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We develop a theory of cavity quantum electrodynamics for a two-dimensional electron gas in
the presence of Rashba spin-orbit and Zeeman couplings and perpendicular magnetic field, coupled
to a spatially nonuniform quantum photon field. We show that the superradiant quantum phase
transition (SQPT), also known as photon condensation, can in principle occur through a pure
in-plane Zeeman coupling, but it requires extremely small (unrealistic) quantum well widths or
extremely fine tuning of the effective Landé factor which makes two Landau levels coincide. Landau
level crossings can also be induced by the Rashba spin-orbit coupling and they promote the SQPT
which can be obtained for certain values of the effective Landé factor and filling factors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cavity quantum materials [1] are becoming an emer-
gent field which bridges collective many-body phenomena
in solid-state devices with strong light-matter coupling
in cavity quantum electrodynamics (CQED). Among the
paradigmatic models of CQED, the Dicke model [2] de-
scribes the interaction of N identical two-level systems
with a single photonic mode of the cavity. The interac-
tion between the atomic transition and the cavity field
is measured by the vacuum Rabi frequency Ω0. In the
regime with Ω0 comparable to the atomic transition fre-
quency (the so-called ultrastrong coupling regime [3]),
and for a large number of atoms coupled to the same
cavity mode, a superradiant quantum phase transition
(SQPT) has been predicted [4, 5]. It has been shown that
in the thermodynamic limit, the lower polariton mode ex-
hibits a gapless critical point which separates two phases,
the normal and the superradiant phases. In the superra-
diant phase the ground state is characterized by a finite
static average of the photon field. A related transition
has been observed [6] in a driven-dissipative quantum
simulator of the Dicke model, but it is physically differ-
ent from equilibrium superradiance [7].

To the best of our knowledge, the SQPT has never
been observed in a physical matter system coupled to the
electromagnetic field although the ultrastrong coupling
regime has been reached in a two-dimensional electron
gas (2DEG) placed in a cavity and subject to a perpen-
dicular static magnetic field. In this system where the
matter excitations are represented by the cyclotron res-
onance [8, 9], a softening of the lowest (Landau) polari-
tonic excitation branch has been reported [10]. At the
theoretical level, the Dicke model breaks gauge invari-
ance and thus one needs to extend the physical model
by taking into account other terms such as the A2 term
coming from the minimal coupling replacement (here A
is the vector potential). However, this term is responsi-
ble for the disappearance of the SQPT for uniform pho-
tonic field (due to gauge invariance), a result expressed
by so-called “No-go theorems” [11–20]. These theorems
guarantee that a static spatially uniform vector potential

cannot be an order parameter of the superradiant phase,
since it can always be eliminated by a gauge transforma-
tion.

The order parameter distinguishing the superradiant
phase must be a gauge-invariant quantity, such as the
electric or magnetic field. In the former case, the SQPT is
essentially driven by the Coulomb interaction, and upon
a proper microscopic treatment the SQPT assumes the
more common shape of a crystallization [21] or a ferro-
electric [22, 23] instability. If one looks for the SQPT
driven by the transverse photonic field, the order param-
eter is the magnetic field, necessarily associated with a
spatially non-uniform vector potential. Several proposals
in this direction have been made, including systems with
magnetic-dipole interactions due to the cavity magnetic
fields [24–26] (which will play a key role in the follow-
ing), or its circuit QED analog with an inductive cou-
pling [27, 28]. More recently, a magnonic SQPT [29] has
been predicted where the role of the photons is played
by magnons. In the same spirit as Ref. [24], a system of
magnetic molecules coupled to a microwave cavity via the
Zeeman interaction [26, 30] can undergo the equilibrium
superradiant phase transition.

As pointed out in Ref. [31] and further generalized
in Ref. [25], the SQPT identified by the magnetic field
order parameter can also be viewed as a more famil-
iar paramagnetic instability (a well-known example of
which is Condon domains [32]), and described in terms
of a paramagnetic susceptibility which should exceed a
certain critical value which depends on the specific ge-
ometry. The transition is then driven by magnetostatic
interactions, which are typically rather weak, so fine tun-
ing of parameters is required to reach the required value
of the susceptibility. In Ref. [31], the susceptibility of a
2DEG under a perpendicular magnetic field was found
to be enhanced near Landau level crossings which oc-
cur in the presence of a sufficiently strong Rashba spin-
orbit coupling. In Refs. [33–35], van Hove singularities
were exploited to enhance the susceptibility. In all these
cases, the instability region in the parameter space was
extremely narrow.

Having in mind the goal of increasing the instability
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region, in the present work we study theoretically the
Landau polariton system in some detail with additional
physical ingredients with respect to Ref. [31]. Firstly,
the quantum well hosting the 2DEG is located inside
the cavity at an arbitrary position, what provides the
opportunity to vary the amplitude of the A2 term. Fur-
thermore, we consider that the electronic motion in the
2DEG plane is subject to both Zeeman and Rashba spin-
orbit couplings (note that throughout this paper we ne-
glect Coulomb interaction effects). We first show that
a superradiant instability may in principle occur in this
system as a result of the paramagnetic nature of the Zee-
man interaction only (i. e., without Rashba spin-orbit
coupling). This mechanism of SQPT is driven by the
in-plane component of the photon magnetic field concen-
trated inside the quantum well. Yet, we find that the
instability condition is almost always reached for unreal-
istically small quantum well widths. However, it appears
that even for pure Zeeman interaction, there exists spe-
cific values of the effective Landé g-factor which makes
two Landau levels coincide, corresponding to magnetic
spin flip transitions with no energy price. Then, the su-
perradiant instability is boosted and can occur for realis-
tic quantum well width providing that the Landé factor
is fine-tuned.

Moreover, as previously pointed out in Ref. [31], an-
other SQPT mechanism, associated with an out-of-plane
component of the photon magnetic field, spatially mod-
ulated with a typical in-plane wave vector set by the
inverse cyclotron radius, takes place in the presence of
the Rashba spin-orbit coupling only. Within this mecha-
nism, the instability is then stimulated at certain values
of the applied perpendicular magnetic field by the cross-
ings of the Landau levels corresponding also to dipole-
allowed excitations with zero energy. The presence of
such intrinsic soft excitations greatly enhances the effect
of the coupling to the photon field. When taking into
account a Zeeman interaction on top of the spin-orbit
coupled 2DEG system the Landau levels still cross (al-
beit for different typical values of the applied field which
are determined by the Zeeman and Rashba coupling am-
plitudes), so that the softening of the excitations leading
to the appearance of a SQPT remains. With the devel-
oped Rashba-Zeeman cavity QED theory, we find that
the SQPT instability is promoted either for a zero or a
finite value of the in-plane wave vector of the perpendicu-
lar photon field depending on the effective Landé g-factor,
the value of the filling factor, and on the 2DEG position
in the cavity. The latter conditions determine which one
of the two above different instability mechanisms domi-
nates.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we intro-
duce the model and provide the main equations allowing
the determination of the polaritonic excitations in the
presence of both Zeeman and Rashba couplings. In Sec.
III, we analyze in a first stage the SQPT mechanism aris-
ing in the case of an in-plane Zeeman coupling. Then, in
Sec. IV we consider the interplay of Zeeman and Rashba

interaction couplings, and present a detailed study of the
instability regions in the parameter space. Some techni-
cal details are provided in two Appendices.

