalid and a genuine quantum treatment
would be required in order to properly capture the role of
photon-mediated dipolar interactions in driven ultra-cold
atoms.
In the spirit of quantum simulation, our analysis takes

advantage of state-of-the-art experimental capabilities in
regimes challenging for theory, uses them to develop new
theoretical insights that shed light on long standing prob-
lems, and makes predictions to further inspire experimen-
tal work.
In Sec. II, we introduce the dipolar model, which de-

scribes our system at the microscopic level. We further
discuss the extremely dilute and dense limiting cases,
which are analytically solvable and useful for understand-
ing the role of interactions in different driving regimes. In
Sec. III, we study the steady-state of the dipolar model
using mean-field numerics in the weak and strong driving
regimes, and we compare its emergent properties with the
CRF and non-interacting models. Using these insights,
we propose a phenomenological model in Sec. IV, which
accounts for the inhomogeneity of dipolar interactions, is
analytically tractable at the mean-field level, and qual-
itatively reproduces the dipolar model. In Sec. V, we
compare our steady-state and dynamics results with the
experimental data [1], and find fair agreement for most
observables. Lastly, in Sec. VI, we discuss some conclud-
ing remarks and future directions.

II. QUASI-1D GAS OF
DIPOLAR-INTERACTING ATOMS

A. Dipolar model

We consider a 3D elongated (pencil-shaped) gas of N
point-like atoms fixed at their Gaussian-sampled posi-
tions {r⃗k}, as shown in Fig. 2. The atoms have linewidth
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FIG. 2. Schematic: A pencil-shaped ultracold gas of frozen
two-level atoms interacting via photon-mediated interactions,
with elastic (ReGij) and inelastic (ImGij) components. A con-
tinuous laser drive excites the atoms on-resonance with Rabi
frequency Ω, wavevector k⃗L = 2π/λx̂, and polarization êL = ŷ
(perpendicular to the quantization axis, ẑ). Atoms sponta-
neously emit photons into free-space at rate Γ.

(single atom decay rate) Γ and are driven by a coherent

laser drive with Rabi strength Ω = |E⃗ · d⃗|/ℏ (E⃗ is the

electric field amplitude of the laser and d⃗ is the transi-
tion dipole moment of the atom), detuning ∆ = ωL − ω0

from the atomic transition (frequency ω0), wavevector

k⃗L, and polarisation êL. The quantization axis ê0 is along
the ẑ-axis and the axial direction of the gas is along
the x̂-axis. As in Ref. [1], we consider the case where
êL = êy = ŷ, i.e., the driving laser is linearly polarized
and excites the σ+-transition between the hyperfine lev-
els |F = 2,mF = 2⟩ ↔ |F = 3,mF = 3⟩. The atoms
interact via induced dipole-dipole interactions mediated
by the vacuum electromagnetic modes [2].

We assume that the atomic cloud is cold enough that
we can neglect motion of the atoms, treat them as
frozen during the dynamics, and only focus on the in-
ternal state dynamics spanned by the two relevant lev-
els in each atom (|g⟩ ≡ |F = 2,mF = 2⟩ ground
and |e⟩ ≡ |F = 3,mF = 3⟩ excited), which define
a spin-1/2 system. Under these conditions, which are
similar to the system realized in Ref. [1], the state of
an atom can be described by spin-1/2 Pauli operators:
σ̂z
k = |ek⟩ ⟨ek| − |gk⟩ ⟨gk| , σ̂+

k = |ek⟩ ⟨gk| , σ̂−
k = |gk⟩ ⟨ek|,

for an atom k. The collective spin operators are denoted

as Ŝα =
∑N

k=1 σ̂
α
k /2 for α ∈ {x, y, z} and Ŝ± =

∑N
k=1 σ̂

±
k .

The dynamics of the system is governed by the mas-
ter equation obtained upon adiabatically eliminating the
photonic degrees of freedom, ˙̂ρ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + L(ρ̂), where
Ĥ is the Hamiltonian, which leads to unitary evolution,
and L(ρ̂) is the Lindbladian super-operator, which ac-
counts for all the dissipative processes. The Hamiltonian
for the system is given as Ĥ = Ĥ0 + Ĥint, where (setting
ℏ = 1)

Ĥ0 = −Ω

2

∑
k

(ei(k⃗L·r⃗k−π/2)σ̂+
k + h.c.)−∆Ŝz, (1)

is the single-particle laser drive and

Ĥint = −
∑
j ̸=k

Rkj σ̂
+
k σ̂

−
j , (2)

accounts for the dipole-dipole interaction. It sums over
pairwise exchange processes among two different atoms
in the array with the interaction strength given by
the free-space electromagnetic Green’s tensor G(r) =

(3Γ/4)
[
(1− r̂ ⊗ r̂) e

ik0r

k0r
+ (1− 3r̂ ⊗ r̂)

(
ieik0r

(k0r)2
− eik0r

(k0r)3

)]
,

where r is the vector connecting the two interacting
atoms and k0 = 2π/λ (λ is the atomic transition wave-
length). The elastic part is determined by the real part

of G(r), Rkj = ê∗
T

+ ·Re [G(r⃗kj)] · ê+. Self-interactions are
set to zero: Rkk = 0. The Lindbladian for the system is
expressed as

L(ρ̂) =
∑
j,k

Ikj
(
2σ̂−

j ρ̂σ̂
+
k − {σ̂+

k σ̂
−
j , ρ̂}

)
, (3)

where Ikj = ê∗
T

+ · Im [G(r⃗kj)] · ê+ is the inelastic dipolar
interaction coefficient and Ikk = Γ/2 is the spontaneous
emission decay rate. We define the total dipolar interac-
tion coefficient as Gkj = Rkj + iIkj .
For simplicity, we define a “spiral” basis, in which we

absorb the drive phase in the coherences, as

ˆ̃σ±
j = σ̂±

j e
±i(k⃗L·r⃗j−π/2). (4)

Then, the spiral collective spin operators are ˆ̃S± =∑N
j=1 σ̂

±
j e

±i(k⃗L·r⃗j−π/2), ˆ̃Sx = ( ˆ̃S++ ˆ̃S−)/2,
ˆ̃Sy = −i( ˆ̃S+−

ˆ̃S−)/2, and ˆ̃Sz = Ŝz. Accordingly, we also define

new interaction coefficients G̃kj = Gkje
−ik⃗L·r⃗kj , R̃kj =

Rkje
−ik⃗L·r⃗kj , and Ĩkj = Ikje−ik⃗L·r⃗kj . In the spiral basis,

the Hamiltonian and the Lindbladian are given as

Ĥ0 = −Ω ˆ̃Sx −∆Ŝz, (5)

Ĥint = −
∑
j ̸=k

R̃kj
ˆ̃σ+
k
ˆ̃σ−
j , (6)

L(ρ̂) =
∑
j,k

Ĩkj
(
2ˆ̃σ−

j ρ̂
ˆ̃σ+
k − {ˆ̃σ+

k
ˆ̃σ−
j , ρ̂}

)
. (7)

Thus, the drive acts collectively along the spiral-x̂ direc-
tion in the Bloch sphere. Hereafter, we will work in the
spiral basis and also set ∆ = 0, unless otherwise men-
tioned.

Similar to the experimental protocol in Ref. [1], we ini-

tialize all the atoms in the ground-state |g⟩⊗N
and con-

tinuously drive them on resonance with the atomic tran-
sition, i.e., ∆ = 0. The excitation of atoms by the drive
is counteracted by the free-space single particle and col-
lective emission, which generates damping, allowing the
system to eventually, reach its steady-state. To charac-
terize the system across a wide-range of drive strengths,
Ω, we look at the collective spin observables in the steady-
state, namely, the atomic inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩, the absolute
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value of the spiral atomic coherence |⟨ ˆ̃S+⟩|, and its real

part |⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩|.
The intensity operator describing the photon emission

from the atomic sample along a direction k⃗ can be written
in terms of the spin operators as [5, 55, 56],

Î(k⃗) ≡ I0(k⃗)
∑
i,j

σ̂+
i σ̂

−
j e

ik⃗·(r⃗i−r⃗j), (8)

where I0(k⃗) is a proportionality factor that accounts
for the geometry of the dipolar emission pattern.
In the spiral basis, the expectation value of the

intensity can be expressed as I(k⃗) ≡ ⟨Î(k⃗)⟩ ≡
I0(k⃗)

∑
i,j⟨ˆ̃σ

+
i
ˆ̃σ−
j ⟩ei(k⃗−k⃗L)·(r⃗i−r⃗j). The intensity along the

forward direction, k⃗ = k⃗L, features very interesting prop-
erties and will be the focus of this study. This direction is
special because it is the direction along which the driving
laser imposes coherence and therefore, the intensity can
be enhanced due to constructive interference.

We also look into the equal-time two photon correla-
tion function, defined as [56]

g̃2(k⃗, k⃗′) =
⟨: Î(k⃗)Î(k⃗′) :⟩

I(k⃗)I(k⃗′)
, (9)

which gives the likelihood of simultaneously emitting

a photon along k⃗′ and another photon along the k⃗-
direction. The :: in the above expression implies it needs
to be evaluated using normal-ordered operators. In the
experiment [1] in question, the detector was placed in
the forward direction to measure the above mentioned
observables. Even though the experiment did not mea-
sure the atomic coherence, we will include it in our study
as it is useful for gaining an intuitive understanding of
the system. In addition to the steady-state, we also com-

pute the dynamics of the forward intensity, I(k⃗L, t), and
the excitation fraction,

ne(t) =
1

2N

N∑
j=1

(
⟨σ̂z

j (t)⟩+ 1
)
. (10)

In the following, we use these observables to investigate
distinct key features of the system as a function of the
strength of the drive, from the weak to the strong driving
regimes. To understand the role of interactions, we con-
sider the cases of the extremely dense and dilute limits,
which are analytically tractable and well-studied. Then,
we study the moderately dense ensemble of the experi-
ment (Fig. 2) and compare it with the extremely dilute
and dense limits as a means to investigate the behaviors
emergent from dipolar interactions. Similar to the exper-
iment, we keep the size of the atomic cloud fixed at an
rms axial length lax = 20λ and radial length lrad = λ/2,
as shown in Fig. 2. By varying N we can tune the density
of the cloud and thereby, the strength of the dipole-dipole
interactions between the atoms.

B. Cooperative Resonance Fluorescence (CRF)

In the limit in which all the atoms are confined
within a single wavelength, |r0,N | < λ, we have Rkj ∼
1/(|rkj |/λ)3, Ikj → Γ/2. If we choose to neglect the elas-
tic part of the interactions (Rkj = 0), and freeze the mo-
tion of the atoms, we can emulate the situation found in
an optical cavity, where all the atoms interact via a sin-
gle electromagnetic mode. When the cavity mode is set
on resonance with the atomic transition, the elastic in-
teractions are suppressed and the dominant interactions
are the ones responsible for collective decay or superra-
diance, via which atoms emit collectively at an enhanced
emission rate ΓN . In the presence of an additional drive,
Ω, the system reduces to the well-studied Cooperative-
Resonance-Fluorescence (CRF) model, which describes
a system of N atoms driven with a resonant laser drive
at a Rabi frequency Ω, and subject to collective decay
(superradiance) described by the jump operator

√
ΓŜ−

with Ŝ± =
∑

i σ̂
±
i [57]. Here we use the notation CRF to

distinguish from the so-called Dicke model [58–60] which
contains both the rotating and counter-rotating terms. In
the CRF model, the counter-rotating terms are irrelevant
and therefore neglected. The master equation governing
the dynamics of the CRF model is given by:

∂tρ̂ = −iΩ
[
Ŝx, ρ̂

]
+

Γ

2

(
2Ŝ−ρ̂Ŝ+ −

{
Ŝ+Ŝ−, ρ̂

})
(11)

where the drive, Ω, is applied along the x-direction of the
Bloch-sphere.
The CRF exhibits a steady-state phase transition at a

critical frequency ΩCRF
C = NΓ/2 [61], which delineates

two distinct steady-state behaviors depending on the di-
mensionless parameter β = Ω/ΩCRF

C . For β < 1, the
system is in the “superradiant phase”, where the drive is
balanced by the collective emission, canceling the total
electric field experienced by the collective dipole. We use
quotation marks to remark that this regime was initially
referred to instead as “superfluorescent” by the authors
[50, 52, 61]. In this phase, the collective dipole lies in
the y − z plane of the Bloch sphere at an angle θ from
the south pole, given by sin θ = β. For β > 1, the sys-
tem transitions into a highly mixed steady-state, known
as the “normal” phase. The statistical mixture arises
from the collective emission not being strong enough to
compensate the excitation from the drive. As the atomic
self-radiated field is not canceled by the drive, the dipoles
undergo collective Rabi flopping. Although Rabi oscilla-
tions persist at long times at the mean-field level, quan-
tum fluctuations lead to phase diffusion, which dampens
the oscillations and destroys the coherences, although the
system always remains in the collective manifold by con-
struction. These two distinct steady-state behaviors are
separated by a second-order phase transition at β = 1,
as shown in Fig. 3a.
Here it is important to note that Ref. [1] used the op-

posite convention and denoted the β > 1 regime as the
superradiant phase. This is inspired by Refs. [62, 63] and
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the fact that Eq. (11) has a discrete symmetry character-

ized by its invariance under a mirror reflection Ŝx → −Ŝx

followed by complex conjugation. This mirror symmetry
of the Lindblad generator is spontaneously broken in the
β > 1 phase and therefore under this view, this is the
phase featuring spontaneous symmetry breaking. For the
purpose of this work, this is just a different convention
and does not affect our conclusions. We will stick to the
more standard CRF convention that uses Ŝz as the phys-
ically motivated order parameter and denotes the β < 1
regime as the superradiant phase.

