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We study driven collective radiation of an ensemble of atoms placed inside a cavity, accounting for
individual-atom emission to free space modes. We find that the steady state exhibits a dissipative
phase transition, formed by a mixture of two collective quantum states corresponding to a bistable
mean-field solution. One of these states is entangled and closely resembles a coherently radiating
spin state (CRSS) – the solution obtained by neglecting individual decay (Dicke superradiance)
– allowing us to analytically find the optimally achievable spin squeezing. We predict quantum
switching between the two states, verified by quantum trajectories simulations. The switching rate
tends to vanish with the atom number, as the Liouvillan gap closes. Remarkably, this suggests that
the system may reside in an entangled CRSS-like state associated with correlated Dicke physics,
even in the presence of decorrelating individual decay. This opens a path for a systematic study of
the interplay between collective and individual decay, in both experiments and theory.

Collective radiation is formed by the multiple scat-
tering of photons between atom-like emitters. While
this fundamental many-body problem emerges in a va-
riety of systems and applications in quantum science
and beyond [1–20], it is still far from being fully under-
stood. The essence of collective effects in radiation is cap-
tured by the iconic Dicke superradiance model, wherein
the many atoms are uniformly coupled to the radiation
field [21]. The resulting indistinguishability symmetry of-
fers an immense simplification whereby the many atoms
behave as a single collective dipole and exhibit purely col-
lective dissipation in the form of superradiance. Adding
a laser that drives the atoms results in the driven Dicke
model, accounting for purely collective driven-dissipative
physics. Its steady state is predicted to be a coherently
radiating spin state (CRSS) [22]: an entangled collec-
tive state exhibiting a phase transition [23–27] and spin
squeezing [28–31].

Nevertheless, any realistic system may exhibit addi-
tional dissipative processes at the individual-constituent
level, even when collective dissipation is dominant. In su-
perradiance, this comes about by a non-uniform coupling
of atoms to multiple photon modes, as typical of vari-
ous platforms of quantum science, such as atom arrays
[32–46] and ensembles [15, 47–49]. The resulting break-
down of the indistinguishability symmetry significantly
complicates the analysis, especially when the channels
of collective and individual dissipation are hard to tell
apart [1–5, 30, 50–52]. Understanding superradiance in
realistic systems thus calls for a systematic study of the
interplay between collective and individual decay.

Here, we study a model which exhibits this interplay,
and that is simple and relevant; namely, the realistic
model of laser-driven atoms inside a cavity, describing
typical superradiant platforms [Fig. 1(a)] [6–9]. The two
competing decay processes are clearly distinguished in
this case, as they result from radiation to different well-
defined channels: individual-atom emission off the cav-
ity axis, and collective radiation via the cavity mirrors.
Going beyond previous mean-field [23, 24] and transient-
time [53] studies, we perform a complete quantum anal-
ysis of the problem in steady-state using a combination

FIG. 1. (a) Atoms trapped inside an optical cavity and co-
herently driven by a laser amplitude Ω. The N atoms decay
collectively through the cavity mirror with rate γ1D and in-
dividually to off-axis modes at rate γF . (b) Mean-field so-
lution of the population inversion per atom sz from Eq. (2)
(solid and dashed curve for stable and unstable solutions),
with Ωc = Γ/4 and taking Γ/γ = γ1D(N−1)/(γ1D+γF ) = 15.
Dicke case (no γF ) is plotted for reference (dash-dotted).

of numerical and analytical approaches. We find a dis-
sipative first-order phase transition as a function of the
drive strength characterized by a bimodal density ma-
trix comprised of two states, and the dynamical switch-
ing between these states via quantum jumps. One of
these states is close to a spin-squeezed CRSS, revealing
the emergence of collective Dicke physics in the presence
of individual-atom dissipation. We discuss the relevance
of these findings for the interpretation of experiments.
Model.— We consider N identical two-level atoms

placed inside a resonant optical cavity. Assuming all
atoms are identically coupled to the cavity mode (e.g.
laser-trapped at its antinodes [6]), and considering a fast-
decaying cavity, we adiabatically eliminate the cavity
mode, obtaining the master equation for the many-atom
density matrix ρ [54],

ρ̇ = −2iΩ[Ŝx, ρ] +
γ1D
2

(
2Ŝ−ρŜ+ − ρŜ+Ŝ− − Ŝ+Ŝ−ρ

)
+

γF
2

N∑
n=1

(
2σ̂nρσ̂

†
n − ρσ̂†

nσ̂n − σ̂†
nσ̂nρ

)
≡ −Lρ. (1)

The first term describes driving of the atoms by a reso-
nant laser with effective Rabi frequency Ω, whereas the
second term accounts for collective decay via the cavity
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mode at the Purcell-enhanced rate γ1D. Here Ŝ− = Ŝ†
+ =∑N

n=1 σ̂n is the atomic collective-spin lowering operator,
with σ̂n being the pseudo-spin lowering operator of a sin-

gle atom n ∈ {1, ..., N}, and Ŝx,y,z = 1/2
∑N

n=n σ̂
x,y,z
n .

The last term accounts for additional decay of the atoms
to off-axis modes outside the cavity: assuming inter-
atomic separations exceeding the optical wavelength, the
atoms appear distinguishable to these modes. This effec-
tively leads to individual decay at the free-space spon-
taneous emission rate γF , described by individual-atom
operators σ̂n.
Mean-field results.— Before we turn to a full quan-

tum treatment, it is instructive to perform a mean-field
analysis of Eq. (1). At long times, the individual de-
cay decorrelates different atoms, which are nonetheless
statistically equivalent. This motivates to use an individ-
ual factorization approximation with identical mean-field
values for different atoms [23]: ⟨σ̂n⟩MF = s, ⟨σ̂z

n⟩MF = sz
and

〈
σ̂†
nσ̂m

〉
MF

= |s|2 for n ̸= m. We analyze the re-

sulting mean-field dynamical equations [54], finding their
steady state as the solution of the cubic equation

(1 + sz)(γ − szΓ)
2 + 8szΩ

2 = 0,

γ = γF + γ1D, Γ = (N − 1)γ1D, (2)

with γ and Γ forming the relevant mean-field parameters
and Ω taken real.