II. MODEL AND ANALYTICAL RESULTS

A. Model

We consider a quantum well hosting a 2DEG with the
single-electron Hamiltonian containing Rashba and Zee-
man coupling terms:

H =
1

2m∗

(
p +

e

c
A
)2

+ α
(
p +

e

c
A
)
× σ · uz

+
µB
2

B · ĝ · σ. (1)

Here p = −i~(∂x, ∂y) is the 2D in-plane electron momen-
tum, m∗ is the effective electronic mass, σ = (σx, σy, σz)
is the vector of Pauli matrices, α is the Rashba spin-orbit
coupling constant, and −e < 0 is the electron charge. uz
is the unit vector in the z direction. To account for the
anisotropy of the Zeeman interaction (with µB the Bohr’s
magneton in prefactor), we have introduced a tensor ĝ
for the effective Landé factor assuming different values
for the in-plane and out-of plane components:

ĝ =

g‖ 0 0
0 g‖ 0
0 0 g⊥

 . (2)

The magnetic field consists of two parts, B = Bext+Bcav,
where Bext = Buz corresponds to an external magnetic
field applied perpendicularly to the 2DEG, while Bcav

refers to the cavity electromagnetic field (a similar nota-
tion is used for the associated vector potentials).

In the presence of Bext only, the single-electron spec-
trum of the 2DEG is characterized by Landau levels (LL)

εn,λ = }ωc

n+
λ

2

√
(1− Z)

2
+ 8n

(
m∗αlB

~

)2
 , (3)

where n is the LL index and λ = ± is the pseudo-spin in-
dex for n ≥ 1 (λ = +1 for n = 0). Here, ωc = eB/(m∗c)
and Z = g⊥m∗/(2me) (with me the free electron mass).
Each LL has a degeneracy LxLy/(2πl2B) where LxLy is
the sample area and lB =

√
~c/(eB) is the magnetic

length. We shall assume to be at zero temperature, at
a fixed electron density ne, and at an external mag-
netic field B corresponding to an integer filling factor
ν = 2πl2Bne.

In Fig. 1 we have plotted the energy levels εn,λ as a
function of the magnetic field B for parameters relevant
for the material InP (see e.g. Ref. [36]). As clearly seen,
a characteristic feature of the spectrum is the presence of
level crossings (showcased by the dots in Fig. 1) between
LLs (n1,+) and (n2,−) with n1 < n2, which correspond
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FIG. 1. LL energies εn,λ [Eq. (3)] versus B for an effective
Landé factor g⊥ = 1.26, an effective electron massm∗ = 0.081
me and a Rashba spin-orbit coupling α = 0.37 eV.Å. The blue
(red) curves correspond to λ = +1 (λ = −1). The black dots
mark the crossings given by Eq. (4). The inset shows the
system geometry.

to special values of the magnetic field, of the g⊥ factor,
or of the Rashba spin-orbit amplitude α given by the
conditions [37]

2

(
m∗αlB

~

)2

= n1 + n2 −
√

(1− Z)2 + 4n1n2, (4)

provided that |n2 − n1| ≥ |1− Z|.
As illustrated in the inset of Fig. 1, we consider that

the 2DEG is placed inside the optical cavity at the verti-
cal position z0. The vector potential Acav(r) of the pho-
tonic field is defined by the mode expansion, determined
by the cavity shape. Like in Refs. [8, 31], we assume a
perfect metallic cavity with dimensions Lx � Lz � Ly,
filled by a material with a dielectric constant ε, with the
tangential components of the electric field, and thus of
the vector potential, vanishing at the mirrors. Thus,
we can take into consideration only the resonator modes
with the wave vector q = (qx, 0, qz), where qx is continu-
ous and qz = πnz/Lz with nz a positive integer. The cor-
responding mode frequencies are ωqx,nz = (c/ε)

√
q2x + q2z .

In this case, the cavity vector potential reads [38]

Acav(r) = uy
∑
qx,nz

√
4π~c2

LxLyLzεωqx,nz

sin

(
nzπz

Lz

)
×
(
aqx,nze

iqxx + a†qx,nz
e−iqxx

)
, (5)

where a†qx,nz
(aqx,nz

) is the photon creation (annihilation)
operator and uy is the unit vector in the y direction.

In the discussion above we implicitly assumed the
2DEG to be infinitely thin, so the vector potential A
and the magnetic field B entering Eq. (1) are taken at
z = z0. In fact, any confining potential in the z direction
gives rise to multiple electronic subbands; here we assume
that only the lowest one is occupied, so all electronic wave

functions are proportional to ζ(z), the wave function of
this lowest subband. Then, what enters Eq. (1), are in
fact the convolutions

∫
A(r) ζ2(z) dz and

∫
B(r) ζ2(z) dz.

The assumption of an infinitely thin quantum well corre-
sponds to ζ2(z)→ δ(z−z0); we will see however that the
results also contain the integral

∫
ζ4(z) dz ≡ 1/W , which

will be our definition of the quantum well width W . Our
assumption is that this is the smallest length scale in the
problem (in particular, W � 1/qx, Lz).