By doing a Holstein-Primakoff expansion around the
mean-field steady-state in the superradiant regime as well
as introducing a semi-classical method to average in the
normal phase [64], we can express the steady-state an-
alytically across all driving regimes by varying β (with

η =
√
β2 − 1) as (see Appendix C for derivation):

⟨Ŝz⟩ =

{
−N

2

√
1− β2, β < 1

0, β ≥ 1
(12)

⟨Ŝx⟩ = 0, (13)

⟨Ŝy⟩ =


N
2 β, β < 1

N
2

(
β − η

β arctan( 1
η )

)
, β ≥ 1

(14)

⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩ =


N2

4 β2, β < 1

N2

4

(
β2 − η

arctan( 1
η )

)
, β ≥ 1

(15)

g2 (0) =


1, β < 1

η
(

β4

η arctan
(

1
η

)
− β2 − 2

3

)
× arctan

(
1
η

)(
β2 arctan

(
1
η

)
− η
)2

, β ≥ 1

(16)

For this phase transition, the order parameter is the
population inversion, ⟨Ŝz⟩, which is non-zero in the su-
perradiant phase and zero in the normal phase (Eq. (12)).

⟨Ŝz⟩ is continuous but features an abrupt change in its
derivative at the critical point in the thermodynamic
limit (N → ∞), as shown in Fig. 3a. The finite-N steady-
state in Fig. 3 is obtained using exact diagonalization.

The observable ⟨Ŝx⟩ is conserved and zero in all
regimes (Eq. (13)). This is a distinguishing feature of
this model, which will become important when compar-
ing with the other models in this paper. Thus, the atomic
coherence is purely imaginary, ⟨Ŝ+⟩ = i⟨Ŝy⟩. In the su-

perradiant phase, ⟨Ŝy⟩ grows linearly with β. On the
other hand, as β is increased in the normal phase, the
steady-state becomes more and more mixed, and ⟨Ŝy⟩
goes to zero, as shown in Fig. 3b.

The photon emission rate (intensity), I = ⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩,
at a fixed β, increases as N2β2 in the superradiant
phase. In the normal phase, the intensity still scales
as N2, reflecting the collective nature of the system, as
⟨Ŝ · Ŝ⟩ = N/2(N/2 + 1), where Ŝ = {Ŝx, Ŝy, Ŝz}. How-
ever, the normal phase intensity is independent of β due

1.0

0.5

0.0

S z
/(N

/2
) N(a)
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0.2

0.4

|S
+
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N

FIG. 3. Steady-state of the CRF model using exact di-
agonalization (extremely dense limit, rij → 0, and artifi-

cially setting Rij = 0): (a) atomic inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2)
shows the superradiant phase transition in the thermody-
namic limit, (b) total coherence |⟨Ŝ+⟩|/N = |⟨Ŝy⟩|/N driven

by the laser drive, which is along the Ŝx-direction, such that
⟨Ŝx⟩ = 0, (c) intensity scales as N2 and remains constant as
Ω is varied in the strong-drive regime (due to preservation of

⟨Ŝ2⟩ = ⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩+⟨Ŝ2
z ⟩ = N(N+1)/4), (d) two-photon correla-

tion function g2(0) does not reach the maximally mixed state
(g2(0) = 2) due to preserved quantum correlations. N → ∞
curves correspond to Eqs. (12)-(16).

to the mixed nature of the state in the normal phase.
In fact, for β ≫ 1, the intensity reaches the asymptotic
value of I = N2/6, as shown in Fig. 3c. The coherent
nature of the steady-state in the superradiant phase is
also evident in the value of the two-photon correlation
function (Fig. 3d), as g2 (0) = 1 for β < 1, in the large-N
limit. In the normal phase, on the contrary, the system
enters a regime where g2 (0) > 1, suggesting the mixed
nature of the steady-state and the build-up of classical
correlations.

C. Non-interacting model

In the extremely dilute limit, the mean inter-atomic
distance is large, |̄rij | ≫ λ, and thus to a good ap-
proximation we can neglect the interactions in Eq. (6)
and Eq. (7) by setting Rkj = 0 and Ik ̸=j = 0.
This gives a simplified master equation for the non-
interacting model, ˙̂ρ = −i[Ĥ0, ρ̂] + L0(ρ̂), that de-
scribes an array of independent atoms coherently in-
teracting with a classical laser drive while sponta-
neously emitting photons at a rate Γ. The Lindbla-

dian, L0(ρ̂) = (Γ/2)
∑

j

(
2ˆ̃σ−

j ρ̂
ˆ̃σ+
j − {σ̂z

j , ρ̂}/2− ρ̂
)
, cap-

tures the single-particle spontaneous emission. The laser

drive acts as an effective global magnetic field, B⃗L =
(Ω/2, 0,∆/2). The corresponding dynamics of the Bloch

vector, ⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩ = (⟨ˆ̃σx⟩, ⟨ˆ̃σy⟩, ⟨ˆ̃σz⟩), can be described by the
well-known Bloch equations as

d⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩
dt

= 2⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩ × B⃗L − f⃗(⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩), (17)
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where f⃗(⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩) = −(Γ/2)[⟨⃗̂σ̃⟩ + (⟨ˆ̃σz⟩ + 2)ẑ] accounts for
the damping.

For the on-resonant case (∆ = 0), the steady-state
Bloch vector is obtained as

⟨ˆ̃σ+⟩ = i
Ω

Γ
⟨σ̂z⟩, ⟨σ̂z⟩ = −R ≡ − 1

1 + 2(Ω/Γ)2
, (18)

and the steady-state intensity is

I(k⃗) = I0(k⃗)
(Ω/Γ)2

1 + 2(Ω/Γ)2

[
N +

∑
j,i ̸=j

ei(k⃗−k⃗L)·(r⃗i−r⃗j)

1 + 2(Ω/Γ)2

]
,

(19)

which is dominated by the coherences in the weak-driving
regime (Ω ≪ Γ) and by the incoherent single-particle-
like term in the strong-driving regime (Ω ≫ Γ). In the
large-N limit, the steady-state intensity can be obtained
analytically by converting the sum above to an integral

(with k̂ = (cos θ, sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ)), as

I(k̂) ∝
2
(
Ω
Γ

)4
N[

1 + 2
(
Ω
Γ

)2 ]2 [1 + Ne−(2π)2(σ2
ax(1−cos θ)2+σ2

rad sin2 θ)

2(Ω/Γ)2

]
,

(20)

where σax and σrad are the axial and radial extents of
the cloud, respectively. As discussed earlier, when the
laser-wavevector aligns with the direction of observa-

tion (k⃗ = k⃗L ⇒ θ = 0), the imprinted phases inter-
fere constructively. In the weak-drive limit, the forward

emission is dominated by its coherent part, I(k⃗L) ≈
I0(k⃗L)|⟨ˆ̃σ+⟩|2N(N − 1). This N2-enhancement of the
emission rate is only seen in the forward direction and
vanishes exponentially fast with increasing θ when θ ≪ 1

(Eq. (A19)). Along other k⃗, the phases in Eq. (19) do
not cancel and the intensity, dominated by its incoherent

part, scales asN far away from k⃗L. It is worth noting that
this N2-enhancement is not due to quantum correlations
and arises purely from the coherences of the atoms.

For comparison with the other models in this work, we
define the notion of a “critical” drive strength, ΩNon−int.

C ,
that maximizes the “forward” intensity. There is, how-
ever, no phase transition in the non-interacting model.
This definition of the critical drive is inspired by the
CRF model, in which the total coherence and the total
intensity peak at the critical drive strength and a phase
transition is observed (see Sec. II B for details). For the

non-interacting model, we set d⟨ˆ̃σ+⟩/dΩ = 0 to obtain

the critical drive strength as ΩNon−int.
C = Γ/

√
2.

As shown in Fig. 4a, in the weak-driving limit (Ω ≪
ΩNon−int.

C ), the forward intensity scales as I(k⃗L) ∝
(NΩ/Γ)2, as shown in Fig. 4c. Moreover, we find that
g̃2(0) = 1 (Eq. (A11)) in this limit, as shown in Fig. 4d,
which reflects that the system is in a coherent state with
the majority of the atoms in the ground state.

In the strong-driving limit (Ω ≫ ΩNon−int.
C ), radiative

decay disrupts the coherences and leads to a completely

1.0
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0.0

S z
/(N

/2
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FIG. 4. Steady-state in the non-interacting (dilute) limit

across driving regimes: (a) atomic inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2), (b)

total coherence |⟨ ˆ̃S+⟩|/N = |⟨ ˆ̃Sy⟩|/N driven by the laser in

the ˆ̃Sx-direction such that ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ = 0, (c) “forward” inten-
sity (along the axial direction) scales as N2 in the weak-drive

regime and as (e)N in the strong-drive regime (⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2) →
0), (d) two-photon correlation function g̃2(0) in the “for-
ward” direction. (e), (f): Due to the constructive interference
of coherences in the “forward” direction, an N -dependent
stronger drive (Ω ≳ Γ

√
N) is needed to reach the thermal

state (⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ → N/2, g̃2(0) → 2).

mixed steady-state (R → 0 in Eq. (18)). In this mixed
state, the Bloch vector of each spin-1/2 (atomic dipole)
is reduced to a point at the center of the Bloch sphere

such that ⟨σ̂z⟩ → 0 (Fig. 4a) and |⟨ˆ̃σ
+
⟩| → 0 (Fig. 4b). In

the absence of a finite coherence, there is no constructive

interference in the forward direction, i.e., I(k⃗L) ∝ N/2
(Fig. 4e). We obtain g̃2(0) = 2 in this limit, as shown
in Fig. 4d, since the system is in a thermal state. As
shown in Fig. 4f, a very strong drive, Ω ≳ Γ

√
N , is

needed to fully reach this condition. This N -dependent
drive scaling emerges due to the N2 enhancement from
the constructive interference of coherences, and is further
explained in Appendix A.
Lastly, the on-resonant drive Hamiltonian commutes

with ˆ̃σx, so starting from ⟨ˆ̃σx⟩ = 0 in the initial state, it
remains zero at all times, irrespective of Ω, as shown in
Fig. 4b.

III. MEAN-FIELD DIPOLAR MODEL

A. General description

For a general distribution of atomic positions, the
interacting system is free to explore an exponentially
large Hilbert space (2N ) and its exact dynamics is not
tractable. For simplicity, we take the mean-field (MF)
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approximation here to characterize the steady-state of
the system. In Appendix G, we compare MF with
beyond-MF approximation methods to include the ef-
fects of correlations, namely the MACE-MF (see Ap-
pendix F 2) and cumulant approximation methods. We
show that at the atomic densities considered in this pa-
per, the MF approximation is valid when describing the
observables under consideration.

We obtain the MF equations of motion (see Appendix
B) and express them as the Bloch equation, same as
Eq. (17), but here the components of the effective mag-

netic field, B⃗MF
i at atom i, are site-dependent due to the

inclusion of the dipolar interactions as

BMF
i,x =

Ω

2
+

1

4

∑
j ̸=i

(
ReG̃ij⟨ˆ̃σx

j ⟩+ ImG̃ij⟨ˆ̃σy
j ⟩
)
, (21)

BMF
i,y =

1

4

∑
j ̸=i

(
ReG̃ij⟨ˆ̃σy

j ⟩ − ImG̃ij⟨ˆ̃σx
j ⟩
)
, (22)

BMF
i,z =

∆

2
. (23)

Short-time physics: Although the MF treatment above
significantly reduces the complexity of the problem, the
non-linearity of these equations makes them difficult to
solve analytically and apart from simple limiting cases,
we need to solve them numerically. The early time dy-
namics (Γt ≪ 1) is one such regime where it is possible
to gain analytical insights.

To understand the role of interactions at short-
times, we include the inelastic interaction term in the
Hamiltonian Ĥ (Eqs. (5), (6)) and obtain the non-

Hermitian Hamiltonian in the spiral basis as ĤNH =
Ĥ − i

∑
k,j ̸=k Ĩkj ˆ̃σ

+
k
ˆ̃σ−
j = Ĥ0 −

∑
k,j ̸=k G̃kj

ˆ̃σ+
k
ˆ̃σ−
j , where

Ĥ0 describes the laser drive. Given that the system is ini-
tialized in a state where all the Bloch vectors are identical

in the tilde basis, i.e., ⟨ˆ⃗σ̃k⟩ ≡ ⟨ˆ⃗σ̃⟩, at short times, each

Bloch vector commutes with terms of the form (
ˆ⃗
σ̃k · ˆ⃗σ̃j),

since
∑

k,j ̸=k⟨[(
ˆ⃗
σ̃k · ˆ⃗σ̃j),

ˆ⃗
σ̃i]⟩ ∼

∑
j ̸=i⟨

ˆ⃗
σ̃j⟩ × ⟨ˆ⃗σ̃i⟩ ∼ 0.

The emergence of a density shift can be elucidated by

adding such terms, (
ˆ⃗
σ̃k · ˆ⃗σ̃j), to ĤNH without altering the

physics of the original system at short times as

Ĥ = ĤNH +
1

4

∑
k,j ̸=k

ReG̃kj(
ˆ⃗
σ̃k · ˆ⃗σ̃j), (24)

which allows us to rewrite the real part of the new
Hamiltonian as ReĤ = Ĥ0 + 1

4

∑
k,j ̸=k ReG̃kj σ̂

z
kσ̂

z
j , and

at the mean field as, ReĤMF = −
∑

i B⃗MF
i · ˆ⃗σ̃i, where

B⃗MF
i = B⃗L − (δi/2)ẑ = (Ω/2, 0,∆/2− δi/2), and δi =∑
j ̸=i ReG̃ij⟨σz

j ⟩/2 is the interacting part of B⃗MF
i . This

acts as a self-adjusting magnetic field along ẑ that de-
pends on the atomic inversion, ⟨σz

j ⟩. This effective field
generated by other atoms in the array, leads to a preces-
sion of each atomic dipole i about the ẑ-axis of the Bloch
sphere, generating what is known as a density shift or

a collective Lamb-shift [65]. As the number of atoms
in the cloud is increased, with the spatial extent fixed,
the cloud gets denser and the induced frequency shift
at each atom gets larger. The frequency shift has two
components – a homogeneous component, ∆MF, which
is the average shift across atoms, and an inhomogeneous
component, associated with the random distribution of
the atoms in the array. The homogeneous component
is non-zero when the cloud is not spherically symmetric,
and it pushes the atoms out of resonance, suppressing the
growth of coherences and the excitation fraction. The in-
homogeneous component leads to dephasing. These two
key features will be an important consideration when we
derive a simplified model of the dipolar Hamiltonian in
Sec. IV.