For Γ > 8γ there always exists a region of Ω values
wherein Eq. (2) has two stable (and one unstable) so-
lutions. This bistable region is seen in Fig. 1(b) by the
numerical solution of Eq. (2). In the regime Γ ≫ γ where
collective effects are dominant, we also solved Eq. (2) an-
alytically up to third order in γ/Γ ≪ 1 [54], with the
lowest order solution recovering the result [24]

s
(ab )
z = −1

2
∓ 1

2

√
1− 2Ω2

Ω2
c

, s(c)z = 0, Ωc =
Γ

4
, (3)

exhibiting the bistability region 0 < Ω < Ωc/
√
2.

Notably, this bistable behavior is in contrast to the
Dicke case γF = 0, where mean-field is performed
in collective variables such that correlations are re-
tained: there, a second-order transition is obtained,
sz = −

√
1− (Ω/Ωc)2 [23, 29, 31], as seen in Fig. 1(b).

However, for γF ̸= 0 and long enough times, correlations
may break and Eq. (3) [or (2)] forms the solution.

Master equation results.— The full solution of Eq. (1)
can be evaluated efficiently at complexity O(N3) by ex-
ploiting the statistical equivalence between atoms whose
individual decay coefficients γF are identical [55–58]. We
used PIQS [59] implemented in QuTip [60] where such an
algorithm is realized to calculate numerically the density
matrix and atomic observables.

In Fig. 2(a), we compare the steady-state population

inversion (“magnetization”) ⟨Ŝz⟩ from the exact solu-
tion of (1) for different atom numbers N , to the mean-
field result Nsz/2 with sz from Eq. (2). For an appro-
priate comparison, we fix the mean-field parameters Γ

FIG. 2. Numerical solution of the master equation (1) in
steady state. The mean-field parameters are fixed to Γ/γ =
15.5 for all values of atom number N (text). (a) Average pop-

ulation inversion (“magnetization”) ⟨Ŝz⟩ as a function of the
drive Ω (blue curves) compared with the mean-field solution of
Eq. (2) (black curve). (b) Probability distribution of the mag-
netization eigenvalues m exhibits a bimodal form centered at
the two stable mean-field solutions (black lines; N = 54 and
Ω = 0.75Ωc). (c) Spin squeezing parameter exhibits quantum
correlations ξ2 < 1 up to the bistability region. Black curve
displays analytical results from Eq. (7). (d) Liouvillain gap
λ1 (blue dots) fitted as a power-law 1.72N−0.9 (red curve).

and γ and solve Eq. (1) numerically for each N with
γ1D = Γ/(N − 1) and γF = γ − γ1D. We observe that
while the two solutions agree outside the bistability re-
gion predicted by mean-field, the comparison within this
region is more subtle since the steady-state ρs of Eq. (1)
is unique [61]. To capture the bistability effect, we plot
in Fig. 2(b) the probability distribution for observing an

eigenvalue m of Ŝz, Pm =
∑N/2

j=|m| ⟨j,m|ρs|j,m⟩, with

|j,m⟩ being the usual states of angular momentum j. We
notice a bimodal distribution centered at two m values,
which agree with the stable mean-field solutions.
We also calculate the spin-squeezing parameter ξ2 =

minφ Var[Ŝ′
φ]N/|⟨Ŝ⟩|2 [62] at steady state ρs. Here Ŝ′

φ

is the spin-vector component directed at an angle φ
on the plane perpendicular to the mean spin ⟨Ŝ⟩ [with

Ŝ = (Ŝx, Ŝy, Ŝz)], and ξ2 < 1 implies spin-squeezing
quantum correlations useful in metrology. We observe
in Fig. 2(c) that the steady state is squeezed as long as

⟨Ŝz⟩ coincides with the lower branch of the mean-field
solution [Fig. 2(a)], as discussed further below.

Quantum bistability.— The bimodal distribution in
Fig. 2(b) suggests the existence of a first-order phase
transition [63]. To explore this possibility in our dissi-
pative quantum system [64], we consider the eigenvalues
λi and eigenvectors ρi of the Liouvillian superoperator
L from Eq. (1). The eigenvalue with the smallest non-
vanishing real part is called the Liouvillian gap and de-
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noted by λ1. Recalling the uniqueness of the steady state
ρ0 ≡ ρs (λ0 = 0) at finite N , we can write the density
matrix at long times t ≫ 1/λi ∀i ̸= 0, 1 as

ρ(t) = ρs + c1ρ1e
−λ1t, (4)

with the constant c1 determined from initial conditions.
Following [64] we define a dissipative first-order phase
transition by the closing of the Liouvillian gap, λ1 → 0
for N → ∞ at some critical drive Ω. In this case, the
kernel of the Liouvillian L becomes two-fold degenerate,
leading to two stable phases. We found the Liouvillian
gap λ1 by fitting the long-time dynamics of the magne-
tization, calculated from Eq. (1), to ⟨Ŝz(t)⟩− ⟨Ŝz(∞)⟩ ∝
e−λ1t [65]. This was performed for different atom num-
bers N by varying Ω and finding the minimal λ1, verify-
ing its agreement with that obtained by a direct diago-
nalization of L (the latter being feasible up to N ≤ 24).
The results are plotted in Fig. 2(d), suggesting that the
gap indeed closes as λ1 ∝ N−0.9.