B. Polariton modes

The SQPT is signaled by the vanishing of the lowest
polariton frequency. The polariton modes, which refer
to the excitations of the coupled 2DEG-cavity system,
can be found by several different methods, see Ref. [31]
for instance. Typically, they correspond to the non-zero
solutions of the Ampère-Maxwell differential law[

ε
ω2

c2
+∇2

]
Ai(r) =

4π

c2

∫
dr′Qij(r, r′, ω)Aj(r

′) (6)

with ∇ · A = 0. The source current term contains the
2DEG response function Qij , which determines the re-
sponse of the current density δj to a change in the vector
potential A = Aext + δA in the linear order

δjk(r, ω) = −
∫

d3r′
∑
l

Qkl(r, r′, ω)
δAl(r

′, ω)

c
. (7)

In the following, due to the geometry of the problem,
we will focus on the response function in the y direction,
i.e, Qyy(r, r′, ω). Let us call Q(q‖, z, z

′, ω) the Fourier
transform of Qyy at q‖ = qxux:

Q(qx, z, z
′, ω) =

∫
dr‖ e

−iqx(x−x′)Qyy(r, r′, ω), (8)

where the index ‖ refers to the components along the x
and y axis. As shown in Appendix A, for an infinitely
thin quantum well we can decompose Q(qx, z, z

′, ω) into
four terms:

Q(qx, z, z
′, ω) = −Q0(qx, ω) δ(z − z0) δ(z′ − z0)

−Q1(qx, ω) δ(z − z0) δ′(z′ − z0)

−Q1(qx, ω) δ′(z − z0) δ(z′ − z0)

−Q2(qx, ω) δ′(z − z0) δ′(z′ − z0) (9)

with

Q0(qx, ω) =
1

πl2B

∑
`≤ν<`′

(ε` − ε`′)
(
A`′`qx

)2
(~ω)2 − (ε`′ − ε`)2

− nee
2

m∗
, (10)

Q1(qx, ω) =
1

πl2B

∑
`≤ν<`′

(ε` − ε`′)B`
′`
qx A

`′`
qx

(~ω)2 − (ε`′ − ε`)2
, (11)

Q2(qx, ω) =
1

πl2B

∑
`≤ν<`′

(ε` − ε`′)
(
B`′`qx

)2
(~ω)2 − (ε`′ − ε`)2

. (12)
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Here, the LL indices (n, λ) = ` are combined into a single
label and ordered according to the LL energies ε` given
by Eq. (3), such that energy levels with ` ≤ ν are filled
and those with `′ > ν are empty. The quantities A`′`qx and
B`′`qx appearing in Eqs. (10)–(12) represent dipole matrix
elements given by the expressions

A`
′`
qx =

elBωc√
2

[(√
nΘn−1

n′ −
√
n+ 1 Θn+1

n′

)
cos θ`′ cos θ`

+
(√
n− 1 Θn−2

n′−1 −
√
nΘn

n′−1
)

sin θ`′ sin θ`
]

− eα
(
Θn
n′−1 sin θ`′ cos θ` −Θn−1

n′ cos θ`′ sin θ`
)

+
e~qx
m∗

Z

2

(
Θn
n′ cos θ` cos θ`′ −Θn−1

n′−1 sin θ` sin θ`′
)
,

(13)

B`
′`
qx =

g‖µBc

2

(
Θn
n′−1 sin θ`′ cos θ` −Θn−1

n′ cos θ`′ sin θ`
)
,

(14)

with tan θl = λ
√
u2n + 1 − un and un = ~(1 −

Z)/(m∗αlB
√

8n). The overlap functions Θn1
n2

containing
the qx dependence are given by

Θn1
n2

= Sn1
n2

√
m!

M !

∣∣∣∣ lBqx√2

∣∣∣∣M−mL(M−m)
m

(
l2Bq

2
x

2

)
e−

l2Bq2x
4 ,(15)

with L(M−m)
m (x) the generalized Laguerre polynomial of

degree m = min(n1, n2), M = max(n1, n2) and Sn1
n2

=

sign [qx(n2 − n1)]
n2−n1 . Note that at qx = 0 we have

Θn1
n2

= δn1,n2
, thus implying that the reduced coupling

constants A`′`qx=0 and B`′`qx=0 are non-zero only between
consecutive LLs, n′ = n± 1, with no restriction on λ. At
finite qx, this selection rule is relaxed.

The different terms appearing in Eq. (9) have different
physical origins, which are rather explicit when looking
at the coupling constants entering into the expressions
of the dipole matrix elements. The contribution Q0 de-
pending only on A`′`qx results from the coupling of the
electronic charge to the perpendicular magnetic field and
from the Zeeman coupling along the z-axis. Therefore,
it typically characterizes the overall effect of an out-of-
plane magnetic field. In contrast, the quantity Q2 only
depends via B`′`qx on the component g‖ of the Landé factor
tensor, and can thus be directly related to the effect of an
in-plane magnetic field. Indeed, the δ function derivative
δ′(z′−z0) (cf Eq. (9)) indicates that the system responds
to −∂Ay/∂z = Bx(z0); the fact that the responding cur-
rent jy(z) ∝ δ′(z − z0) corresponds to the in-plane mag-
netization being Mx(z) ∝ δ(z − z0) (indeed, the current
j = c∇×M, withM the magnetization); soQ2 is nothing
but the in-plane spin susceptibility. Finally, the contri-
bution Q1 appears to be a mixture of the dipole matrix
elements A`′`qx and B`′`qx , and can be consequently seen as
the result of the simultaneous presence of the in-plane
and perpendicular components of the magnetic field.

In Eq. (9), the Dirac δ function and its derivative ex-
press the discontinuity of the vector potential component
Ay(r) = Ay(z) eiqxx and of its derivative with respect to

z at the 2DEG position z0. In fact, these discontinuities
stem from the hypothesis of an infinitely thin quantum
well, which is crucial in order to be able to derive an an-
alytical solution to Eq. (6). More precisely, we assume
that the quantum well width is such that κW � 1 where
κ =

√
q2x − εω2/c2. Considering the boundary conditions

Ay(z = 0) = Ay(z = Lz) = 0 imposed by the cavity ge-
ometry, we can solve Eq. (6) for an arbitrary 2DEG
position z0, see Appendix A. In the following, we shall
showcase and compare two different typical situations:
(a) the 2DEG is placed in the middle of the cavity; (b)
the 2DEG is placed close to a cavity mirror. For the case
(a) with z0 = Lz/2, we find that the polariton frequencies
are solutions of the equation:

c2

4π
=

2π

c2
[
Q1(qx, ω)2 −Q0(qx, ω)Q2(qx, ω)

] tanh(κLz/2)

κW

+Q0(qx, ω)
tanh(κLz/2)

2κ
+Q2(qx, ω)

1

W
. (16)

In the case (b) with z0 = 0, we get the different equation
for the polaritonic modes:

c2

4π
= Q2(qx, ω)

1

W
− π

c2
Q1(qx, ω)Q2(qx, ω)κ tanh(κLz)

− π
c2
[
Q1(qx, ω)2 −Q0(qx, ω)Q2(qx, ω)

]
−Q1(qx, ω).

(17)

These two equations represent the main analytical result
of this work. Note that Eq. (16) naturally reproduces
Eq. (5) of Ref. [31] in the absence of Zeeman coupling,
i.e., for Q1 = Q2 = 0. In contrast, Eq. (17), which es-
sentially encapsulates the Zeeman interaction effect, has
not been obtained previously. The subsequent sections
of the paper are devoted to the physical analysis of the
derived equations.