The average frequency shift can be measured in
Rabi spectroscopy by scanning the detuning for the
new resonance condition, i.e., ∆MF =

∑
i δi/N =∑

i,j ̸=i ReG̃ij⟨σz
j ⟩/(2N), where the RHS has been aver-

aged over all atoms i [65]. The density shift can also
be measured via Ramsey spectroscopy [66]. In this case,
even at ∆ = 0, there is a residual precession which leads

to a non-zero ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ during the dynamics of the system

even when the system is initialized with ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ = 0. This
feature distinguishes the dipolar model from the CRF

and non-interacting models, where ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ = 0 at all times.

Weak-drive limit: Another simplified case is when
the laser drive is very weak, Ω ≪ Γ, such that in-
dividual dipoles remain close to the south-pole of the
Bloch sphere, i.e., ⟨σ̂z

j ⟩ ≈ −1, even in the steady-state.
In this regime, correlations are suppressed by factors
of Ω/Γ and the system can be described almost ex-
actly using mean-field theory by setting ⟨σ̂z

j ⟩ = −1 at
all times and only considering the dynamics of the co-
herences ⟨ˆ̃σ+

j ⟩. This regime has been intensively stud-
ied for dilute samples of dipolar-interacting atomic gases
[13, 18, 19, 21, 22, 25, 29–32, 37].

In the weak-drive limit (⟨σ̂z
j ⟩ = −1) of our pencil-

shaped Gaussian cloud, the average frequency shift is
non-zero and as discussed above, can be obtained at

short times as ∆MF = −
∑N

j ̸=i ReG̃ij/(2N). In the far-

field limit (|rij | ≫ λ ⇒ G̃ij ∝ 1/|rij |), we find that∑N
j ̸=i ReG̃ij/(2N) ∝ N , with a small (≪ Γ) proportion-

ality constant that depends on the cloud extent and can
be estimated numerically (see Appendix D for details).

In the weak-drive limit, the mean-field steady-state co-
herence, can also be obtained for a dilute gas by treating
the interactions perturbatively as [18, 31]

⟨ˆ̃σ−
j ⟩ =

iΩ/2

i∆+ Γ/2

1− i

i∆+ Γ/2

∑
k ̸=j

G̃jk

 , (25)
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and the forward intensity is obtained as

I(k⃗L)

I0(k⃗L)
=

N(N − 1)Ω2/4

∆2 + Γ2/4

1− ∑
j,k ̸=j

(
ΓImG̃jk − 2∆ReG̃jk

)
(∆2 + Γ2/4)N

 .

(26)

The steady-state density shift and the linewidth broad-
ening can be obtained from the lineshape as ∆̄ =
−
∑

j,k ̸=j ReG̃jk/N and Γ̄ = 2
∑

j,k ̸=j ImG̃jk/N , respec-

tively [18, 31]. On resonance (∆ = 0), the x-component
of the coherence is proportional to the density shift,

⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩/N = 2Ω∆̄/Γ2 and the forward intensity is reduced
by the inhomogeneous broadening as

I(k⃗L) ∝ N(N − 1)(Ω/Γ)2(1− 2Γ̄/Γ). (27)

However, in a highly dense gas, multi-photon scatter-
ing processes become significant, making the steady-state
more complicated and beyond the perturbative limit [31].

B. Dynamical Regimes in the Steady State

Outside the special limits discussed above, we re-
sort to numerical solutions for obtaining the steady-
state of the system. We find that our system exhibits
different dynamical behaviors characterized by distinct
light emission properties, as we vary the laser driving
strength, Ω. Here, we draw parallels and distinctions
among the steady-state properties of the dipolar, the
non-interacting, and the CRF models, across different
driving regimes.

1. Inversion, forward intensity, and two-photon
correlation function

In Fig. 5a, we show the atomic inversion of the dipolar
model across a range of Ω. Unlike the CRF model, the
dipolar model does not exhibit a sharp phase transition
and the system crosses over smoothly from the weak to
the strong driving regime. Nevertheless, we find it use-

ful to define a “critical” driving strength, ΩDipolar
C , for the

dipolar model, as the drive strength at which the forward

intensity, ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩, peaks for a given N . The intensity

peak separates the dynamical behaviors in the different
driving regimes based on their emission properties, sim-

ilar to the CRF model. We obtain ΩDipolar
C = cΓ

√
N

(c ≈ 0.08) from the numerical steady-state of the sys-
tem. By plotting the steady-state atomic inversion as a

function of a normalized drive strength, Ω/ΩDipolar
C , we

observe that the curves for differentN appear to collapse,
as shown in Fig. 5a.

AsN decreases, the cloud becomes dilute and the dipo-
lar interaction coefficients become less important. At
very small N , the steady-state of the non-interacting
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FIG. 5. Steady-state of the MF Dipolar model: (a) atomic

inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2), (b) contrast |⟨Ŝ+⟩|/N , (c) “forward”
intensity (along the axial direction), (d) two-photon correla-
tion function g̃2(0) in the “forward” direction. (a)-(d) The
dipolar model (solid) converges to the non-interacting model
(black dashed) in the dilute limit (small N). The x-axis of
the non-interacting curve is scaled as Ω/ΩNon−int.

C ∼ O(1) in

(a)-(c) and as Ω/ΩDipolar
C ∝ 1/

√
N in (d). In (a), (b), and

(d), the non-interacting curve is independent of N ; in (c), the
non-interacting curve is for N = 100.

model is smoothly recovered for all the observables, as
shown in Fig. 5.
In Fig. 5c of the dipolar model, we show that the vari-

ation of the forward intensity ∝ ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ curve with the

normalized drive strength is very similar to that of the
non-interacting model (Fig. 4c). The main difference be-
tween these two models is evident in the N -scaling of

⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩. In the weak-driving regime of the CRF and

non-interacting models, where phase matching leads to a
perfect N2 enhancement, we show that the forward in-
tensity curves for different N collapse when divided by
N2, in Fig. 3c and Fig. 4c, respectively. But for the
dipolar model, we find that the curves do not collapse
when divided by N2. At weak drive intensities, the site-
dependent shifts due to the dipolar interactions imprint
random phases on the coherences and thereby suppress

the N2 enhancement of ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ [31, 37]. Hence, the

N -scaling of ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ decreases as N increases, as later

shown in Fig. 8b.
To further understand the emission properties of the

steady-state, we look at the forward two-photon correla-

tion function g̃2(0) =
⟨ ˆ̃S+

ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−

ˆ̃S−⟩
⟨ ˆ̃S+

ˆ̃S−⟩2
. As shown in Fig. 5d,

in the weak driving regime (Ω ≪ ΩDipolar
C ), we have

g̃2(0) ≈ 1, which corresponds to a coherence state. This
is expected because the steady-state of the system resem-
bles a coherent state on the Bloch sphere with a finite co-
herence |⟨S̃+⟩|/N , as seen in Fig. 5b and later validated
analytically using a simpler model (Sec. IV). Given that
the CRF, non-interacting, and dipolar models all feature
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almost pure Gaussian-like steady-states in this regime,
g̃2(0) is not able to distinguish their subtle differences
and all the three models have g̃2(0) ∼ 1 in the weak
excitation limit (see Figs. 3d, 4d, and 5d).

When the drive strength is above the “critical” drive

strength, i.e., Ω ≫ ΩDipolar
C , the drive quickly dephases

the array. As a consequence, dipolar interactions become
subdominant compared to the rapid rotation induced by
the drive. Consistently, the steady-state starts to become
fully mixed, with suppressed coherences, signaled by the
fact that g̃2(0) ∼ 2 approaches its thermal value (see
Fig. 5d).

This is in strike contrast to the CRF case, where the
collective nature of the master equation enforces the
preservation of the collective nature of the state even in
the large driving limit (Ω ≫ ΩCRF

C ). Therefore, the inten-
sity keeps scaling as N2 (Eq. (15)), as shown in Fig. 3c
and g̃2(0) remains always below the thermal value and
saturates as g̃2(0) → 1.2 (see Fig. 3d). These key dis-
tinctions imply that a free-space atomic cloud does not
behave as a CRF model in the strong drive regime.

2. Steady-state frequency shift and contrast

In Fig. 6a, we see that the steady-state of the dipolar

model has ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ ≠ 0, unlike the non-interacting (Fig. 4b)
and CRF (Fig. 3b) models where the x-component of
the collective coherence is zero. The resonant laser drive

commutes with ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ and the finite ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ arises from the
dispersive (elastic) part of the dipolar interactions, which
leads to frequency shifts, as discussed in Sec. III A. The
latter is most prominent in the weak-drive limit, where
the inversion remains close to its initial minimum value.
In this limit, the fractional x-component of the coher-

ence, |⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩|/|⟨ ˆ̃S+⟩|, increases withN , which suggests that
denser clouds have larger collective shifts.

Beyond the critical drive, as shown in Fig. 5b, the con-

trast, |⟨ ˆ̃S+⟩| =
√
⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩2 + ⟨ ˆ̃Sy⟩2, starts decaying as the

state begins to get mixed and the Bloch vector length gets
smaller. This behavior continues with increasing Ω/Γ un-
til eventually the system’s Bloch vector reduces to the one
expected for the non-interacting system. The approach
to the non-interacting regime as the system reaches the
strong drive regime is also signaled by the dominant

⟨ ˆ̃Sy,z⟩ spin projections, and the reduced ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ one. This

in turn leads to a reduced value of |⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩|/|⟨ ˆ̃S+⟩|, as shown
in Fig. 6a.

In Fig. 6b, we look at the lineshape of the steady-
state intensity in the weak-driving regime (Ω/Γ = 0.1) by
varying the laser detuning, ∆, of the MF dipolar model.
We find that increasing N leads to a bimodal distribution
with a peak at ∆ = 0 and a second resonance at ∆peak.
Note the second peak arises from dipolar interactions,
and scales linearly with N , as shown in Fig. 6c.
The linear N -scaling is consistent with previous work
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FIG. 6. (a) The x-component of the coherence,

|⟨Ŝx⟩|/|⟨Ŝ+⟩| ̸= 0, arising from frequency shifts due to the
elastic dipolar interactions. For the non-interacting model,

⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ = 0 (black dashed). (b) Steady-state “forward” inten-
sity for a range of laser detunings, ∆: MF dipolar model
numerics (dots), interpolated data (solid lines). (c) Steady-
state frequency shift computed as the detuning at which the
maximum intensity is reached (circles) which follows a linear
dependence with N as can see from the linear best fit (solid
line). Data from numerics of the MF dipolar model in the
weak-drive regime (Ω/Γ = 0.1), averaged over 10 realiza-
tions.

done in the weak drive limit [18, 31, 37, 67, 68] that ob-
served a frequency shift proportional to the atomic den-
sity. In our quasi-1D configuration along the x̂-axis, the
atomic density scales as, ρ ∼ N/(a2hoL), where L = 2lax is
the axial length of the pencil-shaped cloud and aho ≪ xij

sets the radial confinement. The existence of a promi-
nent second peak can be naively understood from the
fact that the inter-atomic distances are determined by the

axial spacing, i.e., k0|r⃗ij | = k0
√

x2
ij + y2ij + z2ij ≈ k0|xij |.

As such, the pairwise interactions between atoms along
the x̂-axis contribute constructively to the shift. Mathe-
matically, this is because the phases imprinted by the
laser cancel the ones of the Green’s function G̃i>j ∝
exp(ik0|r⃗ij | − ik⃗L · r⃗ij) ∼ 1 (see Appendix B for more
details). Hence, by aligning the laser wavevector along
the elongated geometry of the cloud, one can induce a
non-zero global frequency shift even in a disordered con-
figuration [24].

As discussed earlier in Sec. IIIA, the steady-state den-
sity shift of the lineshape in the weak-drive limit for a
dilute gas is ∆̄ = −

∑
k ̸=j ReG̃jk/N . For simplicity, we

consider the far-field regime (∝ 1/r) of the interactions,
which is the dominant term in the dilute case, and obtain
∆̄ in the large-N limit by integrating over the pencil-
shaped distribution of the cloud, as ∆̄ = −cRNΓ, where
cR ≈ 0.003 is a constant depending on the spatial ex-
tent of the cloud. Similarly, we obtain the linewidth
broadening as Γ̄ = cINΓ with cI ≈ 0.004. In the regime
where 2Γ̄ > Γ, i.e., N > 250, the dilute gas description
is no longer valid on resonance as, under this assump-
tion, the predicted forward intensity becomes unphysical
(Eq. (27)), and the perturbative treatment fails. Thus,
even though the prediction of ∆̄ is very close to ∆peak,
the weak-drive physics in our system is beyond the first-
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order expansion in interactions.
Of course, our analysis neglects motional effects in

thermal samples, laser forces, and dipolar forces. As
shown in Ref. [31], motional decoherence can induce a
reduction of the density shift and wash out the double
peak structure compared to what is expected for frozen
atoms.

C. N -Scaling for Different Driving Strengths
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FIG. 7. (a) Steady-state atomic inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2) for the
dipolar (solid), non-interacting (dotted), and CRF (dashed
dotted) models. The x-axis is scaled with the critical drive
Ωm

C for each model, m. (b) N -scaling of Ωm
C for the dipolar

(∼
√
N), non-interacting (∼ O(1)), and CRF (∼ N) models.