The closing of the gap, λ1 → 0, implies that ρ1 tends
to enter the kernel and that the steady state encodes
two quantum states corresponding to two phases. To
determine the two states we decompose ρ1, which is seen
from Eq. (4) to be traceless, into two physical (trace-1)
density matrices, ρ1 = ρ+−ρ−, with ρ+ ( ρ−) formed by
the diagonal matrix containing the positive (negative)
eigenvalues of ρ1 [64]. The latter are orthogonal and
approximately span the kernel, allowing to write

ρs ≃
N→∞

a+ρ+ + a−ρ−, a+ + a− = 1. (5)

Hence, the steady state is given by a statistical mix-
ture of two quantum many-body states. We show this
for N = 18 by numerically finding ρ1 as the eigenvec-
tor of the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of L and con-
structing ρ± from its diagonal form. In Fig 3(a), we

plot the average of Ŝz taken with ρ+ and ρ−, show-
ing their respective agreement with the lower and up-
per branches of the bistable mean-field solution. The
correspondence to the two steady-state phases is further
exhibited by the respective distributions of m plotted
for a±ρ± in Fig. 3(b), whose sum recovers the bimodal
distribution of ρs to a very good approximation. Here
a+ = 0.4 and a− = 0.5 were independently obtained
from a± = tr(ρsρ±)/tr[(ρ±)

2] noting their sum tends to
1, as in (5), already for our moderate N = 18.

Emergence of Dicke physics.— A deeper understand-
ing of the nature of this bistability is gained by observ-
ing that the lower branch of the mean-field solution re-
sembles that of the Dicke problem (γF = 0) [Fig. 3(a)].
Importantly, our quantum analysis then allows to ex-
plore the possible emergence of Dicke physics in the full
quantum-mechanical sense beyond mean-field, by study-
ing the state ρ+ associated with the lower branch. To this
end, we exploit the fact that the steady state of the Dicke
problem is a CRSS, given by an asymptotic eigenstate of
Ŝ− with eigenvalue −i2Ω/γ1D [22]. Using the CRSS ex-
pansion in angular-momentum states |N/2,m⟩ [22], we

FIG. 3. Steady-state density matrix ρs as a mixture of two
stable states ρ±, Eq. (5). ρ± are found numerically for
N = 18, γ1D = 10γF . (a) Average magnetization calculated
with ρ+ (ρ−) is seen to agree with the lower- (upper-) branch
mean-field solution. (b) Magnetization distributions of ρ±
are centered around the corresponding mean-field values, with
their sum (weighted with a±) approximately reproducing the
bimodal distribution of ρs (Ω = 0.73Ωc). (c) Fidelity with
CRSS. (d) Spin squeezing ξ2 < 1 is exhibited in the CRSS-
like state ρ+, in agreement with the analytical result, Eq. (7)
(black curve).

calculate its overlap with ρ+ and observe very high fi-
delities, dropping only towards the end of the bistabil-
ity region [Fig. 3(c)]. Remarkably, this suggests that all
quantum properties of collective CRSS physics should be
exhibited by the stable state ρ+, including its coherent
radiation and spin-squeezing entanglement.
For the latter, more insight can be gained by first

evaluating the spin squeezing analytically, adopting a
Heisenberg-picture approach [31]. To this end, we
begin with the Heisenberg-Langevin equations for σ̂n

and σ̂z
n which correspond to Eq. (1). Linearizing

the equations for small fluctuations around the lower-
branch of the mean-field solution (2) using the Holstein-
Primakoff transformation, we find the dynamical equa-
tion of collective-spin fluctuations [54],

˙̂a =

(
ΓjMF cos θ

N
− γ

2

)
â− γ

4
sin2 θ(â− â†) +

√
jMF

2N
×[

cos θ(F̂ + F̂ † + η̂ + η̂†) + (F̂ † − F̂ + η̂† − η̂)
]
. (6)

Here â = 1√
N

∑
n ân, F̂ =

√
Nf̂ and η̂ = 1√

N

∑
n η̂n,

where ân is the bosonic fluctuation of the spin of atom

n, and f̂ (η̂n) is the vacuum noise associated with collec-
tive (individual) decay γ1D (γF ). The effective spin size
jMF = |s|N/2 and excitation angle θ = arccos(sz/|s|)
with |s| =

√
s2x + s2y + s2z are given by the lower-branch

mean-field solution sx,y,z. Within this formulation, the
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spin squeezing is obtained as [54]

ξ2 = 1 + 2
(〈
â†â
〉
−
∣∣〈â2〉∣∣). (7)

Solving Eq. (6) for â in steady state, and using the cor-

relations of vacuum noises ⟨f̂(t)f̂†(t′)⟩ = γ1Dδ(t − t′),
⟨η̂n(t)η̂†m(t′)⟩ = γF δnmδ(t − t′) we obtain an analytical
expression for ξ2 in terms of the mean-field parameters
Γ and γ and the lower-branch solution sx,y,z. The full
analytical expression for ξ2 is given in [54] and plotted
in Fig. 2(c): we observe excellent agreement with the
squeezing calculated for the stable state ρ+, extending
towards the end of the bistability region. In the limit-
ing case Γ ≫ γ, substituting the mean-field values from
Eq. (3), we get

ξ2 =
1 +

√
1− 2Ω2/Ω2

c
√
2
√
1 + Ω2/Ω2

c +
√
1− 2Ω2/Ω2

c

−−−−→
Ω=Ωc√

2

1√
3
, (8)

yielding the optimal achievable squeezing 1/
√
3.