III. SUPERRADIANT INSTABILITY WITH
ZEEMAN COUPLING

We now aim at studying the conditions for a possible
softening of the polariton modes by analyzing the solu-
tions of Eqs. (16)–(17) for ω = 0. The existence of such
solutions signals the onset of a SQPT. The positioning
of the 2DEG in the cavity has a priori an important in-
fluence. Indeed, close to the mirror (z0 = 0 for instance)
the vector potential vanishes (but not the magnetic field
itself) as the result of the boundary. This allows one
to eliminate the A2 contribution in the Hamiltonian (1),
which is known to have a harmful effect on the SQPT for
a uniform photonic field according to No-go theorems.
Let us investigate the simple situation qx = 0 for which
the in-plane modulation eiqxx of the cavity field is absent
(nevertheless the magnetic field component Bx = −∂zAy
remains nonuniform with respect to the vertical posi-
tion). In this case, gauge invariance imposes the con-
straints Q0(0, 0) = Q1(0, 0) = 0 (that we have checked
numerically), so that Eqs. (16) and (17) boil down to an
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equivalent simpler equation. An instability develops as
soon as

Q2(0, 0)

W
≥ c2

4π
. (18)

This instability corresponds to a spontaneous generation
of an in-plane magnetization Mx ∝ δ(z − z0), equivalent
to a spontaneous creation of two parallel layers of oppo-
site surface currents, jy/c = ∂Mx/∂z ∝ δ′(z − z0). A
similar instability was found in Refs. [34, 35], where two
physical layers of graphene were studied. Here such two
current layers are effectively produced in a single trans-
verse subband in a quantum well by the spin in-plane
magnetization.

Inequality (18) is very demanding in practice because
c2 is much larger than the square of any velocity scale typ-
ically occurring in a solid. Obviously, the condition (18)
calls for small quantum well widths. In the absence of
Rashba spin-orbit coupling (α = 0), the quantityQ2(0, 0)
can be calculated analytically. As a result, we can esti-
mate the maximal (critical) value of the quantum well
width yielding the SQPT instability to be (for |Z| < 1):

Wc =
g2‖

|g⊥|
e2

2mec2
. (19)

This equation can also be derived from a rather elemen-
tary consideration of the energy gained by a spin tilt.
Let us assume odd ν. Then all filled Landau levels are
filled for both spin projections except one, which is fully
spin polarized. This results in the 2DEG magnetiza-
tion M(r) = (signBext)uzδ(z − z0) |g⊥|µB/(4πl2B). Let
us now check the stability of this configuration with re-
spect to a tilt of all spins by an infinitesimal angle ϑ.
Then, to the second order in ϑ, the magnetization be-
comes M(r) = (signBext)[|g⊥|(1−ϑ2/2)uz+g‖ϑux]δ(z−
z0)µB/(4πl

2
B). The in-plane magnetic field produced by

the in-plane magnetization is found from the continuity of
Hx = Bx − 4πMx, which vanishes away from the 2DEG.
Thus, Bx(r) = 4πMx(r) = 4π(signBext)g‖ϑuxδ(z −
z0)µB/(4πl

2
B). The energy (per unit area) of such con-

figuration is

−Bext

∫
Mz(z) dz −

1

2

∫
Bx(z)Mx(z) dz =

= −|g⊥µBBext|
4πl2B

+
ϑ2

2

[
|g⊥µBBext|

4πl2B
− 4π

W

(
g‖µB

4πl2B

)2
]
.

(20)

Using µB = e~/(2mec), we find that the tilt becomes
energetically favorable if W < Wc with Wc given by
Eq. (18). Incidentally, we also understand from this
simple derivation the presence of some products of delta
functions in the susceptibility Q (cf Eq. (9)).
For an isotropic Zeeman interaction with |g‖| = |g⊥| = 1,
Eq. (19) leads to Wc ∼ 1 fm. Such a critical value differs
by several order of magnitudes from the characteristic
quantum well widths which are in the nanoscale. We

thus conclude that the SQPT can in principle occur for
qx = 0 via the in-plane Zeeman interaction coupling, but
it is not experimentally achievable in Landau polariton
systems.

However, it is possible to boost the amplitude of Q2 by
several order of magnitudes by fine tuning the effective
perpendicular Landé factor g⊥. Indeed, we note with ex-
pression (12) that when ω = 0, the termQ2 might diverge
when there are two LLs (n1,+) and (n2,−) such that
ε(n2,−) − ε(n1,+) vanishes with B(n1,+)(n2,−)

qx 6= 0. This
kind of level crossing scenario is reminiscent of the mecha-
nism producing the superradiant instability with Rashba
spin-orbit coupling α 6= 0 as studied in [31]. Surprisingly,
it can also occur without Rashba coupling (α = 0), when
g⊥ is such that |1−Z| = |n1−n2|, according to Eq. (4).
There, the LLs (n1,+) and (n2,−) are completely super-
posed for all values of the magnetic field B. Then, for
g⊥ close to the specific values gc⊥ = Zc

(
2me

m∗

)
, where the

integer Zc = 1 ± |n2 − n1|, the superradiant instability
can take place for a quantum well width smaller than

Wc ∼
g2‖

|g⊥ − gc⊥|
e2

2mec2
. (21)

The instability is also produced here by the coupling to
the in-plane component Bx of the cavity magnetic field.
As detailed in Appendix B, this occurs for finite wave-
vector qx, under conditions for which Q0 and Q1 play
almost no role in Eqs. (16) and (17). Consequently, a
fine tuning of g⊥ can lead to an arbitrarily large upper
bound of the quantum well width Wc.

For g⊥ far from gc⊥, the divergence of Q2 can also come
from a LL crossing induced by the Rashba spin-orbit cou-
pling in the 2DEG system. We still need to have finite
dipole matrix elements B`′`qx under the conditions of LL
crossing ε(n2,−) = ε(n1,+), as shown in Eq. (12) for ω = 0.
At qx = 0, these matrix elements are non-zero only when
considering consecutive LLs n2 = n1 ± 1. According to
Eq. (4) and the associated condition |n2− n1| ≥ |1−Z|,
level crossings between consecutive levels are only pos-
sible when g⊥ ≥ 0. Therefore, the Q2 boost scenario
promoting the SQPT instability via the coupling to an
in-plane magnetic field Bx of the photons is conceivable
for reasonable W at qx = 0 only for positive g⊥ factors
and thanks to the Rasbha spin-orbit coupling. Note that
an in-plane modulation eiqxx of the vector potential Ay
producing an out-of-plane field component Bz = ∂xAy
provides another access towards the superradiant insta-
bility [31] taking place already in the absence of Zeeman
coupling. At finite qx, both Bz-driven and Bx-driven
instability mechanisms are in principle possible indepen-
dently of the sign of g⊥. The widening of the parameter
space leads then to novel opportunities for the occurrence
of the SQPT, which are studied in detail in the next sec-
tion.
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(a) z0 = 0 and g⊥ = g‖ = g (b) z0 = Lz/2 and g⊥ = g‖ = g (c) z0 = Lz/2 and g⊥ = g, g‖ = 0

FIG. 2. Instability regions (in blue) in the parameter plane (α, qx) for different 2DEG positions and configurations of the ĝ
tensor. Each region is centered around the same αc = 0.074747587 eV.Å, which corresponds to a LL crossing selected by the
choice of ν = 3 and B = 5 T. Here, we fix the quantum well width W = 1 nm, and have taken g = 1.26 and m∗ = 0.081me.