To emphasize the collapse of differentN curves and the
different critical properties across models, we compare
the steady-state atomic inversion across a wide range of
driving strengths for the dipolar model (solid), the CRF
model (dashed-dotted), and the non-interacting model
(dotted), in Fig. 7a. The x-axis of Fig. 7a has been
scaled differently for each model, corresponding to the
scaling of the “critical” driving strength Ωm

C , where m ∈
{CRF model, Dipolar model, Non-int. (Non-interacting)
model}. The N -scaling of Ωm

C for these models has been
shown in Fig. 7b. The N -scaling of the critical drive for
the dipolar model (∝

√
N) clearly differs from that of

the non-interacting (∼ O(1)) and CRF (∝ N) models.
In Fig. 8, we show the N -scaling of the steady-state in-

tensity, i.e., we define α such that I(k⃗L) ∝ ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ ∝ Nα

at fixed Ω/Γ, across a wide-range of driving strengths.
In Fig. 8a, we choose the x-axis to be the bare driving
strength Ω/Γ, to compare our predictions with the mea-
surements of a recent experiment [1]. In the weak-driving
regime, we find α < 1 for the dipolar and the CRF mod-
els. Usually, α < 1 is understood as a signature of sub-
radiance but in our case this is simply an artifact due
to the N -scaling being calculated at a fixed bare driv-
ing strength, Ω/Γ. At a fixed value of Ω/Γ, the system

crosses over from the strong (Ω ≫ ΩDipolar
C , Ω ≫ ΩCRF

C )

to the weak (Ω ≪ ΩDipolar
C , Ω ≪ ΩCRF

C ) driving regime
as N is increased, leading to an inaccurate N -scaling.
Similarly, we see a diverging value of α, i.e., α > 2,
for the mean-field dipolar model at intermediate driving
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FIG. 8. N -scaling exponent of steady-state “forward” inten-

sity, ⟨ ˆ̃S+
ˆ̃S−⟩ ∝ Nα: (a) α computed at a fixed Rabi frequency,

Ω/Γ, similar to Ref. [1]. α is similar for the CRF (N = 10) and
dipolar model (N = 2000) in the intermediate driving regime
for a small range of Ω/Γ, which was probed in Ref. [1]. At

large Ω/Γ, α = 2 for the CRF due to the preservation of ⟨Ŝ2⟩,
but the dipolar model becomes single-particle-like (α = 1)
due to spontaneous emission. Due to finite-size effects, α < 2
for N = 10 (CRF). (b) α computed at a fixed Ω/Ωm

C , the ratio
of the Rabi frequency and the critical drive, for each model.
MF dipolar (solid), non-interacting (black dashed), and CRF
(green dashed-dotted).

strengths in Fig. 8a, which is again an artifact of fixing
Ω/Γ. These artifacts are not seen for the non-interacting

model because ΩNon−int.
C ∼ O(1) (in the large-N limit),

so fixing Ω/Γ also fixes the regime for all N .

In Fig. 8a, we see that α of the dipolar model coincides
with that of the non-interacting model in the regime of

strong driving for all N ≤ 2000, i.e., Ω ≫ ΩDipolar
C =

cΓ
√
N ≈ 3.6Γ. This confirms our expectation that in the

strong driving regime, the dipolar model behaves like the
non-interacting model. In Fig. 8a, we also see the clear
difference between the CRF and the dipolar models in
the strong driving regime. We show the CRF model for
N = 10 to compare with the experimental prediction [1],
where it is reported that a cloud of N = 2000 atoms
can equivalently be described by the CRF model of a
reduced effective atom number, Neff = 10. Close to the
peak, the α of the dipolar model agrees with that of the
CRF model in a small range of Ω/Γ. Even though, the
two models have very different α in general, this was
the regime probed by the experiment, partly justifying
the conclusions drawn in Ref. [1]. Reaching the genuine
strong drive limit requires large enough Rabi frequencies
which are not so accessible in current experiments.

In Fig. 8b, we calculate the N -scaling by properly fix-

ing the scaled driving strength, Ω/ΩDipolar
C , and as ex-

pected, we find no signatures of subradiance. Moreover,
the divergence of α seen in Fig. 8a vanishes. Instead at
weak driving, α decreases from 2 (perfect phase match-
ing) to close to 1 (randomized phases) for the dipolar
model as N is increased and the collective shifts get
stronger, suppressing the N2-enhancement. In the strong
driving regime, α → 1 for all N , as the system becomes
single-particle-like. For the CRF model, in the large-N
limit, α scales as N2 in all driving regimes.
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IV. MODIFIED-CRF MODEL

In this section, we propose a simplified theoretical
model at the mean-field level to describe the emergent
properties of our system. In the microscopic picture of
the dipolar model, the dispersive part of the dipole-dipole
interactions between atoms leads to a frequency shift in
the transition frequency of each atom, as discussed in
Sec. III A. This shift can equivalently be captured by an

additional term
∑N

i=1 δi(t)σ
z
i in the CRF Hamiltonian as

ĤMod−CRF = −ΩŜx +

N∑
i=1

δi(t)σ
z
i , (28)

where the frequency shift of an atom i is described as
δi(t) =

∑
j ̸=i ReG̃ij⟨σ̂z

j (t)⟩/4, inspired from the short-
time dynamics of the MF dipolar model. To distin-
guish the collective slow varying part of the interaction-
induced shift from the inhomogeneous, fast time vary-
ing effects, we express the frequency shift as δi(t) =

δ̄(t) + hi(t) where, δ̄(t) =
∑

i,j ̸=i ReG̃ij⟨σ̂z
j (t)⟩/(4N) is

the average shift across all the atoms in the cloud at
any time t and hi(t) is the fast time varying inhomo-
geneous component, which describes beyond short-time
dynamics. The homogeneous component, δ̄(t), is dom-
inated by the shifts that add up along the axial direc-
tion due to the constructive interference of the laser-
induced phases with the interaction-induced phases. To
capture the constructive shifts in a simplified way, we
assume that δ̄(t) for our cloud can be described by
a collective system, such as a translationally invariant
atomic array, giving δ̄(t) ≈

∑
i ReG̃i0⟨Ŝz(t)⟩/(2N). The

interaction-induced time varying inhomogeneous compo-
nent, hi(t), accounts for the random and dynamic evolu-
tion of the atomic dipolar phases. hi(t) has a zero mean,
is time-dependent, and is therefore not removable by a
simple echo pulse. For simplicity, these conditions are
roughly incorporated by considering the hi functions as
stochastic white noise variables with spectral function:
hi(t)hj(t′) = (γd/2)δijδ(t− t′) [69].

The net dephasing arising from the hi(t)σ̂
z
i term can be

accounted for by local jump operators
√
γdσ̂

z
i in the mas-

ter equation formulation, where γd is a common dephas-
ing rate for all the atoms, which we set to be proportional
to the variance of the frequency shifts, which scales lin-
early with the density of the atomic ensemble [6, 18, 31].
Thus, we define the dephasing rate as γd = cdNγs, where
cd is a phenomenological constant that depends on the
overall volume and geometry of the atomic cloud and γs
is the spontaneous emission decay rate.

Accounting for the overall elastic interactions, the col-
lective superradiant emission from nearby atoms, and
the single-particle spontaneous emission (since the purely
collective behavior is only possible in the high density
limit, not achieved in the experiment), we obtain the
modified CRF model described by a master equation of
the form ˙̂ρ = −i[ĤMod−CRF, ρ̂] + LMod−CRF(ρ̂), where

the Hamiltonian is

ĤMod−CRF = −ΩŜx + χ⟨Ŝz⟩Ŝz, (29)

where χ = 2δ̄(t)/⟨Ŝz(t)⟩ =
∑

i̸=0 ReG̃i0/N is a constant.

χ⟨Ŝz(t)⟩ acts as a time-dependent global magnetic field,
which describes the shearing of the collective Bloch vector
via one-axis twisting (OAT) at the mean-field level. The
Lindbladian is expressed as

LMod−CRF(ρ̂) =
ΓD

2

(
2Ŝ−ρ̂Ŝ+ − {Ŝ+Ŝ−, ρ̂}

)
+

γs
2

∑
j

(
2σ̂−

j ρ̂σ̂
+
j − {σ̂z

j , ρ̂}/2− ρ̂
)

+ γd
∑
j

(
σ̂z
j ρ̂σ̂

z
j − ρ̂

)
, (30)

where the first line is the collective dissipation in the CRF
model with rate ΓD =

∑
j ̸=0 ImG̃0j/N , the second line is

the single-particle spontaneous emission with decay rate
γs, and the third line is the single-particle dephasing with
rate γd. Unlike the CRF model, this modified model does
not preserve ⟨Ŝ2⟩. The case without dephasing (γd = 0)
and OAT (χ = 0) has been predicted to show a first-order
phase transition and bistability [51, 61, 70] at a critical

driving strength given by ΩC ≈ ΓDN/(2
√
2). Hence,

spontaneous emission only changes the critical drive by
a factor of 1/

√
2 compared to the original CRF model

(ΩC
CRF = ΓN/2). When we include the effect of de-

phasing (γd ̸= 0) and dispersive interactions (χ ̸= 0), we
find that the modified model still undergoes a first-order
phase transition with bistability, but the critical point de-
pends on the N -scaling of γd. We obtain the mean-field
steady-state in the superradiant phase for N ≫ 1 from
the following self-consistent equations (see Appendix D
for derivation) –

⟨Ŝz⟩
N/2

= −1

2
± 1

2

√√√√1− 8

(
1 +

4γd
γs

)(
⟨Ŝx⟩2 + ⟨Ŝy⟩2

N2

)
,

⟨Ŝx⟩2 + ⟨Ŝy⟩2

N2
=

Ω2 − ΓDγsN(1 + ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2))

N2(Γ2
D + χ2)

.

The critical point is defined as the driving strength at
which the solution above ceases to be valid and is ob-
tained as (with γd = cdNγs/4)

ΩMod−CRF
C = ΓD

√
Nf (31)

where f ≈ 1
2
√
2

√
1+(χ/ΓD)2

cd
+ 4γs

ΓD
is a constant.

In Fig. 9, we show the steady-state values of the Mod-
CRF model obtained from mean-field numerics, where we
have set cd = 0.002. This specific value of cd is not special
and we find qualitatively similar results for other values
as long as cd ≪ 1. We have χ =

∑
j ̸=0 ReG̃0j/N ≈ 0.003

and ΓD =
∑

j ̸=0 ImG̃0j/N ≈ 0.002 for our pencil-shaped

cloud (see Appendix D for details). The steady-state of
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FIG. 9. Steady-state of the modified CRF model from MF nu-
merics: (a) atomic inversion ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2), (b) total coherence

|⟨Ŝ+⟩|/N , (c) intensity ⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩, which largely scales as ∼ N
due to dephasing, (d) two-photon correlation function g2(0).

(e) The x-component of the coherence, |⟨Ŝx⟩|/|⟨Ŝ+⟩| ̸= 0,
arising from the mean-field frequency shift. In the large N
limit, ΩMod−CRF

C ∼ Γ
√
N is the critical drive for this model

(Eq. (31)).

the Mod-CRF model shows qualitatively similar behav-
iors to the MF dipolar model (Fig. 5). The critical drive

strength for the Mod-CRF model, ΩMod−CRF
C , scales as

∼
√
N , similar to ΩDipolar

C . This
√
N -scaling is also re-

covered in the numerics as the scaled numerical curves
(x-axis scaling: Ω/ΩMod−CRF

C ) of the atomic inversion
become indistinguishable at large N (Fig. 9a). Similarly,
the scaled numerical curves of the intensity (Fig. 9c),
g2(0) (Fig. 9d), and the atomic coherences (Figs. 9b
and 9e) also look indistinguishable. In the weak-drive

regime, the real-part of the atomic coherence, ⟨Ŝx⟩, is
non-zero and increases with N due to collective shifts
(Fig. 9e). In the strong-driving regime (Ω ≫ ΩMod−CRF

C ),
the intensity of the Mod-CRF becomes single-particle-
like, i.e., ⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩ = N/2, as the coherences go to zero
(Fig. 9b). In this regime, the atomic inversion goes to
zero as well (Fig. 9a), and g2(0) reaches its thermal value
of 2 (Fig. 9d). These characteristics describe a depar-
ture from the CRF model and qualitatively resemble the
properties of the MF dipolar model (Fig. 5, Fig. 6a).

V. COMPARISONS WITH EXPERIMENT

In this section we compare our mean-field numerics
for the dipolar model with experimental results [1]. The
experimental system and measurement protocols are all
described in Ref. [1]. The participating states correspond
to the σ+-polarised atomic transition between the two
levels |5S1/2, F = 2,mF = 2⟩ → |5P3/2, F = 3,mF = 3⟩
in 87Rb with linewidth Γ = 2π × 6MHz. The Clebsch-
Gordan coefficient for this transition is 1. This system is
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0

1

n e

NMF = 350

(a)
 Nexp = 350

50 100 150
t (ns)

NMF = 1150±13%

(b)
 Nexp = 1000
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NMF = 1700±6%

(c)
 Nexp = 1600

FIG. 10. Excitation fraction ne vs time for fixed Ω/Γ = 4.5:
MF dipolar numerics for NMF atoms (red thick) on top of
experimental data (blue traces) for Nexp taken from Ref. [1].
The shaded red regions show the numerics data in the speci-
fied NMF ranges. The dashed black line is the solution of the
non-interacting model.

the same as the one described in Fig. 2.
In Fig. 10, we show the dynamics of the total excitation

fraction ne(t) =
∑

i(⟨σi
z(t)⟩ + 1)/(2N). To do this, we

evolve the system under a continuous drive with Rabi
frequency Ω = 4.5Γ from the ground state to the steady-
state. We find that the mean-field numerics (red lines)
agree more or less with the experiment (blue traces), for
different values of N . The shaded red region shows ne

within a range of N values to account for experimental
uncertainties. Both the numerics and the experimental
data feature a dephasing of the Rabi oscillations with
increasing particle number, which is not seen in the non-
interacting model (black dashed).
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FIG. 11. ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2): Steady-state atomic inversion. (a)
MF Dipolar numerics (solid lines) and experimental data
(symbols) from Ref. [1]. (b) MF data with x-axis scaling

∼ Ω/ΩDipolar
C , showing collapse of curves for different N .