Steady-state dynamics.— The observable physical
meaning of the quantum bistability is directly revealed
in dynamics. Recalling that the long-time dynamics,
Eq. (4), is spanned by ρs and ρ1 and hence approximately
by ρ±, we use ρ1 = ρ+−ρ− and (5) in Eq. (4), obtaining
the density matrix at long-times,

ρ(t) = p+(t)ρ+ + p−(t)ρ−, p±(t) = a± ± c1e
−λ1t. (9)

The probabilities p±(t) to find the system in states ρ±
then dynamically evolve as

ṗ±(t) = −Γ±p±(t) + Γ∓p∓(t), Γ± = λ1a∓. (10)

Notably, Eq. (10) describes a two-state Markov process of
stochastic jumps between these states at rates Γ± [inset
of Fig. 4(a)]. However, unlike a classical Markov pro-
cess, here, the jumps are activated by quantum-vacuum
noise and occur between two states in Liouville space,
each of which represents a many-body state with its own
quantum statistics and properties. Therefore, we pre-
dict a physical reality of dynamical switching not only
of an order parameter (here ⟨Ŝz⟩), as studied in previ-
ous works [66–71], but of the full quantum properties in-
cluding correlations and entanglement. This prediction
is nicely manifest in the simulation of single trajectories
from the quantum stochastic unraveling of Eq. (1) [72]:
In Fig. 4, we observe the jumps between the two val-
ues corresponding to ρ± for: magnetization, fidelity with
CRSS, and spin squeezing. The fluctuations around the
two values decrease with the system size N [54].

Importantly, the switching rates Γ± ∝ λ1 tend to zero
at the critical point as λ1 → 0 [Fig. 2(d)], implying that
the system resides for exceedingly long times in either of
the states ρ+ or ρ−. For the former, recalling the resem-
blance of ρ+ to a CRSS [Figs. 3(c) and 4(b)], this leads
to the following remarkable conclusion: namely, that the
practically observable physical reality is similar to that

FIG. 4. Quantum switching between stable states ρ± manifest
in quantum-trajectory simulations (performed in QuTip [60]
for N = 18, γ1D = 10γF and Ω = 0.73Ωc). (a) Magnetization

⟨Ŝz⟩ in a single trajectory is seen to jump between the two
mean-field values, also corresponding to ρ± (red and green
dashed curves). (b) CRSS fidelity for the same trajectory
compared to the CRSS fidelity of ρ+ (red dashed curve). (c)
Spin squeezing on the same trajectory compared to the ana-
lytical result from Eq. (7) (red dashed curve). Inset: Same
in the region 0.5 < ξ2 < 1.25.

of the Dicke problem of purely correlated collective de-
cay, exhibiting metrologically useful spin squeezing and
entanglement, even in the presence of decorrelating in-
dividual decay. While it might be expected that Dicke
physics emerges at short times t ≪ γ−1

F before individual
decay is noticeable [54], here we surprisingly find that this
can be the case also at the true steady state for t ≫ γ−1

F .
We stress that Eq. (10), which entails the switching

dynamics, was derived by us directly from the theory
of dissipative phase transitions, and is used here with
our knowledge of ρ± to predict the simulated trajectories
of various quantum properties seen in Fig. 4. This is
in contrast to previous works where a similar equation
was presented as an effective model justified posteriori
by simulated trajectories of a specific order parameter or
its bimodal distribution [67, 69, 73].
Discussion.— We analyzed steady-state collective ra-

diation in the presence of local dissipation. We found
a quantum bistability and used CRSS theory to char-
acterize the emergence of correlated Dicke-like physics.
These predictions can be readily tested experimentally
in common cavity systems by observing the statistics
and switching dynamics of atomic properties or radia-
tion. The surprising finding of Dicke-like steady-states
beyond the Dicke indistinguishability symmetry entails
profound implications on the analysis and interpretation
of experiments: considering that any realistic system ex-
hibits local decay at relevant time scales, the observa-
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tion of Dicke-like physics then does not necessarily imply
negligible local decay, and can result from the CRSS-like
quasistable state ρ+. More generally, these results es-
tablish a first step in a systematic study of the interplay
between collective and individual decay. This should be
crucial for our understanding and design of prominent
quantum platforms and technologies, such as atomic ar-
rays and ensembles [15, 32–34]. Moreover, it opens a new
path in the study of dissipative quantum many-body sys-

tems with collective decay.
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S1

Supplemental Material for
“Quantum bistability at the interplay between collective and individual decay”

S1. DERIVATION OF BASIC EQUATIONS OF MOTION

A. System and Hamiltonian

We consider N two-level atoms inside a driven one-sided optical cavity. We assume that atoms are identically
coupled to the cavity mode (e.g. located at cavity antinodes). The Hamiltonian for the atoms and the cavity mode
is given by

HS = ℏω0

∑
n

σ̂†
nσ̂n + ℏωcĉ

†ĉ+ ℏ
∑
n

(g∗ĉ†σ̂n + gσ̂†
nĉ) + ℏ(ΩLĉ

†e−iωLt +Ω∗
Lĉe

iωLt), (S1)

where σ̂n is the Pauli lowering operator for atom n with resonant frequency ω0, ĉ is the boson lowering operator for
the cavity mode of frequency ωc and g is a dipole coupling strength identical for all atoms. The external laser comes
from the left side of the cavity with amplitude ΩL and frequency ωL.