IV. SUPERRADIANT INSTABILITY WITH
ZEEMAN AND RASHBA COUPLINGS

A. Instability regions in the parameter plane (α, qx)

From now on, we consider the general situation with
qx 6= 0 and the interplay of nonzero Zeeman and Rashba
spin-orbit couplings. Let us first set fixed values for the
quantum well width, the effective Landé factors, the ex-
ternal magnetic field and the filling factor (W = 1 nm,
B = 5 T and ν = n1 + n2 = 3). In this situation, the
superadiant instability arises close to level crossings, i.e.,
for values of the spin-orbit coupling constant α close to
those given by Eq. (4). By numerically solving Eq. (16)
or Eq. (17) for ω = 0, we get the boundaries of the insta-
bility regions in the (α, qx) parameter plane displayed by
color shading in Fig. 2 for different 2DEG positions and
configurations of the ĝ tensor (throughout, we consider
the limit Lz → ∞). These instability regions determine
the values of α for which the system is in the superradi-
ant state: for a given α, if there is at least one value of qx
which falls into a shaded region, the system is unstable.
From the shape of the shaded regions, one can also read
the value of qx at which the instability develops: it is
the one that goes unstable the first, as α approaches the
shaded regions from outside.

For a 2DEG close to one of the cavity mirrors (z0 = 0)
and an isotropic Zeeman interaction g‖ = g⊥ = g = 1.26,
we observe with Fig. 2a that the instability first occurs
at qx = 0, which constitutes a distinguishing feature of
the SQPT mechanism driven by the in-plane Zeeman in-
teraction discussed in the previous section. Clearly, for
the chosen values of the ĝ tensor, the spatial modulation
of the field is detrimental to this mechanism as illustrated
by the triangular shape. As shown in Appendix B, this
can essentially be related to a reduction of the amplitude
of the Q2(qx, 0) term when qx increases. If the 2DEG is
instead located in the middle of the cavity (z0 = Lz/2),
the width ∆α of the instability region then exhibits a

more complex (non-monotonic) dependence on qx, see
Fig. 2b. It turns out that at qx 6= 0 the contribution
Q0(qx, 0) in Eq. (16) starts to also play a role: Both Q0

and Q2 terms then work together to promote the insta-
bility (note that the other contributions in the equation
are negligible close to a level crossing, see Appendix B).

To better understand the complicated shape shown in
Fig. 2b, it is instructive to turn off the Q2 contribution
by setting g‖ = 0 and keeping the other parameters un-
changed. This leads to Fig. 2c, which displays instability
regions as bubbles. These characteristic shapes are rem-
iniscent of those found in Ref. [31], where the instability
develops around a typical finite qx given by the inverse
cyclotron radius (

√
νlB)−1. The consideration of g⊥ 6= 0

induces quantitative modifications for the instability re-
gions but does not fundamentally change the instability
mechanism that was found in Ref. [31], unlike to the
effect of the other component g‖ of the ĝ tensor. We
deduce that the diagram shape seen in Fig. 2b can be
interpreted as the superposition of Figs. 2a and 2c, i.e.,
is the result of the coexistence of two different SQPT
mechanisms in some parameter ranges.

B. Critical quantum well width

So far, we have worked at a fixed W . We now aim
at revisiting the previously established instability criteri-
ons (19) and (21) on the critical quantum well width Wc

by taking into account the additional effects of a spin-
orbit coupling. The 2DEG is held at the fixed position
z0 = 0 and the Zeeman coupling is taken to be isotropic
g⊥ = g‖ = g. In Fig. 3, we show the dependence of Wc

determined numerically from Eq. (17) as a function of
g for different values of α and of the filling factor ν (we
again consider Lz → ∞ and B = 5 T). As a reference
case, the (black) dashed-line corresponds to the result
obtained for α = 0 and ν = 3. It perfectly corresponds
to the analytical results of Sec. III, i.e. Eq. (19) for



7

FIG. 3. Wc versus g. In black (dashed line): α = 0 and
ν = 3. In red (dashed-dot line): α = 0.19 eV.Å and ν = 3. In
black (solid line): α = 0.29 eV.Å and ν = 4. The peaks are
divergences due to LL crossings or LL coincidence. See text
for details.

g around 0, where Wc vanishes linearly with g and Eq.
(21) for g close to gc⊥ = ±4me/m∗ (i.e Zc = ±2 in the
displayed range of g), where Wc diverges like 1/|g − gc⊥|.
It also confirms that the most favorable situation for the
instability is associated with a typical value qx = 0 (resp.
qx finite) for g close to 0+ (resp. gc⊥ = ±4me/m∗).

As seen with the (red) dashed-dot line in Fig. 3, a
nonzero α tends to promote the instability at ν = 3 in
a large range of positive g, where the Wc value gets en-
hanced in comparison to the α = 0 case. The highest Wc

is associated here to an absence of modulation (qx = 0),
thus indicating that the Bx-instability mechanism is the
dominant one for the considered parameters. For values
of g approaching the LL crossing condition (4), the diver-
gences of Wc prove that the instability may even develop
for W in the nanoscale (but only for a very fine-tuned
value of g as manifested by the extremely sharp peaks),
fully consistent with the findings of Fig. 2a whereW was
pinned to the value of 1 nm. The different peaks corre-
spond to different sets of LLs (n1, n2) satisfying the LL
crossing condition (4) with ν = n2 + n1. For a different
filling factor, for instance ν = 4, which corresponds to
the result shown with the (blue) solid line of Fig. 3, the
main features are very similar to that for ν = 3. How-
ever, the largest Wc values are systematically obtained
now for qx 6= 0, thus indicating that the dominant insta-
bility mechanism at play in this case is the one involving
the eiqxx modulation of the cavity magnetic field (situa-
tion close to that seen in Fig. 2c). This difference with
respect to the ν = 3 case originates from the different
possible selection rules associated to the relevant transi-
tions (see Appendix B for some technical details).