In Fig 11a, we look at the steady-state atomic in-
version and find very good agreement of our numerics
(continuous lines) with the experimental data (symbols)
for N = 300. An experimental data point in Fig 11a
for N = 1500 at Ω/Γ ≈ 4.5 (⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2) ≈ −0.45) is
not consistent with the steady-state in Fig. 10c (ne(t →
∞) ≈ 0.5 ⇒ ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2) ≈ 0). This could be due to cali-
bration errors or other experimental systematics. Other
than these quantitative differences, it is clear that there
is a qualitative agreement with the theory in the trends
observed in the experiment. In Fig 11b, we plot the
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FIG. 12. (a) Steady-state intensity of the MF dipolar model
in the forward direction (θ = 0, dashed), averaged over a
solid angle (∆θ = θout − θin) around the forward direction
with θin = π/22 and θout = π/7 ± π/50 (solid lines, shaded
region), and experimental data (dots) from Ref. [1]. IN is
a fitting factor for the MF dipolar model chosen to match
the theory peak with the experimental values. (b) MF data

(θin = π/22 and θout = π/7) with x-axis scaling ∼ Ω/ΩDipolar
C

shows collapse of curves, as expected.

numerical data with our scaling of the Rabi frequency,

Ω/ΩDipolar
C ∼ Ω/(0.08Γ

√
N), and the data collapses to a

single curve, as previously discussed.
In Fig 12a, we compare the steady-state intensity from

MF numerics with the experimental data [1] and find
fair agreement. Here, we look at the steady-state in-

tensity, I0(k⃗)
∑

ij⟨σ̂
+
i σ̂

−
j ⟩eik⃗·r⃗ij , strictly in the forward

direction (k⃗ = k⃗L, dashed) and averaged over a solid an-
gle around the forward direction (shaded region). Here,

k̂ = (cos θ, sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ), is the direction of obser-
vation, with θ the angle from the x̂-axis (forward direc-
tion) and ϕ the azimuthal angle in the y − z plane from
ŷ. For the circularly-polarized transition, êq = ê+ =

−(x̂ + iŷ)/
√
2, and we get I0(k⃗) ∝ (1 + sin2 θ sin2 ϕ)/2

(see Appendix A 3). As some of the light in the forward
direction is filtered out in the experiment to remove the
laser light, we average the intensity over an annular re-
gion [31, 71], such that the averaged intensity is expressed

as
∫ θout

θin
dθ
∫ 2π

0
dϕ sin θ I0(k⃗)

∑
ij⟨σ̂+σ̂−⟩eik⃗·r⃗ij/A, where

θout = π/7 ± π/50, θin = π/22, and A =∫ θout

θin
dθ
∫ 2π

0
dϕ sin θ is the normalization factor. The val-

ues of θout and θin are extremely difficult to determine
experimentally and hence, we consider them as fitting pa-
rameters, while making sure their values remain within
a reasonable range.

Furthermore, we have included direct contributions
from the probe light to the intensity, considering that
the filter may not be perfect (see Appendix E for de-
tails). We use a ∼ 4% leakage of probe light intensity,
which is also a fitting parameter and its value is consis-
tent across Figs. 12, 13, and 14. The experimental data,
which is the photon rate in arbitrary units, is scaled with
a fitting factor, which was used in Ref. [1] to compare
their data with the CRF model. To compare our results
with the experimental data, we scale the intensity with a
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FIG. 13. Dynamics of intensity for the MF dipolar model in
the forward direction (black dashed), averaged over a solid
angle (∆θ = θout − θin) about the forward direction with
θin = π/22 and θout = π/7 ± π/50 (blue solid, blue shaded
region), experimental data (red traces) [72]. The intensity I(t)
has been scaled by its steady-state value, ISS, for each dataset.
(a)-(c) weak and intermediate driving regimes (Ω ≤ ΩDipolar

C ),

(d)-(f) strong-driving regime (Ω > ΩDipolar
C ).

fitting factor IN , which is obtained by matching the peak
of the experimental curve with the peak of the numerics
for each N .

In Fig. 13, we compare the dynamics of the forward in-
tensity, I(t), measured in the experiment (red traces) [72]
with the intensity from the MF numerics in the strictly
forward direction (black dashed) and the MF numer-
ics data averaged over a solid angle about the forward
direction (blue solid) with θin = π/22 and a range of
θout = π/7 ± π/50 (blue shaded region). This is the
same range of solid angle values discussed earlier for the
steady-state intensity. To properly compare the bare
photon rate from the experiment with the numerical val-
ues of the intensity, we scale the dynamical intensity I(t)
by its steady-state value ISS, thus making the scaled in-
tensity, I(t)/ISS, independent of the distance between the
atomic cloud and the detector, which is difficult to de-
termine exactly for the experimental setup. In the weak

(Ω < ΩDipolar
C ) and intermediate (Ω ∼ ΩDipolar

C ) driving
regimes, the experiment agrees well with the purely for-
ward intensity of the dipolar model (black dashed) for dif-
ferent N , as shown in Figs. 13(a)-(c). In Figs. 13(d)-(f),

we see that in the strong-driving regime (Ω > ΩDipolar
C ),

the experiment agrees well with the dipolar model inten-
sity when averaged over the solid angle (blue shaded re-
gion) for different N . Thus, the solid angle (θin, θout), for
which the numerics and the experiment agree, depends
on the drive strength, Ω/Γ. One possible explanation is
the fact that the radiative force of the laser pushes the
atomic cloud closer to the filter and the detector, chang-
ing the solid angle of the detected light. Of course, the
radiative force may also lead to other motional effects
such as dephasing, which we have not considered here.

In Fig. 14, we look at the steady-state equal-time two-
point photon correlation function g̃2(0), as defined in
Eq. (9), in the strictly forward direction (θ = 0, black
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FIG. 14. g̃2(0) in the steady-state for N = 1400: in the
forward direction (θ = 0, black dashed), averaged over a solid
angle (∆θ = θout − θin) about the forward direction with
θin = π/22 and θout = π/16 ± π/100 (green shaded region),
experimental data (red dots) from Ref. [1].

dashed) and averaged over an annular region around
the forward direction, same as we did for the intensity
earlier, with the same θin = π/22 but with a smaller
θout = π/16 ± π/100 (green shaded region). Again, we
find fair agreement between the experimental (red dots)
[1] and numerical (green shaded region) values, when
averaged over the solid angle. We see some discrepan-
cies at intermediate Ω/Γ values, which could arise from
the dephasing of coherences due to atomic motion in
the experiment. The best-fit θout values are not iden-
tical to the ones used for the intensity plots but such
changes could occur between different experimental mea-
surements. Here, we plot the numerical values for the
non-interacting model instead of the dipolar model, as
we find it is quicker to integrate over the solid angle an-
alytically over the non-interacting model’s steady-state,
than to do a discrete sum in this case. We have already
shown that the g̃2(0) values for the non-interacting model
coincide with those of the MF dipolar model in Fig. 5d,
so we expect these values to be valid for our system. For
further details about the analytical averaging of g̃2(0) for
the non-interacting model, see Appendix A.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the age-old, albeit complicated,
problem of characterizing the emission properties of a
spatially-extended ensemble of driven interacting atoms
in free-space. What makes this problem complicated is
the lack of symmetries such as translational invariance
in periodic arrays and permutational invariance in op-
tical cavities. In the absence of symmetries, an exact
microscopic treatment of the system is impossible due
to its exponentially large Hilbert space (∼ 2N ). Never-
theless, we are able to greatly reduce the complexity of
the problem by identifying two distinct driving regimes
(weak and strong), where a mean-field (MF) treatment is
almost exact and the problem becomes at least numeri-
cally tractable with just 3N degrees of freedom. Further-
more, we find that our MF numerics are able to qualita-

tively capture the physics across all driving regimes and
beyond-MF methods (MACE-MF and cumulant) lead to
negligible corrections.

We find a crossover between non-equilibrium phases in
the steady-state of our system as a function of the driving
strength Ω/Γ, akin to the superradiant phase transition
in the CRF model. We find that the inhomogeneity of
free-space dipolar interactions plays a key role in mak-
ing our system strikingly different from the CRF model.
This is most prominent in the N -scaling of the critical or-
der parameter, which is ∝

√
N in our system and differs

from that in the permutationally invariant CRF model
(∝ N). Moreover, the strongly-driven phase in our model
is completely mixed and single-particle-like, whereas the
“normal” phase of the CRF has collective quantum cor-
relations.

At the cloud densities considered, our system is gov-
erned by the far-field dipolar interaction (∼ 1/r), which is
long-range in quasi-1D. The collective effects of the long-
range interactions are tempered by the dephasing aris-
ing from inhomogeneous frequency shifts and free-space
emission. Using these physical insights, we propose a
heuristic modified CRF model capable of describing our
system, which includes single-particle dephasing, shear-
ing, and spontaneous emission. This modified CRF is
able to qualitatively reproduce the emergent features of
our complicated microscopic dipolar model and is ana-
lytically solvable at the mean-field level.

More importantly, our results are able to reproduce
most of the experimental findings from a recent work [1].
Our work bridges the theoretical gap between the widely
studied CRF model and the spatially-extended inhomo-
geneous atomic ensembles accessible in current experi-
mental setups. While previous work has shed some light
on the properties of dilute atomic ensembles, our work
extends this knowledge to moderately dense ensembles
where collective effects are relevant beyond just frequency
shifts and linewidth broadening.

For future work, it would be useful to measure (using
Ramsey spectroscopy) the collective frequency shift aris-
ing from dipolar interactions, which leads to a non-zero

⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ in the dipolar model, as opposed to the CRF and

non-interacting models, where ⟨ ˆ̃Sx⟩ = 0. This is a smok-
ing gun signature of many-body effects in this system.
The next step would be studying highly dense atomic en-
sembles, where the near-field elastic dipolar interactions
(∼ 1/r3) dominate the physics and the MF treatment
breaks down. The effects of atomic motion would become
pertinent in the presence of strong light-matter interac-
tions in dense ensembles. Another avenue worth explor-
ing is the case of multilevel atoms, which includes the in-
ternal level structure of alkaline-earth(-like) atoms due to
hyperfine splitting. Even in the weak-driving regime, the
multilevel system can have quantum correlations in the
ground-state manifold [73] and is distinct from the semi-
classical two-level picture. While there has been some re-
cent work on the emission properties of multilevel arrays
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in free-space, it is largely confined to the early-time dy-
namics [74] and inverted arrays [75]. Characterizing the
steady-state properties of multilevel ensembles is crucial
for current experiments and remains an unsolved prob-
lem.

During the completion of our work, we became aware
of a related recent work that reaches similar conclusions
as us using a complementary theoretical treatment [71].
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Appendix A: Non-interacting model

Here we consider the non-interacting system and its
steady-state solution. The master equation describing
this system is ˙̂ρ = −i[Ĥ0, ρ̂] + L0(ρ̂), where Ĥ0 =

−(Ω/2)
∑

k(e
ik⃗L·r⃗kσ+

k + h.c.) is the Hamiltonian and

L0(ρ̂) = (Γ/2)
∑

j

(
2σ−

j ρ̂σ
+
j − {σz

j , ρ̂}/2− ρ̂
)
is the Lind-

bladian. The atomic equations of motion reduce to the
standard optical Bloch equations:

⟨σ̇z
k⟩ = −Γ (⟨σz

k⟩+ 1) + iΩ
(
eik⃗L·r⃗k⟨σ+

k ⟩ − e−ik⃗L·r⃗k⟨σ−
k ⟩
)
,

(A1)

⟨σ̇+
k ⟩ = −Γ

2
⟨σ+

k ⟩+ i
Ω

2
e−ik⃗L·r⃗k⟨σz

k⟩. (A2)

and the steady-state can be obtained by setting ⟨σ̇z
k⟩ = 0

and ⟨σ̇+
k ⟩ = 0 for all k, as

⟨σz
k⟩ = − Γ2

Γ2 + 2Ω2
≡ −R (A3)

⟨σ+
k ⟩ = −i

Ω

Γ
e−ik⃗L·r⃗kR. (A4)

The steady-state intensity in an observed direction k⃗ is

I(k⃗)

I0(k⃗)
=
∑
j

( ⟨σz
j ⟩+ 1

2

)
+
∑
i ̸=j

⟨σ+
i ⟩⟨σ

−
j ⟩e

ik⃗·(r⃗i−r⃗j)

=
(1−R)

2
N +

Ω2

Γ2
R2
∑
i̸=j

ei(k⃗−k⃗L)·(r⃗i−r⃗j). (A5)

The two photon correlation function in an observed di-

rection k⃗ is

g̃2(0)(k⃗) =
⟨S̃+(k⃗)S̃+(k⃗)S̃−(k⃗)S̃−(k⃗)⟩

⟨S̃+(k⃗)S̃−(k⃗)⟩2
, (A6)

where S̃±(k⃗) =
∑

i σ
±
i e

±ik⃗·r⃗i . For non-interacting par-
ticles, the correlations factor for different atoms as
⟨σi

ασ
j
β⟩ = ⟨σi

α⟩⟨σ
j
β⟩. For the same atom, we use the com-

mutation relations of the Pauli operators as ⟨σi
ασ

i
β⟩ =

δα,β1 + 2iεαβγ⟨σi
γ⟩, where α, β, γ ∈ {x, y, z}. Using this

scheme, the two photon correlation function along the
measurement direction can be expressed as

g̃2(0)(k⃗L) =

(
1

2

∑
⟨ij⟩

(⟨σz
i ⟩+ 1)

(
⟨σz

j ⟩+ 1
)

+ 2
∑
⟨ijk⟩

(⟨σz
i ⟩+ 1) ⟨σ̃+

j ⟩⟨σ̃
−
k ⟩+

∑
⟨ijkl⟩

⟨σ̃+
i ⟩⟨σ̃

+
j ⟩⟨σ̃

−
k ⟩⟨σ̃

−
l ⟩
)

×
(
1

2

∑
i

(⟨σz
i ⟩+ 1) +

∑
⟨ij⟩

⟨σ̃+
i ⟩⟨σ̃

−
j ⟩
)−2

, (A7)

where we have suppressed the notation to denote σ̃+
j ≡

σ+
j e

ik⃗L·r⃗j and ⟨ij . . . ⟩ denotes sum over unlike indices,
i.e., i ̸= j ̸= . . . .

1. Weak-driving regime

In the weak-driving regime (Ω ≪ Γ), the steady-state
solution can be expressed as

⟨σz
k⟩ = −

(
1− 2Ω2

Γ2

)
(A8)

⟨σ+
k ⟩ = i

Ω

Γ
e−ik⃗L·r⃗k , (A9)

and the intensity along the laser wavevector is

I(k⃗L)

I0(k⃗L)
=

Ω2

Γ2
N

(
N − 1

2

)
≈ Ω2

Γ2
N2, (A10)

which scales as N2 in the large-N limit due to the con-
structive interference of coherences along the measure-
ment direction. In this regime, the two-photon correla-
tion function can be expressed as

g̃2(0)(k⃗L) = 1− 2

N
+

1

N2
⇒ lim

N→∞
g̃2(0)(k⃗L) = 1,

(A11)

which is consistent with the value for a coherent state.
In the extreme weak-driving limit, the atoms are very
weakly-excited such that ⟨σz

j ⟩ → −1, which along with

Eq. (A7) gives g̃2(0)(k⃗L) → 1.