The cavity mode is coupled through the left mirror to the 1D continuum of the propagating photon modes with
the wave numbers k and frequencies ωk = c|k| (c being the speed of light)

HR = ℏ
∑
k<0

ωk b̂
†
k b̂k, HSR = ℏ

∑
k<0

(gcb̂
†
k ĉ+ g∗c ĉ

†b̂k), (S2)

where b̂k are the corresponding boson lowering operators and gc the coupling strength.
Emission to off-axis modes outside the cavity is accounted for by approximating these modes as free-space modes

described by the lowering operators âk,µ and frequencies ωk = c|k|, with k the wavevector and µ the polarization:

HF = ℏ
∑
k,µ

ωkâ
†
k,µâk,µ, HSF = ℏ

∑
k,µ

∑
n

(
g∗k,µ,nâ

†
k,µσ̂n + gk,µ,nσ̂

†
nâk,µ

)
, (S3)

where gk,µ,n ∝ eik·rn is the dipole coupling whose dependence on the atomic position rn follows from the free-space
plane waves k.

B. Derivation of the Heisenberg-Langevin equations

In this section, we eliminate the reservoir modes to obtain the equations on the atomic variables. We begin with

the equation for the cavity mode, obtained by solving the Heisenberg equation for the 1D continuum modes b̂k,

˙̂
bk = −iωk b̂k − igcĉ ⇒ b̂k(t) = b̂k(0)e

−iωkt − igc

t∫
0

dt′ ĉ(t′)eiωk(t−t′), (S4)

and insert the solution into the Heisenberg equation for the cavity mode ĉ(t). Then, switching to the laser-rotating
frame c̃(t) = ĉ(t)eiωLt, σ̃n(t) = σ̂n(t)e

iωLt and treating the 1D continuum as a reservoir, we take a Born-Markov type
approximation and obtain the Heisenberg-Langevin equation for c̃(t),

˙̃c(t) = iδcc̃(t)−
κ
2
c̃(t)− ig

∑
n

σ̃n + Ê(t)− iΩL. (S5)

Here we introduced the laser detuning from the cavity δc = ωL − ωc and vacuum noise of the reservoir Ê(t) =

−ig∗c
∑

k b̂k(0)e
−i(ωk−ωL)t,

〈
Ê(t)

〉
= 0, with the time correlator

〈
Ê(t)Ê†(t′)

〉
= |gc|2

∑
k,k′

〈
b̂k(0)b̂k′(0)

〉
e−iωkt+iωk′ t′ = κδ(t− t′), (S6)



S2

where κ = 2|gc|2L/c and L is the quantization length of the 1D continuum. We work in the fast cavity limit, assuming
κ is much faster than the timescale of variations in σ̃n. This allows us to adiabatically eliminate the cavity mode,
which can be effectively achieved by solving Eq. (S5) in the steady state

c̃(t) =
iΩL + ig

∑
n σ̃n(t)− Ê(t)

iδ − κ/2
, (S7)

and insert this solution, together with that for the free-space modes âk

˙̂ak,µ(t) = −iωâk,µ(t)− i
∑
n

g∗k,µ,nσ̂n(t) ⇒ âk,µ(t) = âk,µ(0)e
−iωkt − i

∑
n

g∗k,µ,n

∫
dt′ σ̂n(t

′)eiωk(t−t′), (S8)

into the Heisenberg equation of motion of the Pauli lowering operator of an atom n

˙̃σn = iδσ̃n+ iΩσ̂z
n(t)+ i∆σz

n(t)
∑
m

σ̃m(t)+
γ1D
2

σ̂z
n(t)

∑
m

σ̃m(t)+ σ̂z
n(t)

∑
m

D(rn−rm)σ̃m(t)+[f̂(t)+ η̂n(t)]σ̂
z
n(t). (S9)

Here we introduced the effective drive Rabi frequency Ω, atom-laser detuning δ, emission rate via the cavity mode
γ1D and collective shift ∆ that describes the resonant dipole-dipole interaction between pairs of atoms

Ω =
igΩL

iδc − κ/2
, δ = ωL − ω0, γ1D =

2g2κ
2δ2c + κ2/2

, ∆ =
δcg

2

δ2c + κ2/4
. (S10)

The vacuum noise f̂(t) in Eq. (S9) is a vacuum noise of the 1D modes reservoir Ê(t) filtred by the cavity:

f̂(t) = − ig

iδc − κ/2
Ê(t),

〈
f̂(t)

〉
= 0,

〈
f̂(t)f̂†(t′)

〉
=

g2

δ2c + κ2/4

〈
Ê(t)Ê†(t′)

〉
= γ1Dδ(t− t′). (S11)

The assumed fast cavity regime is realized when the cavity decay rate is much faster than the atom emission rate
through the cavity γ1D ≪ κ ⇒ 4g2 ≪ κ2 at δc = 0.
The elimination of the free-space modes âk,µ was also performed here within a Born-Markov type approxima-

tion, yielding the dipole-dipole interaction D(rn − rm) mediated by the free-space field modes between different
atoms, proportional to the photon Green’s function [74]. For inter-atomic distances exceeding the optical wavelength,
|rn − rm| ≫ λ = 2πc/ωL, this coupling becomes negligible, and we approximate D(rn − rm) ≈ δnmγF /2, yielding an
individual-atom decay at the rate γF of spontaneous emission to free-space. The dissipation induced by the reservoir
of modes âk,µ is accompanied by the vacuum-field Langevin noise

η̂n(t) = i
∑
k,µ

gk,µ,nâk,µ(0)e
−i(ωk−ωL)t, ⟨η̂n(t)⟩ = 0,

〈
η̂n(t)η̂

†
m(t′)

〉
≈ γF δnmδ(t− t′). (S12)

Finally, taking resonant conditions δ = δc = 0, we obtain the Heisenberg-Langevin equation

˙̃σn(t) = −γF
2
σ̃n(t) + iΩσ̂z

n(t) +
γ1D
2

σ̂z
n(t)

∑
m

σ̃m(t) + σ̂z
n(t)[f̂(t) + η̂n(t)]. (S13)

A similar procedure leads to the Heiseberg equation for σ̂z
n, obtaining

˙̂σz
n(t) = −γF (1 + σ̂z

n(t))− 2

[
σ̃†
n(t)

(
f̂(t) + η̂n(t) + iΩ+

γ1D
2

∑
m

σ̃m(t)

)
+H.c.