FIG. 4. ∆α versus g. Here W = 1 nm, m∗ = 0.081me and
z0 = Lz/2. In black (dashed line), ν = 4 and g‖ = 0 so
g⊥ = g. For the two other curves (in dashed-dot red ν = 3,
in solid blue ν = 4), g⊥ = g‖ = g: There is no divergence
but rather peaks which saturate around 10−3 for values of g
corresponding to αc = 0. Inset: Dependence of αc on g for
ν = 3 (in red) and ν = 4 (in blue), as given by Eq. (4).

C. Evolution of ∆α versus g and W

We can notice with Figs. 2 and 3 that the superradiant
regions centered around a level crossing are very narrow.
We wish to study now the influence of the Zeeman inter-
action on the typical widths ∆α of these regions. The
objective is to determine the optimal material conditions
for revealing the SQPT by varying the Rashba coupling
constant α, which can usually be adjusted in-situ by ap-
plying a perpendicular electric field. Let us first fix the
quantum well width W = 1 nm, and work at B = 5 T.
In case of g‖ = 0 and z0 = Lz/2, the quantity ∆α (cen-
tered around the value αc, which varies as a function of
g according to Eq. (4)) is plotted as a function of g = g⊥
in black (dashed line) for ν = 4 in Fig. 4. Such quantity
depends only on the term Q0(qx, 0) governing the Bz-
instability mechanism, since we have Q1 = Q2 = 0 for
this parameter choice. The gain in ∆α found for g 6= 0
in comparison to the g = 0 case proved to be quite mod-
est. This happens because the perpendicular Zeeman
coupling leads to a small modification in the electronic
spectrum and on the dipole matrix elements A`′`qx . Note
that positioning the 2DEG close to the mirror (z0 = 0)
does not help here, since a SQPT instability is then im-
possible (this corresponds to Q1 = Q2 = 0 in Eq. (17)).
Furthermore, this result for ∆α will not be affected by
a modification of the quantum well width, as long as
g‖ = 0.

The situation with g‖ 6= 0 turns out to be more inter-
esting. A configuration with an isotropic Zeeman cou-
pling g‖ = g⊥ = g now yields a more important de-
pendence for ∆α on g, as depicted by the red (dashed-
dot) and blue (solid) curves of Fig. 4 corresponding to
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FIG. 5. ∆α versus W−1, i.e the inverse of the quantum well
width, for an isotropic Zeeman interaction (g⊥ = g‖ = g =
1.26) in the case of ν = 3 and ν = 4 (as before, we fix m∗ =
0.081 me). The solid curves correspond to the approximate
analytical expressions derived in Appendix B (see text), which
is linear in W−1.

two different filling factors (ν = 3 in red and ν = 4 in
blue). Clearly, the presence of the contribution Q2 en-
capsulating the Bx-instability mechanism brings about
a quantitative change, since a gain for ∆α of several
orders of magnitude is possible. It occurs when g gets
close to gc⊥ = Zc

(
2me

m∗

)
, where the integer Zc depends

on ν = n2 + n1 and corresponds to the perfect coinci-
dence of LLs energies ε(n2,−) = ε(n1,+) without Rashba
coupling studied in the section III. In fact, as shown in
the inset of Fig. 4 which displays αc as a function of
g (cf Eq. (4)), when g → gc⊥, αc tends to zero. For
ν = 3, the LL involved in the crossing studied here are
n2 = 2 and n1 = 1 so that Zc = 2 giving gc⊥ ≈ 49.38
for m∗ ≈ 0.081me. Clearly ∆α exhibits a (non diverg-
ing) peak as g → 49.38. For ν = 4, n2 = 3 and n1 = 1,
there are two non vanishing values of g for which αc = 0 :
gc⊥ ≈ 74.07 and gc⊥ ≈ −24.69 corresponding respectively
to Zc = 3 and Zc = −1 and also leading to two satu-
rating peaks for ∆α. In fact, one can also see the inset
of Fig. 4 as an instability region in the parameter plane
(α, g). The thickness of the lines (whose variations are
not visible here) can be measured by the quantity ∆α at
fixed g. However, at fixed α ≡ αc = 0, the width of the
instability region should be measured by ∆g = |g⊥−gc⊥|,
an estimate of which is easily obtained at fixed quantum
well width W by inverting Eq. (21) and by replacing Wc

by W .
Finally, we have looked carefully at the dependence

of ∆α as a function of the inverse quantum well width
W−1 for the same conditions as previously, i.e., ν = 3 or
4, and z0 = Lz/2. As observed in Fig. 5, ∆α increases
linearly with W−1 for the chosen parameter range, thus

pointing out the interest for having the smallest width
W as possible to stimulate the instability. As deduced
from Fig. 4, the physics here is mostly dictated by the
Q2 term. The found linear dependences of ∆α on W−1
is then clear already at the level of Eqs. (17) and (16).
In Appendix B, we provide an analytical estimate for the
slopes providing the solid curves in Fig. 5. The excel-
lent agreement found between these estimates and the
numerical results confirms that the Bx-Zeeman coupling
mechanism is dominant in the present case.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have established that a 2DEG under perpendicu-
lar magnetic field can undergo a superradiant instability
thanks to an in-plane Zeeman coupling with the photonic
field of a cavity resonator. The associated extreme cri-
terion on the quantum well width can be partly relaxed
by taking advantage of the singularity of spin-flip tran-
sitions, either at Landau level coincidence occurring for
specific values of the perpendicular Landé factor with-
out Rashba spin-orbit coupling (α=0), either at Landau
levels crossings produced by finite α. As a result, an
instability may develop for quantum well widths in the
nanoscale for specific values of the effective Landé factor
or of the filling factors.

Because the Rashba spin-orbit coupling alone gives
also rise to a superradiant instability via the coupling
to a spatially modulated perpendicular field, two kinds
of instability mechanism may in fact work together in
the presence of both Rashba and in-plane Zeeman cou-
plings. Nevertheless, the resulting paramagnetic insta-
bility still typically occurs close to Landau level cross-
ings/coincidences and requires relatively fine tuning of
the model parameters. Moreover, it turns out that it can
be obtained without the cavity, i.e., the coupling to the
free vacuum field appears sufficient.

Finally, let us discuss the possible experimental real-
ization of our theoretical proposal with the current and
available technologies. First, we should emphasize that
state-of-the arts experiments on Landau Polaritons were
often focused on the achievement of very large light-
matter coupling ratio Ω0/ωc [9, 39], some times even
larger than unity [40]. In these experiments, the 2DEG
was most frequently confined in one or several GaAs
(or AlGaAs/GaAs) quantum wells, with parabolic dis-
persion and without (or with very small) Landé factor
and Rashba spin orbit coupling; then, the polaritonic
branches measured through spectroscopy as a function
of the DC perpendicular magnetic field B (in the range
0 to 10 T typically) were well fitted with the modes cal-
culated from the (non superradiant) Hopfield model, and
the large light-matter coupling was achieved in the large
filling factor limit (corresponding to small B), in agree-
ment with the original theoretical proposal [8].