2. Strong-driving regime

In the strong-driving regime (Ω ≫ Γ), the steady-state
solution can be expressed as

⟨σz
k⟩ = − Γ2

2Ω2
(A12)
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⟨σ+
k ⟩ = i

Γ

2Ω
e−ik⃗L·r⃗k , (A13)

and the intensity along the laser wavevector given by

I(k⃗L)

I0(k⃗L)
=

N

2
+

Γ2

4Ω2
N(N − 2). (A14)

When the drive is in the regime Γ2

4Ω2 < 1/N ⇒ Ω >

Γ
√
N/2 for all N , the intensity scales as N . As the drive

gets extremely large, Ω ≫ NΓ/2, the state gets fully

mixed and I(k⃗L) → N
2 . In this limit, we get

g̃2(0) = 2− 2

N
⇒ lim

N→∞
g̃2(0) = 2, (A15)

consistent with the fact that the system is described by
a thermal state. In the extreme strong-driving limit,
the system is maximally mixed such that ⟨σz

j ⟩ → 0 and

⟨σ+,−
j ⟩ → 0. Plugging this into Eq. (A7) also gives

g̃2(0)(k⃗L) → 2.

3. Averaging over a solid angle

For our pencil-shaped cloud (Fig. 2), the atomic posi-
tions are distributed in a Gaussian distribution,

ρ(x, y, z) =
N exp

(
− x2

2σ2
ax

− y2+z2

2σ2
rad

)
(2π)3/2σaxσ2

rad

, (A16)

where σax = 20λ and σrad = λ/2 are the axial and radial
standard deviations of the cloud, respectively. Then, in
the large-N limit, we can replace the sum over atoms i
and j in the intensity in Eq. (A5) by an integral over the
positions, weighted by their distribution ρ(x, y, z), as

I(k⃗)

I0(k⃗)
≈ (1−R)

2
N − Ω2

Γ2
R2N

+
Ω2

Γ2
R2

∫
d3r

∫
d3r′ρ(r⃗)ρ(r⃗′)ei(k⃗−k⃗L)·(r⃗−r⃗′)

where in the first line we have subtracted the contribution
from the i = j term in the integral. We define q⃗ =

k⃗ − k⃗L = (qx, qy, qz). Then, it is easy to do obtain the
integral in Cartesian coordinates as

A =

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

−∞
dx

∫ ∞

−∞
dy

∫ ∞

−∞
dz ρ(x, y, z)ei(qxx+qyy+qzz)

∣∣∣∣2
= N2 exp(−(σ2

axq
2
x + σ2

radq
2
y + σ2

radq
2
z)). (A17)

Now, we substitute k⃗L = (2π/λ)x̂ and k⃗ = (2π/λ)
(cos θ, sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ), with θ the angle from the
x̂-axis (forward direction) and ϕ the azimuthal angle in
the y− z plane from ŷ. Then, we obtain the intensity as

I(θ, ϕ)

I0(k⃗)
=

2(Ω/Γ)4

(1 + 2(Ω/Γ)2)2
N

[
1

+
N exp(−(2π)2(σ2

ax(1− cos θ)2 + σ2
rad sin

2 θ))

2(Ω/Γ)2

]
.

(A18)

Close to the forward direction θ ≡ δθ ≈ 0, the intensity
can be expressed as

I(δθ, ϕ)

I0(k⃗)
≈ 2(Ω/Γ)4

(1 + 2(Ω/Γ)2)2
N

[
1 +

Ne−(2π)2(σ2
radδθ

2+σ2
axδθ

4/4)

2(Ω/Γ)2

]
,

(A19)

such that the N2-enhancement falls off exponentially fast
as the observation direction deviates from the forward
direction.

We need to multiply the intensity above (Eq. (A18)) by

the geometric factor I0(k̂). Due to the large distance of

the detector from the cloud, I0(k̂) is the factor associated
with the far-field part of the Electromagnetic Green’s ten-
sor and appears in the expression of the dipolar intensity

pattern as I0(k̂) = êq · (1− k̂⊗ k̂) · (1− k̂⊗ k̂) · ê∗q , where
êq is the polarization of light associated with the atomic
transition corresponding to fluorescence. For circularly

polarized light, we get I0(k̂) = (1 + sin2 θ sin2 ϕ)/2.

Then, the intensity can be averaged over
an annular region, which has θin = π/22 and
θout = π/7 as the inner and outer boundaries,

to obtain ⟨I⟩ ≡
∫ 2π

0
dϕ
∫ θout
θin

dθI(θ, ϕ) sin θ(1 +

sin2 θ sin2 ϕ)/(2A) ≈ 2(Ω/Γ)4

(1+2(Ω/Γ)2)2N
[
cIA +

cIIAN
2(Ω/Γ)2

]
,

where A =
∫ 2π

0
dϕ
∫ θout
θin

dθ sin θ. It can be seen that the

extra factor of cIIA/c
I
A ≈ 0.022, due to the averaging

over a finite solid angle around the forward direction,
reduces the relative strength of the coherent emission
and shifts the peak of the intensity to lower Ω/Γ. We
have substituted σax = λ/2 and σrad = 20λ above,
corresponding to our system (Fig. 2), to get a numerical
value.

Similarly, we can also integrate over the atomic posi-
tions, weighted by the Gaussian distribution, to obtain
the analytical expression for the steady-state two-photon

correlation function, g2(k⃗, k⃗
′), defined in Eq. (9), in terms

of k̂ ≡ (θ, ϕ) and k̂′ ≡ (θ′, ϕ′).

Appendix B: Mean-field Dipolar Model

The mean-field equations of motion for the dipo-
lar model can be obtained from the master equation
by factoring the multi-atom correlations as ⟨ÂkB̂j⟩ =

⟨Âk⟩⟨B̂j⟩, where j ̸= k. For an atom k, this treatment
leads to:

⟨σ̇z
k⟩ = −Γ (⟨σz

k⟩+ 1) + 2i

(
Ω

2
eik⃗L·r⃗k +

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

Gkj⟨σ−
j ⟩
)
⟨σ+

k ⟩
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− 2i

(
Ω

2
e−ik⃗L·r⃗k +

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

G∗
kj⟨σ+

j ⟩
)
⟨σ−

k ⟩, (B1)

⟨σ̇+
k ⟩ = −Γ

2
⟨σ+

k ⟩+ i

(
Ω

2
e−ik⃗L·r⃗k +

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

G∗
kj⟨σ+

j ⟩
)
⟨σz

k⟩,

(B2)

where Gkj = Rkj + iIkj = Gjk is the dipolar interaction
coefficient and is symmetric with respect to the indices.
We can see from the equations above that the dipolar in-
teraction term acts like an effective time-dependent com-
plex drive with a strength that depends on the coher-
ence of other atoms in the array. The elastic and inelas-
tic dipolar coefficients are the real and imaginary parts,
respectively, of the free-space electromagnetic Green’s
function,

Rkj = (3Γ/4)

[
(1− cos2 θ)

cos(k0r)

k0r

+ (1− 3 cos2 θ)

(
− sin(k0r)

(k0r)2
− cos(k0r)

(k0r)3

)]
Ikj = (3Γ/4)

[
(1− cos2 θ)

sin(k0r)

k0r

+ (1− 3 cos2 θ)

(
cos(k0r)

(k0r)2
− sin(k0r)

(k0r)3

)]
where r = |r⃗kj |, cos θ = r̂kj · êq, q = 0,±1, θ is the
angle between the polarization of the atomic transition
(êq, orientation of the transition “dipole”) and the inter-
atomic distance. For the MF dipolar model at the den-
sities considered in this paper, k0r̄ ≥ 1 and the physics
is dominated by the 1/r (far-field) term. The far-field
interaction coefficients are somewhat simpler –

Rkj ≈ (3Γ/4)(1− cos2 θ)
cos(k0r)

k0r

Ikj ≈ (3Γ/4)(1− cos2 θ)
sin(k0r)

k0r

and we have Gkj = Rkj + iIkj ≈ (3Γ/4)(1 −
cos2 θ)eik0r/(k0r). By gauging away the phase of the
laser, we can rewrite the MF equations as –

⟨σ̇z
k⟩ = −Γ (⟨σz

k⟩+ 1) + 2i

(
Ω

2
+

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

G̃kj⟨σ̃−
j ⟩
)
⟨σ̃+

k ⟩

− 2i

(
Ω

2
+

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

G̃∗
kj⟨σ̃+

j ⟩
)
⟨σ̃−

k ⟩, (B3)

⟨ ˙̃σ+
k ⟩ = −Γ

2
⟨σ̃+

k ⟩+ i

(
Ω

2
+

N∑
j=1
j ̸=k

G̃∗
kj⟨σ̃+

j ⟩
)
⟨σz

k⟩, (B4)

where we have included the laser phase in the inter-

action coefficient as G̃kj = Gkje
−ik⃗L·r⃗kj ≈ (3Γ/4)(1 −

cos2 θ)ei(k0r−k⃗L·r⃗kj)/(k0r), in the far-field limit. This ad-
ditional phase leads to constructive interference of in-
teraction terms in the direction of the laser wavevector,

i.e., k0r − k⃗L · r⃗kj = 0. For our setup, k⃗L = 2π/λx̂ ⇒
k⃗L · r⃗kj = k0(xk − xj) and in the quasi-1D gas, we have
|r⃗kj | ≈ |xk − xj | and cos2 θ ≈ |x̂ · êq|2 (q = 0,±1)
for the majority of atomic pairs. For a linearly polar-
ized atomic transition (ê0 = ẑ), |x̂ · êq|2 = 0 and for

a circularly polarized transition (ê+ = −(x̂ + iŷ)/
√
2),

|x̂ · êq|2 = 1/2. Then, G̃kj,k>j ≈ (3Γ/8)/(k0r) and

G̃kj,k<j ≈ (3Γ/8)e2ik0r/(k0r), where we have assumed
that the atomic indices are sorted in increasing order of
position along the x-axis. Unlike in periodic arrays with
special lattice spacing such that e2ik0r = 1, in a disor-
dered array the e2ik0r phases in G̃kj,k<j terms would get

washed out in comparison to the G̃kj,k>j terms. In the
MF equations of motion, we have constructive interfer-
ence of terms ∼ G̃kj,k>j⟨σ̃−

j ⟩⟨σ̃
+
k ⟩. This implies that due

to the phase matching of dipolar interactions with the
laser drive, effects will constructively add up from an
atom k further along in the path of the laser absorbing
a photon emitted from an atom j earlier in the path of
the laser.

Appendix C: CRF model analysis

Consider the CRF master equation given by:

∂ρ̂

∂t
= −iΩ

[
Ŝx, ρ̂

]
+ Γ

(
Ŝ−ρ̂Ŝ+ − 1

2
{Ŝ+Ŝ−, ρ̂}

)
(C1)

Eq. (C1) can be rewritten in the following form:

∂ρ̂

∂t
= Γ

(
Ôρ̂Ô† − 1

2
{Ô†Ô, ρ̂}

)
, (C2)

where

Ô = Ŝ− + iβ
N

2
= Ŝx − iŜy + iβ

N

2
, (C3)

where β is the order parameter and is given by β = Ω
Ωc

with Ωc = NΓ
2 . From the factorization of Eq. (C2) we

can infer the properties of the steady-state [76].
For β < 1 the system is in the superradiant phase, to

analyze the stable state within the polarized phase, we
employ a Holstein-Primakoff expansion centered around
the polarization direction. In mean field theory, the
Bloch vector stabilizes at an angle θ, where sin θ = β.
This leads us to consider a rotated coordinate system.

Ŝx = Ŝ′
x, (C4)

Ŝy = Ŝ′
y cos θ − Ŝ′

z sin θ, (C5)

Ŝz = Ŝ′
z cos θ + Ŝ′

y sin θ, (C6)

such that the Bloch vector is aligned along −z′. We
then do a Holstein-Primakoff (HP) expansion about this
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direction, with the (lowest order) replacements Ŝ′
z ≈ −N

2 ,

Ŝ′
x ≈ x̂

√
N
2 , Ŝ

′
y ≈ −p̂

√
N
2 with x̂ = â+â†

√
2

and p̂ = â−â†
√
2i

which satisfies [x̂, p̂] = i. The operator Ô in Eq. (C3) in
the HP expansion will have the form:

Ô = Ŝx − iŜy + iβ
N

2
≈ x̂+ ip̂ cos θ. (C7)

For β < 1 the state is in the superradiant phase and
will remain coherent, this implies that the density matrix
of the steady-state satisfies ρ̂ = |0D⟩⟨0D| and Ô |0D⟩ = 0,

that is, Ô corresponds to an annihilation operator with
unique dark state |0D⟩. To normalize properly Ô we

recall that the annihilation operator âD = kÔ satisfies

the commutation relation
[
âD, â†D

]
= 1, replacing we

find that k2 [x̂+ ip̂ cos θ, x̂− ip̂ cos θ] = k2 cos θ
(
−2i2

)
=

2k2 cos θ = 1, so k = 1/
√
2 cos θ and the annihilation

operator reads as âD = (x̂+ ip̂ cos θ) /
√
2 cos θ. In these

terms we can define x̂D =
âD+â†

D√
2

and p̂D =
âD−â†

D√
2i

, so we

can find that x̂ =
√
cos θx̂D and p̂ = p̂D/

√
cos θ. These

operators will allow to calculate expected values in the
superradiant regime.

Our aim is to find expressions that represent the be-
havior of expected value of operators of interest at the
limit of a large number of particles. Replacing the oper-
ators of Eq. (C6) expanded in HP we find that:

Ŝx ≈ x̂D

√
N

2
cos θ, (C8)

Ŝy ≈ N

2
sin θ − p̂D

√
N

2
cos θ, (C9)

Ŝz ≈ −N

2
cos θ − p̂D

√
N

2 cos θ
sin θ. (C10)

From the mean field analysis we can obtain that〈
Ŝx

〉
= 0,

〈
Ŝy

〉
= N

2 sin θ and
〈
Ŝz

〉
= −N

2 cos θ [76].