]
. (S14)

C. Equivalent master equation

The Heisenberg-Langevin equations (S13) and (S14) are equivalent to the density matrix equation [also Eq. (1) in
the main text]

ρ̇ = −L[ρ] = −2iΩ[Ŝx, ρ] +
γ1D
2

(
2Ŝ−ρŜ+ − ρŜ+Ŝ− − Ŝ+Ŝ−ρ

)
+

γF
2

N∑
n=1

(
2σ̂nρσ̂

†
n − ρσ̂†

nσ̂n − σ̂†
nσ̂nρ

)
. (S15)
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It could be rewritten as

ρ̇ = −i(Heffρ(t)− ρ(t)Heff) +

N+1∑
i=1

Ciρ(t)C†
i , (S16)

where we introduce the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Heff = 2ΩŜx − i
2

∑N+1
i=1 C†

i Ci and jump operators C =

{√γ1DŜ−,
√
γF σ̂1, ...,

√
γF σ̂N}. Such form is used in Quantum Monte-Carlo trajectories simulations shown in Fig. 4

of the main text.

S2. MEAN-FIELD SOLUTION

A. Derivation of the mean-field equations

The mean-field equation could be obtained either from tracing the master equation (S15) with the required operator
and performing averaging, or directly averaging the Heisenberg-Langevin Eqs. (S13) and (S14). We define the mean-
field values assuming that they are equal for different atoms ⟨σ̂n⟩ = sn = s and ⟨σ̂z

n⟩ = szn = sz (with the simplified
notation σ̃n → σ̂n from here on). To deal with the multiplications of the operators that exist in Eqs. (S13)-(S14), we
use individual atom factorization 〈

σ̂†
nσ̂m

〉
= s∗s = |s|2 n ̸= m, (S17)

that is appropriate when the total momentum Ŝ2 = Ŝ2
x + Ŝ2

y + Ŝ2
z is not conserved, as in the case of additional

individual decay [23].
Following this procedure, we obtain the system of mean-field nonlinear differential equations

ṡx = −γ
2 sx + Γ

2 szsx,

ṡy = −γ
2 sy − 2Ωsz +

Γ
2 szsy,

ṡz = −γ(sz + 1) + 2Ωsy − Γ
2 (s

2
x + s2y),

(S18)

where we defined x, y components as sx = s + s∗, sy = i(s − s∗) and took the effective Rabi drive frequency Ω to
be real without loss of generality. The obtained effective mean-field parameters are related to the model parameters
γ1D, γF and N from Eq. (S15) by

γ = γF + γ1D, Γ = (N − 1)γ1D. (S19)

From the system of equations (S18) one can see that the total spin
〈
Ŝ2
〉
MF

= N2(s2x + s2y + s2z)/4 is indeed not

conserved

d
〈
Ŝ2
〉
MF

dt
= −γN2

2

(
s2z + sz +

s2x + s2y
2

)
, (S20)

and, therefore, utilization of the individual atom factorization is consistent.
In the main text, we compare the results of the mean-field and the master equation (S15) with the Dicke Ŝ2-

conserved model with γF = 0 extensively studied before [22, 23]. In this case, the mean-field solution that is verified
by the exact master equation solution [22] is obtained using collective products factorization [23]〈

ŜŜz

〉
=
〈
Ŝ
〉〈

Ŝz

〉
.

Such factorization will lead to the same equations (S18) with the relation to the master equation parameters γ = 0

and Γ → Γc = Nγ1D. That factorization is consistent with Ŝ2-invariance and gives unique physical steady state [31]

sx = 0, sy =
Ω

Ωc
, sz = −

√
1− Ω2

Ω2
c

(S21)

for Ω ≤ Ωc where Ωc = Γc/4 is a critical value for this model. In the main text, to compare the two models, we use
Eq. (S21) with Γc = Γ given by (S19) assuming that the number of atoms is large.
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FIG. S1. (a) Numerical solution of Eq. (S22) (solid curves) for Γ/γ = 10, 20, 1000 (blue, green, light red curves). The latter
nicely fits the asymptotic analytical result from the three branches of the solution in Eq. (S27) (red dashed, red dotted, and
red dashed-dotted curves). (b) Mean-field value of sy obtained from numerical solution for sz and Eq. (S23). (c) Numerical
solution of Eq. (S22) (orange curve) compared with analytical perturbation expansion up to O(γ3) (black curves) for Γ/γ = 50.