On the other hand, to realize our proposal, we should
work in the integer quantum Hall regime (corresponding
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to small filling factor), and the quantum wells should be
selected in such a way that the 2DEG has both Rashba
spin-orbit and Zeeman coupling, so that one can natu-
rally think of (among others) InSb [41], InAs [39], InP
[36], Ge [42], or HgCdTe [43] quantum wells. The val-
ues of the parameters that we consider in this work (the
Rashba spin-orbit coupling strength, the Landé factor,
the typical width of the quantum wells W and the val-
ues of the filling factor) are typical for realistic struc-
tures. Moreover, a deviation from the Hopfield model
towards the Dicke model has been measured in strained
Ge and InSb quantum wells [10] where Rashba and Zee-
man couplings are known to be important. According to
our theory, to push the system towards the superradi-
ant phase, the physical parameters should be fine-tuned
towards Landau Level crossings.

Thus, the in-situ tunability of the Rashba spin-orbit
strength α thanks to an applied gate voltage would be
an interesting option [44–46]. The possibility of varying
the Landé g-factor, although less obvious, could also be
realized in 2DEGs where it is B (or energy) dependent, as
a consequence of the non parabolicity of the band and/or
the exchange energy [47, 48], but accurate predictions
require complementary calculations. Moreover, the size
of the instability regions in the parameter space (α, g)
that we predict here and which eventually determines
how fine-tuned should be α and/or g for a given quantum
well width is such that ∆α/α ∼ ∆g/g ∼ 10−4 to 10−5

(for W = 1 nm as appearing in Eq. (21) and in Fig. 4).
It is worth noting that such a ratio is much larger than
analogous ones appearing in other theoretical proposals
based on van Hove singularities[33–35], but still small
enough to represent an experimental issue, since disorder
and impurities broaden the Landau Levels.

Out of scope of the present paper, other ingredients
which deserve future investigations are the possibly detri-
mental influence of the disorder, as well as the possibly
beneficial influence of the Coulomb interaction which is
likely to further soften the excitations due to the exci-
tonic effect. Finally, in this work, we considered a simple
cavity geometry with a simplified description of its field,
focusing on the transverse electric modes propagating in
the x direction. A more realistic description of the res-
onators used in the state-of-the arts experiments, like the
single [49] or arrays [10] of complementary split ring res-
onator(s), may change our results quantitatively.
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Appendix A: Susceptibility and polariton modes

In this Appendix, we provide the technical details lead-
ing to the polariton mode Eqs. (16)-(17). We first need to
evaluate the response function Qkl(r, r′, ω) of the 2DEG
in the presence of Zeeman and Rashba spin-orbit cou-
plings. The electronic current density is obtained from
Hamiltonian (1) as j = −c ∂H/∂A and thus reads

j = − e

m∗
p + eαuz × σ − e2

m∗

A

c
− µBc

2
∇× (ĝσ) .(A1)

TakingA = Aext+δA, the term proportional to δA gives
the diamagnetic contribution to the response, while the
rest should be plugged in the Kubo formula to get

Qkl(r, r′, ω) =
nee

2

m∗
δ(r− r′) δkl

− i

~

∫
dt ei(ω+i0

+)t 〈[jk(r, t), jl(r
′, 0)]〉0 , (A2)

where the subscript 0 means the quantum average in the
state before the field δA is turned on. The 2DEG eigen-
states labeled by ` ≡ (n, λ) and the momentum kx are
given in the Landau gauge Aext = (−By, 0, 0) by

〈r|η〉 =
eikxx√
Lx

ζ(z)

(
φn−1(y − kxl2B) sin θ`
i φn(y − kxl2B) cos θ`

)
(A3)

with the angles θ` defined in the main text and

φn(y) =
e−y

2/(2l2B)√
2nn!lB

√
π
Hn

(
y

lB

)
, (A4)

where Hn is the Hermite polynomial of degree n [here
η = (`, kx)]. ζ(z) is the wave function of the lowest sub-
band corresponding to the transverse confinement of the
electrons in the quantum well. Crucially, we consider
that the quantum well width is the smallest length scale
in the problem, so we associate ζ2(z) = δ(z − z0) in all
cases when it must be integrated with a smooth func-
tion. On the contrary, when we enconter the integral∫
δ2(z − z0) dz =

∫
ζ4(z) dz, we associate it with the in-

verse quantum well width 1/W .
We are only interested in the response function in the

y direction, i.e., k = l in Eq. (A2). Furthermore, consid-
ering the Fourier transform (8), we obtain

Q(qx, z, z
′, ω) =

nee
2

m∗
δ(z − z0) δ(z′ − z0)

+
2

LxLy

∑
`≤ν<`′

∑
kx,k′x

(ε`′ − ε`)

× 〈η|jy(qx, z)|η′〉〈η′|jy(qx, z
′)|η〉

(~ω)
2 − (ε`′ − ε`)2

,

(A5)
where the current matrix elements are evaluated as
〈η| jy(qx, z) |η′〉 = iδkx−qx,k′x

×
[
A``

′

qx δ(z − z0) + B``
′

qx δ
′(z − z0)

]
,

(A6)
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with A`′`qx and B`′`qx given in Eqs. (13)–(14). Performing
the sums over kx, k′x in Eq. (A5), we finally get Eq. (9).

Considering a vector potential A = uyAy(z)eiqxx,
Eq. (6) then becomes

κ2Ay(z)− ∂2zAy(z)

=
4π

c2
δ(z − z0)Q0(qx, ω)

∫
dz′ δ(z′ − z0)Ay(z′)

+
4π

c2
δ(z − z0)Q1(qx, ω)

∫
dz′ δ′(z′ − z0)Ay(z′)

+
4π

c2
δ′(z − z0)Q1(qx, ω)

∫
dz′ δ(z′ − z0)Ay(z′)

+
4π

c2
δ′(z − z0)Q2(qx, ω)

∫
dz′ δ′(z′ − z0)Ay(z′). (A7)

For ∂2zAy(z) to be as singular as δ′(z − z0), Ay(z) itself
must have a jump at z = z0. Hence, we search a solution
under the form

Ay(z) =

{
A1 sinhκz, z < z0,

A2 sinh(κLz − κz), z > z0,
(A8)

which satisfies the equation away from z = z0 and obeys
the boundary conditions Ay(0) = Ay(Lz) = 0. Substi-
tuting (A8) into Eq. (A7), we encounter two singular
integrals involving the Heaviside step function θ(z) and
the Dirac δ(z) = dθ(z)/dz:

∫
δ(z) θ(z) dz =

1

2

∫
dθ2(z)

dz
dz =

1

2
, (A9)∫

δ′(z) θ(z) = −
∫
δ2(z) dz = − 1

W
. (A10)

The latter expression is our definition of the quantum
well width W – the typical scale over which the elec-
tron wave function is spread [see the discussion after
Eq. (A4)]. The jump in the vector potential at z = z0,
expressed by Eq. (A8), corresponds to a contribution to
Bx ∝ δ(z − z0), which couples to the in-plane magneti-
zation Mx ∝ δ(z − z0); the resulting interaction energy
is proportional to

∫
δ2(z − z0) dz = 1/W .