For the expected value
〈
Ŝ+Ŝ−

〉
we can calculate using

the HP expansion:

Ŝ+ = Ŝx + iŜy ≈ x̂D

√
N

2
cos θ + i

(
N

2
sin θ − p̂D

√
N

2
cos θ

)

= i
N

2
sin θ +

√
N

2
cos θ (x̂D − ip̂D) (C11)

= i
N

2
sin θ +

√
N cos θâ†

D.

So, Ŝ+Ŝ− expanded as a function of the HP operators
and its expected value is:

Ŝ+Ŝ− ≈
(
i
N

2
sin θ+

√
N cos θâ†D

)(
−i

N

2
sin θ+

√
N cos θâD

)
,〈

Ŝ+Ŝ−
〉
=

〈
0D

∣∣∣Ŝ+Ŝ−

∣∣∣ 0D〉
≈ i

N

2
sin θ

(
−i

N

2
sin θ

)
=

(
N

2
sin θ

)2

. (C12)

We used the fact that
〈
â†D

〉
= ⟨âD⟩ =

〈
â†DâD

〉
= 0.

This formula is valid for θ < π/2 where the HP approxi-
mation holds.

Now we estimate the expected value
〈
Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−

〉
as:

〈
Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−

〉
=
〈
0D

∣∣∣Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−

∣∣∣ 0D〉 ,
Ŝ− |0D⟩ ≈ −i

N

2
sin θ |0D⟩ ,〈

Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−

〉
≈
(
i
N

2
sin θ

)(
−i

N

2
sin θ

)〈
0D

∣∣∣Ŝ+Ŝ−

∣∣∣ 0D〉
=

(
N

2
sin θ

)4

. (C13)

In this case we find that g2 (0) =
⟨Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−⟩
⟨Ŝ+Ŝ−⟩2 at the

HP limit is g2 (0) ≈
(N

2 sin θ)
4(

(N
2 sin θ)

2
)2 = 1 for the superradiant

phase. Regarding the HP approximation, this tends to
improve at the limit of large number of particles such that
it converges to the exact result [76], so we can expect that
for β < 1 the previous result is valid at N → ∞ and in
these conditions g2 (0) = 1.
For β > 1 we are in the normal phase, in that case the

steady-state is highly mixed. In general, the steady-state
can be written formally as:

ρ̂ss = N 1
Ŝ−
N/2 + iβ

· 1
Ŝ+

N/2 − iβ
(C14)

where N is a normalization constant and β = 2Ω/ (ΓN).
In the normal phase (β > 1), the properties of the
steady-state are derived through semiclassical analysis.
We parameterize the phase space using angles θ and ϕ

as follows
(
Ŝx, Ŝy, Ŝz

)
→ N

2 (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ)

so Ŝ+ → N
2 sin θeiϕ, and operator traces are replaced by

integrals over the sphere, with the measure N
4π sin θ dθ dϕ.

The normalization constantN is determined through this
process, and a justification for the semiclassical approx-
imation is provided in [64]. To obtain N we recall the
normalization condition Tr (ρ̂ss) = 1, so we require to
satisfy:

1=N
∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

1

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ)(sin θeiϕ−iβ)

N

4π
sin θdϕdθ.

(C15)

This integral can be done using calculus of residues
around the unit circle z = eiϕ in the counterclockwise
direction and we must be aware that sin θ/β < 1 in the
normal phase, which will be relevant for determining the
suitable residues inside the integration curve. In partic-
ular, using this substitution in (C15) leads to:

1 = −N N

4πβ

∫ π

0

∮
|z|=1

dz(
z − i sin θ

β

) (
z − i β

sin θ

)
 dθ.

(C16)
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In (C16) we can identify that the residue zres,1 = i sin θ
β

belongs to the interior of the integration curve whereas
zres,2 = i β

sin θ does not belong because for all θ we have
sin θ < β in the normal phase. By the Cauchy’s integral
formula we deduce that:

1=N N

2

∫ π

0

sin θ

β2 − sin2 θ
dθ. (C17)

From here we find that N =

√
β2−1

N arctan

((√
β2−1

)−1
) .

The estimation of the expected values can be per-
formed using a similar integration process such that

Ô = Ô (θ, ϕ) and η =
√
β2 − 1 as:

〈
Ô
〉
≈ η

4π arctan (1/η)

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

Ô (θ, ϕ) sin θdϕdθ

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ)(sin θeiϕ−iβ)
.

(C18)

For example in the case of
〈
Ŝ2
x

〉
we can observe that

Ŝ2
x →

(
N
2

)2
sin2 θ cos2 ϕ so in the normal phase we have

that:

〈
Ŝ2
x

〉
≈ η

4π arctan (1/η)

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

(
N
2

)2
sin3 θ cos2 ϕdϕdθ

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ)(sin θeiϕ−iβ)

=

(
N

2

)2
η

3β2 arctan (1/η)
. (C19)

In particular for calculating g2 (0) we require to esti-

mate
〈
Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ−

〉
. Given that we are estimating this

quantity at the limit of large N then we expand the op-
erator in the semiclassical approximation at the leading
order of N . This imply that Ŝ+Ŝ+Ŝ−Ŝ− = Ŝ2

+Ŝ
2
− →(

N
2 sin θeiϕ

)2 (N
2 sin θe−iϕ

)2
+ O

(
N3
)
≈
(
N
2

)4
sin4 θ for

large N . In this case the mathematical expression for
finding g2 (0) at the leading order is given by:

mn =
η

4π arctan (1/η)

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

(
N
2

)n
sinn+1 θdϕdθ

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ) (sin θeiϕ−iβ)
,

(C20)

g2 (0) ≈
m4

m2
2

≈
(
β4

η
arctan

(
1

η

)
− β2 − 2

3

)(
β2 arctan

(
1

η

)
− η

)2

× η arctan

(
1

η

)
. (C21)

The remanent integrals used to estimate the quantities
of interest in Eqs. 13-16 are the following:

〈
Ŝy

〉
≈ η

4π arctan
(

1
η

)∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

N
2
sin2 θ sinϕdϕdθ

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ)(sin θeiϕ−iβ)

=
N

2

(
β − η

β arctan (1/η)

)
, (C22)

〈
Ŝ+Ŝ−

〉
≈
〈
Ŝ2
x + Ŝ2

y

〉
=

η

4π arctan
(

1
η

)∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

(
N
2

)2
sin3 θdϕdθ

(sin θe−iϕ+iβ)(sin θeiϕ−iβ)

=
N2

4

β2 − η

arctan
(

1
η

)
 . (C23)

Appendix D: Modified CRF model

The main steady-state features of the dipolar model
can be recovered from a much simpler model, which can
be solved analytically, the Cooperative Resonance Flu-
orescence model with one-axis twisting, dephasing, and
spontaneous emission. Even though this model has a
bistable solution in the superradiant phase. For our
chosen initial condition |g⟩⊗N , we find that the system
reaches a steady state very similar to the dipolar model.
To see this, first we obtain the mean field steady state,
which can be derived from the equations of motion of this
model, given by:

⟨Ṡz⟩ = −Ω⟨Sy⟩ − γs

(
N

2
+ ⟨Sz⟩

)
− ΓD(⟨Sx⟩2 + ⟨Sy⟩2),

⟨Ṡy⟩ = Ω⟨Sz⟩+ ΓD⟨Sz⟩⟨Sy⟩ −
(γs + 4γd)

2
⟨Sy⟩

+ 2χ⟨Sx⟩⟨Sz⟩,

⟨Ṡx⟩ = ΓD⟨Sz⟩⟨Sx⟩ −
(γs + 4γd)

2
⟨Sx⟩ − 2χ⟨Sy⟩⟨Sz⟩.

(D1)

where, as usual, we have used ⟨σα
j σ

β
k ⟩ = ⟨σα

j ⟩⟨σ
β
k ⟩

for j ̸= k and ⟨σα
k σ

β
k ⟩ = 2iεαβγ⟨σγ

k ⟩. For the co-
operative emission and one-axis twisting (OAT) terms,

we have ⟨σα
j σ

β
k ⟩ = ⟨σα

j ⟩⟨σ
β
k ⟩ for all j, k [61]. We

can see from the equations above that for χ = 0,

⟨Ṡx⟩ = ΓD⟨Sz⟩⟨Sx⟩ − (γs+4γd)
2 ⟨Sx⟩ ⇒ ⟨Ṡx(t)⟩ =

⟨Sx(0)⟩
∫
dt exp

[
ΓD⟨Sz(t)⟩ − (γs+4γd)

2

]
. Hence, for an

initial state with ⟨Ŝx(0)⟩ = 0 and χ = 0, the value of

⟨Ŝx(t)⟩ remains zero for the full dynamics of the system.

This is because the laser drive is along Ŝx, so it com-
mutes with and does not alter Ŝx. The other terms are
dissipative and they destroy the coherence, Ŝx. However,
the OAT (χ ̸= 0) term causes shearing of the collective

Bloch vector about the z-axis, which leads to Ŝx ̸= 0.
For simplicity, we will here on use the notation z ≡

⟨Sz⟩/(N/2) and we define new variables (r, ϕ) to express
the collective coherence as ⟨S+⟩/N = reiϕ, such that r =√
⟨Sx⟩2 + ⟨Sy⟩2/N is the contrast and ϕ is the phase in

the XY -plane of the collective Bloch sphere [77]. Then,
the MF equations can be expressed in terms of (z, r, ϕ)
as

ż =− 2Ωr sinϕ− γs(1 + z)− 2ΓDNr2, (D2)
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ṙ =
z

2
(Ω sinϕ+ ΓDNr)− (γs + 4γd)

2
r, (D3)

ϕ̇ =
z

2r
Ωcosϕ+

χNz

2
. (D4)

The steady state can be obtained by setting ż = ṙ = ϕ̇ =
0. Then, we multiply 4r/z to Eq. (D3) to get

−2Ωr sinϕ− 2ΓDNr2 = −2(γs + 4γd)
r2

z
(D5)

We plug Eq. (D5) into Eq. (D2) to get the steady state
as

− 2(γs + 4γd)
r2

z
− γs(1 + z) = 0

⇒ z = −1

2
± 1

2

√
1− 8

(
1 +

4γd
γs

)
r2. (D6)

There is a phase-transition when the term inside the
square-root reaches zero and the critical value rc can be
obtained as

rc =
1

2
√
2(1 + 4γd/γs)

, zc = −1/2. (D7)

Now, we want to obtain the critical driving strength. We
can square and rewrite Eq. (D2) and Eq. (D4) as

4Ω2r2 sin2 ϕ =
[
2ΓDNr2 + γs(1 + z)2

]2
, (D8)

4Ω2r2 cos2 ϕ = 4χ2N2r4. (D9)

We add Eq. (D8) and Eq. (D9), and keep upto leading
order terms in N to obtain

Ω = ±
√
(χ2 + Γ2

D)N
2r2 + ΓDγsN(1 + z). (D10)

The sign of Ω determines the direction of the drive along
±Ŝx. For χ = 0, we get back the same MF equations
when we flip the signs of Ω and ϕ simultaneously. Thus,
the two drive directions ±Ŝx are physically equivalent.
However, a non-zero χ breaks this symmetry. Never-
theless, we get qualitatively similar steady states for the
negative and positive values of Ω, so we will only consider
the positive value for illustration here. Now, we plug zc
and rc from Eq. (D7) into Eq. (D10) to get the critical
drive strength as

ΩMod−CRF
C =

ΓD

2
√
2

√
1 + (χ/γd)2

1 + (4γd/γs)
N2 +

4γs
ΓD

N. (D11)

If we consider the case without dephasing and OAT,
i.e., γd = 0 and χ = 0, we recover ΩC ≈ ΓDN/(2

√
2)

[51, 61, 70]. Thus, the inclusion of spontaneous emis-
sion in the CRF model only modifies the critical driv-
ing strength by a constant factor without altering its N -
scaling. As discussed in the main text, accounting for the
frequency shifts from dipolar interactions is important.
For that we set the dephasing rate to be 4γd/γs = cdN

(cd=constant). Then, we take the large-N limit, to ob-
tain the critical point as

ΩC ≈ ΓD

2
√
2

√
N

√
1 + (χ/ΓD)2

cd
+

4γs
ΓD

. (D12)
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FIG. 15. (a) Dynamics of the excitation fraction ne for fixed
Ω/Γ ≡ Ω/γs = 5.1 for the CRF model with dephasing (cd =
0.002), OAT, and spontaneous emission.

In Fig. 15, we show the dynamics of the excitation
fraction ne(t), using the mean-field equations for the
modified CRF model (Eq. (D1)), with cd = 0.002.
This specific value of cd is not special and we find
qualitatively similar results for other values as long
as cd ≪ 1. We have taken the continuum limit to
obtain χ = 1

N

∫
d3rReG̃(r⃗)ρ(r⃗) ≈ 0.003 and ΓD =

1
N

∫
d3rImG̃(r⃗)ρ(r⃗) ≈ 0.002, where ρ(r⃗) (Eq. (A16)) is

the pencil-shape distribution of the cloud. Similar to the
MF dipolar model, we find that for fixed Ω/γs, increasing
N , leads to larger dephasing and to a suppression of ne.

Appendix E: Contribution of laser light to the
intensity

We consider a coordinate system where the centre of
the atomic cloud is the reference point for the origin,
C = (0, 0, 0). All the other vectors/positions are defined
with respect to this point. Then, the position of an atom
j (with respect to C) is given as r⃗j . The position of the

laser source is d⃗L = (−d, 0, 0). The position of a point on

the detector is R⃗ = R(cos θ, sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ), where
θ is the angle from the x-axis and ϕ is the azimuthal
angle in the y − z plane.

The total electric field and the intensity at a point R⃗
on the detector are given as

E⃗+
total(R⃗) = E⃗+

drive(R⃗) + ⟨E⃗+
atoms(R⃗)⟩, (E1)

Itotal(R⃗) = E⃗−
total(R⃗) · E⃗+

total(R⃗), (E2)

where the electric field of the driving laser is

E⃗+
drive(R⃗) = E(R⃗)êL = (ℏΩ/|d⃗|)êLeik⃗L·R⃗′

(E3)

where R⃗′ = R⃗ − d⃗L = (R cos θ +
d,R sin θ cosϕ,R sin θ sinϕ) is the distance vector
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from the laser source to the detector, the laser polariza-

tion is êL = êy, and its wavevector is k⃗L = (2π/λ)x̂ for
our system. The electric field of the atomic dipoles is

E⃗+
atoms(R⃗) =

µ0ω
3
0

3πΓc

∑
j

G(R⃗− r⃗j) · ê+|d⃗|σ−
j (E4)

where R⃗ − r⃗j is the distance vector from atom j to the
detector.