B. Steady-state solution

The steady-state solution, obtained after setting all the time derivatives in Eq. (S18), reduces to the following cubic
equation on sz:

γ((1 + sz)(γ − szΓ)
2 + 8szΩ

2) = 0, (S22)

with sx = 0 and sy expressed through sz as

sy = − 4szΩ

γ − szΓ
. (S23)

Calculating the discriminant of Eq. (S22) we find that depending on the drive Rabi frequency Ω this polynomial
has three real solutions in the region

1

2

√√√√
1 +

20γ

Γ
− 8γ2

Γ2
−
√(

1− 8γ

Γ

)3

<
Ω

Ωc
<

1

2

√√√√
1 +

20γ

Γ
− 8γ2

Γ2
+

√(
1− 8γ

Γ

)3

. (S24)

We could obtain approximate analytical solutions for sz from (S22) using perturbation theory. We write the
perturbative solution of sz in the small parameter γ/Γ

sz = s(0)z + s(1)z γ + s(2)z γ2 +O(γ3) (S25)

and then substitute it into Eq. (S22) equating the coefficients between γ. In the zeroth order, we have

8s(0)z Ω2 + 16(s(0)z )2 + 16(s(0)z )3Ω2
c = 0. (S26)

Since the equation is cubic, we will have three solutions that we denote as (a), (b), and (c):

s
(0,ab )
z = −1

2
∓ 1

2

√
1− 2Ω2

Ω2
c

, s(0,c)z = 0. (S27)

We compare Eq. (S27) with the numerical solution of Eq. (S22) in Fig. S1(a) and see that it perfectly fits for large
enough Γ/γ. In terms of the master equation parameters Eq. (S19), the condition Γ ≫ γ is achieved if N ≫ 1.

Notably, the result (S27) is in stark contrast to that of Eq. (S21), even though it can correspond to taking γF /γ1D →
0 and N → ∞ in the mean-field equation (S22). This originated in the decorrelated mean-field assumption taken to
arrive to Eq. (S22), which should hold for any finite γF > 0 as long as we wait sufficiently long time t ≫ γ−1

F to reach
the ”true” steady state. In contrast, the Dicke regime, Eq. (S21), is then expected to be a good approximation for
t ≪ γ−1

F , see Sec. S4 below.
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FIG. S2. (a) Numerical time solution of the system (S18) for different initial conditions at Ω/Ωc = 0.7 and Γ/γ = 20. (b) The
steady states of the system (S18) as function of Ω/Ωc for Γ/γ = 20. Black and orange solid curves are stable lower and upper
branches, and the red dashed curve is an unstable middle branch. (c) Calculated eigenvalues of the Jacobian (S31) for each
branch in panel (b).

One can see that the solutions (a) and (b) are real only if Ω <
√
2Ωc, thus imposing restrictions on the perturbative

solution in all orders. Substituting Eq. (S25) up to the first order γ to Eq. (S22) we get

−2s(0)z Γ− 2(s(0)z )2Γ + 8s(1)z Ω2 + 32s(0)z s(1)z Ω2
c + 48(s(0)z )2s(1)z Ω2

c = 0. (S28)

After the substitution of s
(0)
z from the previous step (S27) we find s

(1)
z

s(1,c)z = 0, s
(1,ab )
z =

Γ

16Ω2
c

(
1∓

√
1

1− 2Ω2/Ω2
c

)
. (S29)

Repeating this procedure one more time, we get second-order corrections:

s
(2,ab )
z = ±

(√
Ω2

c − 2Ω2 ∓ Ωc

)(
Γ2
(
Ωc

(
±
√
Ω2

c − 2Ω2 +Ωc

)
− Ω2

)
+ 16Ω2Ω2

c − 8Ω4
c

)
128Ω3

c (Ω
2
c − 2Ω2)

(
Ωc

(
±
√

Ω2
c − 2Ω2 +Ωc

)
− 2Ω2

) , s(2,c)z = − 1

8Ω2
. (S30)

One can see that s
(2,c)
z diverges for small Ω, which is in contradiction with expansion (S25), so this solution works

only for big enough values of Ω compared with γ.
In Fig. S1(c), we compare the correction up to second-order with the numerical solution of Eq. (S22) for Γ/γ = 50

and see that solutions (a) and (b) capture lower and middle brunches up to Ω <
√
2Ωc, while solution (c) fits the

upper branch. The beginning of the bistability region in the numerical solution corresponds to the intersection of
solutions (b) and (c).

C. Mean-field time dynamics and stability analysis

As we have shown in the previous section, the system of mean-field equations (S18) has three steady-state solutions
in the region of Ω given by Eq. (S24). The stability analysis of these solutions could be performed by calculating the
Jacobian matrix J . From the system of differential equation (S18) we get

J =

−γ
2 + Γ

2 sz 0 Γ
2 sx

0 −γ
2 + Γ

2 sz −2Ω + Γ
2 sy

−Γsx 2Ω− Γsy −γ

. (S31)

The steady-state point for each Ω is stable if and only if all eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix J with substituted
steady-state point have real parts that are negative [75]. For the system (S18), it turns out that the lower and upper
branches of the mean-field steady-state solution are stable [see Fig. (S2)], whereas the middle branch always has one
eigenvalue with a positive real part and therefore is unstable.

For a given value of Γ/γ, one could calculate the eigenvalues of the Jacobian numerically. For each steady-state
point, the Jacobian has three eigenvalues. We have substituted the steady-state solution shown in Fig. S2 (b) to the
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Jacobian (S31) and calculated the eigenvalues. As seen in Fig. S2 (c), the values from the middle branch [red dashed
curve in Fig. S2 (b)] lead to one eigenvalue with real part larger than zero, and therefore the solutions for this branch
are unstable.

In the limit case Γ ≫ γ, we can show the instability of the middle branch in Fig. S1(a) analytically: for the solution
(c) from Eq. (S27) the eigenvalues of (S31)

l1 = −γ/2 l2,3 = −1

4

(
3γ ±

√
γ2 − 64Ω2

)
,

always have a negative real part. For the solutions (a) and (b) form (S27) we substitute in (S31) sy from (S23)
expanded up to first order of γ and get

l1 = −γ

2
+ szΓ, l2 =

szΓ

2
− γ

(
1

2
+

8Ω2

s2zΓ
2

)
+O(γ2), l3 = −γ

(
1− 8Ω2

sz2Γ2

)
+O(γ2).