Equating the coefficients in Eq. (A7) in front of the
terms δ(z− z0) and δ′(z− z0), we obtain a linear system
for the amplitudes A1 and A2

(
M11 M12

M21 M22

)(
A1

A2

)
= 0, (A11)

where

M11 = κ

(
1 +

2π

c2
Q1

)
coshκz0

− 4π

c2

(
Q0

2
+
Q1

W

)
sinhκz0,

M12 = κ

(
1− 2π

c2
Q1

)
cosh(κLz − κz0)

− 4π

c2

(
Q0

2
− Q1

W

)
sinh(κLz − κz0),

M21 =

(
1− 4π

c2
Q2

W
− 2π

c2
Q1

)
sinhκz0

+
2π

c2
κQ2 coshκz0,

M22 = −
(

1− 4π

c2
Q2

W
+

2π

c2
Q1

)
sinh(κLz − κz0)

− 2π

c2
κq2 cosh(κLz − κz0).

To ensure the existence of solutions to the linear system
(A11), the matrix determinant must vanish. This leads
to Eq. (16) for z0 = Lz/2, and to Eq. (17) for z0 = 0
after taking into account that κW � 1.

Appendix B: Analytical estimate for the quantum
well width and for the “Superradiant” phase width

In this Appendix, we provide some analytical simplifi-
cations, which are helpful to determine Eq. (21) of the
main text and for the analysis of the instability regions.
Firstly, close to either a level crossing or a level coinci-
dence, we can realize from Eqs. (10)–(12) that at ω = 0
the Qi are mostly given by a single diverging term in
the sums over (`, `′). For instance, when εn1,+ ≈ εn2,−,
we can approximate the Q2 contribution as (we do not
specify the superscript of Bqx for convenience)

Q2(qx, 0) ≈ 1

πl2B

B2qx
|εn1,+ − εn2,−|

, (B1)

and similarly for the other contributions. As a result, we
have [Q1(qx, 0)]

2 − Q0(qx, 0)Q2(qx, 0) ≈ 0, which means
that the latter combination plays a negligible role in Eqs.
(16)–(17) for ω = 0.

Simplifications of the dipole matrix elements also take
place when considering ν = n1 + n2 � 1 (the order-of-
magnitude estimate is expected to be valid for ν ∼ 1 as
well). Indeed, we then use the asymptotic expression for
the generalized Laguerre polynomials with large index in
terms of the Bessel function of the first kind J . Eq. (15)
becomes

Θn1
n2
' Sn1

n2
J|n1−n2|

(√
νlBqx

)
. (B2)

Moreover, to the leading order in 1/
√
ν, we get the rela-

tion between the angles, θn2,− = θn1,+ + π/2 + O(1/ν),
which expresses the approximate orthogonality of the
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spin part of the wave functions for |n1 − n2| � n1, n2

and λ1 = −λ2. Thus,

B2qx ≈
(g‖µBc

2

)2 (
Θn2
n1−1 sin2 θ + Θn2−1

n1
cos2 θ

)2
,

with θ ≡ θn1,+.
Let’s first focus on the case where α = 0 and g⊥ → gc⊥
to explain Eq. (21). Firstly, one has:

|εn1,+ − εn2,−| ≈ ~ωc
(
m∗
2me

)
|g⊥ − gc⊥|. (B3)

Secondly, since θ = θn1,+ → π/2, one has B2qx ≈( g‖µBc

2

)2
(Θn2

n1−1)2. Moreover, since θn2,−− θn1,+ ≈ π/2,
the terms A`′`qx in Eq. (13) tends to 0, so both the Q0

and Q1 terms are very small so that both Eq. (16) and
(17) reduce to Q2(qx,0)

W = c2

4π . Using expression (B1), it
appears that such an equation starts to have solutions
in the parameter space as early as the maximum of B2qx
(which is the maximum of (Θn2

n1−1)2) is reached when
varying qx. As soon as n2 − n1 6= −1 (n2 − n1 = −1
would correspond to the case g‖ = gc⊥ = 0 for isotropic
Zeeman coupling), such a maximum appears for finite qx
since the Bessel function appearing in Eq. (B2) will have
a non zero index. Modulo some unimportant numerical
factor given by the value of such a maximum, we finally
obtain Eq. (21) of the main text using both Eqs. (B1)
and (B3).
From now on, we consider a situation where the Rashba
spin-orbit coupling α is close to αc, its value at the cross-

ing, that we consider not too close to 0, for fixed g⊥ (away
from gc⊥).

From Eq. (4), we get that for ν � 1, αc is such that

m∗αclB ≈
√

(n1 − n2)2 − (1− Z)2

4ν
� 1. (B4)

When α is detuned away from αc (keeping both the
magnetic field and the filling constant), we have

|εn1,+ − εn2,−| ≈
2~
lB

√
ν

√
1−

∣∣∣∣ 1− Z
n1 − n2

∣∣∣∣2 |α− αc|. (B5)

Using Eqs. (B1) and (B5) and considering that Q2 pro-
vides the main contribution, Eq. (16) for z0 = Lz/2 at
ω = 0 then yields

|α− αc| '
1

~
4π

c2
ne
ν3/2

lB
W

|n1 − n2|B2qx√
(n1 − n2)2 − (1− Z)2

. (B6)

Note that this equation is valid for g⊥ away from gc⊥ so
that the denominator of the LHS does not vanish, which
corresponds to |αc| > 0. Moreover and similarly to what
was done before, this equation starts to have solutions
when the maximum of B2qx is reached. The typical value
for qx associated to this maximum depends on ν. By
Plugging it in Eq. (B6), we then get an approximate
estimation for the superradiant phase width ∆α = |α −
αc|. For ν = 3, the maximum of B2qx is at qx = 0 for
a large range of positive g (except when cos θ → 0). In
contrast, for ν = 4, it is typically reached for lBqx ≈ 1.
The corresponding derived ∆α are represented by the
solid lines in Fig. 5.
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