Then, considering that the detector is very far from
the atomic cloud, it is safe to assume that R ≫ |r⃗j | and
the electric field of the atoms is dominated by the far-
field limit terms (R ≫ λ ⇒ G ∝ 1/(k0R)). Under these
assumptions, the total intensity (laser + atomic emission)
is obtained as

Itotal(R⃗) =

(
ℏΓ

k0|R⃗||d⃗|

)2 [
Ω2

Γ2

+
3Ω

2
√
2Γ

∑
j

(
Im⟨˜̃σ−

j ⟩(1− sin2 θ cos2 ϕ)

+ Re⟨˜̃σ−
j ⟩

sin(2θ)

2
cosϕ

)
+

9

16

∑
j,k

(1 + sin2 θ cos2 ϕ)

2
⟨σ+

j σ
−
k ⟩e

ik⃗·r⃗jk
]
,

(E5)

where k⃗ = (2π/λ)R̂, and we have defined

˜̃σ−
j = σ−

j exp(ik⃗ · (R⃗− r⃗j)− ik⃗L · R⃗′)

= σ−
j exp(ik⃗ · (R⃗− r⃗j)− ik⃗L · (R⃗− d⃗L))

= σ−
j exp(−i(k⃗ · r⃗j − k⃗L · d⃗L)− i(k⃗L − k⃗) · R⃗) (E6)

The spiral basis was defined to absorb the laser-induced
phase in the Hamiltonian. Keeping the same definition,
in the current coordinate system, the spiral basis is de-

fined as σ̃−
j = iσ−

j e
−ik⃗L·(r⃗j−d⃗L), where the extra phase

factor of i comes from the overlap of the circular polar-
ization of the transition with the laser polarization. So
we can rewrite Eq. (E6) in terms of the spiral basis op-
erator as

˜̃σ−
j = −iσ̃−

j exp(−i(k⃗ − k⃗L) · (r⃗j − R⃗)) (E7)

In the forward direction k⃗ = k⃗L, the phases cancel, and

we have ˜̃σ−
j = −iσ̃−

j . For simplicity, we assume (k⃗ −
k⃗L) · R⃗ ≈ 2π as it is difficult to determine its exact value

experimentally. Since we are averaging over k⃗ to obtain
the final numerical values, we expect that changing the

value of |R⃗| will not change the result significantly.
For simplicity, when including the contribution of the

probe light in estimating g̃2(0), we have neglected the
term accounting for the interference between the probe
and the atomic electric fields.

Appendix F: Numerical Approximations

1. Mean-field methods

We use mean-field theory to obtain the dynamics and
steady-state of the dipolar model. Under mean-field the-
ory, the connected part of the atom-atom correlations is
assumed to be negligible. In this case all correlations can
be expressed as products of classical expectation values,
as shown in Fig. 16. To benchmark the results obtained
from mean-field theory, we use the cumulant method,
which goes beyond the mean-field approximation by in-
cluding two-point connected correlations (see Fig. 16 for
an intuitive picture). The MF equations of motion for
the dipolar model are given in Appendix B.

FIG. 16. Numerical approximations. Mean-Field (Left):
Uses non-overlapping clusters, factoring many-body correla-
tions into single-particle values. Cumulant Approximation
(Center): At second order, factors 3-body correlations into
two-body and single-body correlations. MACE-MF (Right):
Treats a cluster and its surrounding particles as a single clus-
ter influenced by an external time-dependent magnetic field.

.

2. MACE-MF Method

We introduce an improved cluster technique which we
call MACE-MF (Moving Average Cluster Expansion +
Mean-Field). The method combines dynamics consider-
ing both local clusters and mean-field interactions with
external particles. This method is based on a cluster ap-
proximation, called MACE [78], developed to deal with
dipolar interactions in dilute arrays in the past. It ex-
actly solves for the dynamics inside clusters which are
not rigid but instead adjusted depending of the observ-
able in consideration. For single point observables σ̂k,
it chooses a cluster that contains the strongest coupled
particles to the k-particle in consideration. It disregards
the influence of particles outside the cluster. In fact, at
a cluster size of 1, MACE essentially reduces to single-
particle dynamics.
To account for interaction effects with the particles

outside a given cluster, we include them via a mean-
field approach. In this way the dipole-dipole interaction
with the outside particles is mapped as an effective time-
dependent magnetic field acting upon the atoms in the
cluster as shown in Fig. 16. So by combining the exact
dynamics within the cluster with the mean-field contri-
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butions we aim to improve the description of the non-
equilibrium dynamics of the system.

The clusters are chosen and adapted to optimize the
single or two particle observables in consideration by
including in the cluster the particles that feature the
strongest coupling constants to the particle or particles
the observable is acting on.

We generalize it to also include the effect of the ex-
ternal particles to each cluster via the mean-field ap-
proximation. This means that the interaction of a given
cluster with the surrounding particles is reduced to an
effective magnetic field acting on the particles in the
cluster. We denote this approach as MACE-Mean-Field
(MACEMF) . Over all, the method aims to include the
best of both the MF and the MACE solutions and im-
prove upon them. In the limit of one particle per cluster
the MACEMF reduces to the MF approximation, and if
we neglect the MF couplings between clusters then the
MACEMF reduces to the MACE approximation.

For the j particle in the array, the effective Hamilto-
nian and Lindblandian associated to the cluster of the
particle j read as:

Hj
CMF = −Ω

∑
i∈Cj

(
ei

−→
k L·−→r i (eL · e∗0)σ+

i + h.c.
)

(F1a)

−
∑

i,k∈Cj

Rikσ
+
i σ−

k −
∑
i∈Cj ,

k/∈Cj

Rik

(
σ+
i

〈
σ−
k

〉
+ h.c.

)
,

L [ρ] =
∑
i,k

Iik

(
2σ−

k ρσ+
i −

{
σ+
i σ−

k , ρ
})

(F1b)

+
∑
i∈Cj ,

k/∈Cj

Iik

(〈
σ−
k

〉 [
ρj , σ

+
i

]
−
〈
σ+
k

〉 [
ρj , σ

−
i

])
.

where Cj denotes the set of particles that are contained
in the j-particle cluster and ρj is the density matrix that
describes this cluster.

The cluster Cj is selected by choosing the particles
that have the strongest interactions with the j-particle (
largest |Gjk|).
Identifying the second part of the lindblandian F1b as

an effective element of the hamiltonian we can rewrite:

Hj
CMF =−

∑
i∈Cj

Ωei−→k L·−→r k (eL ·e∗0) +
∑
k/∈Cj

Rik

〈
σ−
k

〉σ+
i +h.c.


(F2a)

−
∑

i,k∈Cj

Rikσ
+
i σ−

k − i
∑
i∈Cj ,

k/∈Cj

Iik

(〈
σ−
k

〉
σ+
i −

〈
σ+
k

〉
σ−
i

)
,

L [ρ] =
∑

i,k∈Cj

Iik

(
2σ−

k ρjσ
+
i −

{
σ+
i σ−

k , ρj
})

. (F2b)

Rearranging further the hamiltonian F2a we obtain
that:

Hj
CMF =−

∑
i∈Cj

Ωei−→k L·−→r k (eL ·e∗0) +
∑
k/∈Cj

Gik

〈
σ−
k

〉σ+
i +h.c.


(F3)

−
∑

i,k∈Cj

Rikσ
+
i σ−

k

For estimating second-order correlations of the form〈
σα
j σ

β
k

〉
, where α, β = x, y, z and j ̸= k, we consider the

following cases (recall that by default i ∈ Ci for all i):

〈
σα
j σ

β
k

〉
≈



〈
σα
j σ

β
k

〉
Cj

+
〈
σα
j σ

β
k

〉
Ck

2
, if k ∈ Cj and j ∈ Ck,〈

σα
j σ

β
k

〉
Cj

+
〈
σα
j

〉〈
σ
β
k

〉
2

, if k ∈ Cj and j /∈ Ck,〈
σα
j

〉〈
σ
β
k

〉
+
〈
σα
j σ

β
k

〉
Ck

2
, if k /∈ Cj and j ∈ Ck,〈

σα
j

〉〈
σβ
k

〉
, if k /∈ Cj and j /∈ Ck

(F4)

Here ⟨O⟩Cj
= Tr(ρjO), which represents the expected

value of the operator O respect the cluster Cj . Simi-
lar decomposition can be used to estimate higher-order
correlations.

Appendix G: Validity of Mean-field theory

In this section, we benchmark the steady-state proper-
ties of the MF dipolar model by comparing with the re-
sults of beyond mean-field methods such as MACE-MF,
exact diagonalization (ED), and the cumulant approxi-
mation. We average the data over ∼ 10 realizations for
the MF, MACE-MF, and ED results.
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FIG. 17. Comparing MACE-MF C6, i.e., a cluster-size of 6
atoms, with MF in the steady-state for N = 2000

The MACE-MF includes short-range beyond-MF cor-
relations by treating them exactly (using ED) within a
given cluster size. In Fig. 17, we show that the MF
steady-state atomic inversion and forward intensity for
N = 2000 agree extremely well with those obtained from
MACE-MF with cluster size 6, across a range of Ω/Γ
spanning the different dynamical phases. We find that
the MACE-MF results do not change appreciably as we
increase cluster size beyond 6. The agreement between
MF and MACE-MF suggests that the effect of short-
range interactions is minimal in the steady-state and gets
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washed out at these densities. At higher densities, the
inter-atomic distances would be shorter and 1/r3 inter-
actions would dominate, causing MF to break down.
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FIG. 18. Comparing Cumulant (single realization) with MF
(averaged over 10 realizations) in the steady-state forN = 800

The cumulant method includes long-range beyond-MF
two-point correlations. In Fig. 18, we show that the MF
steady-state atomic inversion and forward intensity for
N = 800 agree extremely well with those obtained from
cumulant, across a range of Ω/Γ in the intermediate driv-
ing regime, where we expect the effect of correlations
to be most apparent, compared to the weak and strong
driving regimes. From the excellent agreement between
MF and cumulant, we can see that the effect of long-
range correlations is negligible in the steady-state of our
system. Cumulant numerics with higher densities and
larger-N take extremely long runtimes, restricting us up
to N = 800 here. However, as we already see good agree-
ment with MACE-MF at N = 2000, we do not expect
the cumulant results to change at least qualitatively up
to N = 2000.
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FIG. 19. Comparing ED with MF for the two-photon corre-
lation function in the steady-state g̃2(0)

In Fig. 19, we compare the two-photon correlation
function g̃2(0) in the steady-state of the MF dipolar
model with that obtained from ED. We choose small N
for this comparison as the Hilbert space grows exponen-
tially withN and ED becomes numerically intractable for
larger N . We keep the OD fixed while reducing N so that
the interaction strength is still similar to the N = 2000
system. We find that at small Ω/Γ, there is a lot of vari-
ance in g̃2(0) across realizations and within these error
bars, there seems to be a fair agreement between ED and
MF. At large Ω/Γ, the system becomes single-particle-
like and error bars get smaller as interactions do not play
a role and the change in atomic positions across realiza-
tions stops affecting the physics. Hence, there is a much
better agreement between ED and MF in this regime.
Due to finite N corrections, g̃2(0) does not go from ex-
actly 1 to 2, as the drive strength is increased.
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and R. Rüffer, Science 328, 1248 (2010),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.1187770,
URL https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/

science.1187770.
[15] J. Keaveney, A. Sargsyan, U. Krohn, I. G. Hughes,

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41567-023-02064-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41567-023-02064-w
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157382901028
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157382901028
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157382901028
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1041
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1041
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1725188
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.2.883
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/037015737390001X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/037015737390001X
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.47.1336
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.47.1336
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.031602
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.031602
https://opg.optica.org/abstract.cfm?URI=oe-24-2-993
https://opg.optica.org/abstract.cfm?URI=oe-24-2-993
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.053816
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.053816
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.160504
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.160504
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.153001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.153001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.143601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.143601
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.1187770
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.1187770


24

D. Sarkisyan, and C. S. Adams, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108,
173601 (2012), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevLett.108.173601.
[16] Z. Meir, O. Schwartz, E. Shahmoon, D. Oron, and R. Oz-

eri, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 193002 (2014), URL https://

link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.193002.
[17] J. Javanainen, J. Ruostekoski, Y. Li, and S.-M. Yoo,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 113603 (2014), URL https://

link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.113603.
[18] S. L. Bromley, B. Zhu, M. Bishof, X. Zhang, T. Both-

well, J. Schachenmayer, T. L. Nicholson, R. Kaiser, S. F.
Yelin, M. D. Lukin, et al., Nat Commun 7, 11039 (2016),
ISSN 2041-1723, number: 1 Publisher: Nature Publish-
ing Group, URL https://www.nature.com/articles/

ncomms11039.
[19] S. J. Roof, K. J. Kemp, M. D. Havey, and I. M. Sokolov,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 073003 (2016), URL https://

link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.073003.
[20] J. Rui, D. Wei, A. Rubio-Abadal, S. Hollerith, J. Zeiher,

D. M. Stamper-Kurn, C. Gross, and I. Bloch, Nature
583, 369 (2020), ISSN 1476-4687, number: 7816 Pub-
lisher: Nature Publishing Group, URL https://www.

nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2463-x.
[21] H. Ma and S. F. Yelin, Collective lamb shift and mod-

ified linewidth of an interacting atomic gas (2024),
2305.01865.

[22] N. O. Gjonbalaj, S. Ostermann, and S. F. Yelin, Phys.
Rev. A 109, 013720 (2024), URL https://link.aps.

org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.013720.
[23] S. Jennewein, L. Brossard, Y. R. P. Sortais, A. Browaeys,

P. Cheinet, J. Robert, and P. Pillet, Phys. Rev. A
97, 053816 (2018), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/

10.1103/PhysRevA.97.053816.
[24] A. Glicenstein, G. Ferioli, N. Šibalić, L. Brossard,
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