Eigenvalues l1,2 are always negative whereas l3 is positive if we substitute s
(b)
z from Eq. (S27) and negative for s

(a)
z .

So the middle branch is unstable for any value of Γ/γ and in the region of Ω given by Eq. (S24), the mean-field has
only two stable steady-states. In Fig. S2(a), we demonstrate that both steady states could be reached depending on
the initial conditions.

S3. SPIN SQUEEZING

Following the mean-field analysis, we examine the deviations from the mean-field solution to assess atomic corre-
lations in the steady state. We adopt the analytical approach from [31] used for the driven Dicke model with only
collective decay and generalize it to the situation where individual decay is also present. Using the Holstein-Primakoff
transformation [29, 31, 62], we establish a connection between spin squeezing and bosonic squeezing and calculate the
latter analytically.

A. Holstein-Primakoff transformation

Consider the mean-field steady state vector
〈
Ŝ
〉
MF

= N
2

[
0 sy sz

]T
. We rotate the coordinate frame around the

x axis so that the new axis z′ is along the mean-field direction ⟨S′⟩MF = jMF

[
0 0 1

]T
where we defined the total

mean-field spin jMF = N
√
s2z + s2y/2. The new primed mean-field components are related to the initial ones ass′xs′y

s′z

 =

1 0 0
0 cos θ − sin θ
0 sin θ cos θ

sxsy
sz

, (S32)

where θ = arccos
(
sz/
√
s2z + s2y

)
and the relations between individual atom operators are given by

 σ′
n

(σ′
n)

†

(σ′
n)

z

 =

cos2 θ
2 sin2 θ

2
i
2 sin θ

sin2 θ
2 cos2 θ

2 − i
2 sin θ

i sin θ −i sin θ cos θ

σ̂n

σ̂†
n

σ̂z
n

 ⇒

σ̂n

σ̂†
n

σ̂z
n

 =

 cos2 θ
2 sin2 θ

2 − i
2 sin θ

sin2 θ
2 cos2 θ

2
i
2 sin θ

−i sin θ i sin θ cos θ

 σ′
n

(σ′
n)

†

(σ′
n)

z

. (S33)

Within the primed frame, we now use the Holstein-Primakoff transformation to account for small spin fluctuations
around the mean spin directed at z′. Typically, as in the Dicke problem [31], the Holstein-Primakoff transformation
is perfomed on collective variables:

S′
+ =

∑
n

(σ′
n)

† →
√

2jMFb̂+O
(

1

jMF

)
, S′

− =
∑
n

σ′
n →

√
2jMFb̂

† +O
(

1

jMF

)
, (S34a)

S′
z → jMF +O

(
1

jMF

)
. (S34b)
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Here b̂ and b̂† are bosonic ladder operators, satisfying [b̂, b̂†] = 1, that represent small spin fluctuations for jMF ≫ 1. In
our case, where individual decay γF and related noise η̂n for each atom are present, the summation of Eqs. (S13)-(S14)
could not be rewritten in terms of collective operators used in Eqs. (S34). Therefore, to describe our system using
bosonic operators, we must introduce the local bosonic operators for each atom n ân and â†n with [ân, â

†
m] = δnm.

Based on Eq. (S34b) we substitute

(σ′
n)

z → 2jMF/N, (S35a)

and then, for the commutation relation [(σ′
n)

†, σ′
n] = (σ′

n)
z to hold, we set

σ′
n =

√
2jMF/Nâ†n, (σ′

n)
† =

√
2jMF/Nân. (S35b)

To find an equation of motion for the spin fluctuations ân we use (S33)

d(σ′
n)

†

dt
= sin2

θ

2
˙̂σn + cos2

θ

2
˙̂σ†
n − i

2
sin θ ˙̂σz

n, (S36)

and then substitute Eqs. (S13)-(S14). Then, we apply the transformation (S35) and neglect terms of second order in

the fluctuations, ânξ̂n, â
†
nξ̂n, ânâm, ânâ

†
m, ânf̂ , â

†
nf̂ , obtaining the linearized Heisenberg-Langevin equation

˙̂an =
γ1DjMF

N
cos θ

∑
m ̸=n

âm− γ

2
ân−

γ

4
sin2 θ(ân− â†n)+

√
jMF

2N

[
cos θ(f̂ + f̂† + η̂n + η̂†n) + (f̂† − f̂ + η̂†n − η̂n)

]
. (S37)

Next, we introduce the collective bosonic operator â = 1√
N

∑
n ân and sum Eq. (S37) over n, finding

˙̂a =
ΓjMF cos θ

N
â− γ

2
â− γ

4
sin2 θ(â− â†) +

√
jMF

2N

[
cos θ(F̂ + F̂ † + η̂ + η̂†) + (F̂ † − F̂ + η̂† − η̂)

]
, (S38)

where η̂ = 1√
N

∑
n η̂n and F̂ =

√
Nf̂ . Finally, solving Eq. (S38) as a system of equations for â and â† in steady state,

t ≫ [Γ cos(θ) + γ]−1, we obtain

â(t) =

√
jMF

2N

t∫
0

dt′ exp
[(

−ΓjMF cos θ/N +
γ

2

)
(t′ − t)

]{(
F̂ (t′) + η̂(t′)

)(
cos θ − exp

[γ
2
sin2 θ(t′ − t)

])
+

+
(
F̂ †(t′) + η̂†(t′)

)(
cos θ + exp

[γ
2
sin2 θ(t′ − t)

])}
. (S39)

B. Spin squeezing

The spin squeezing parameter is given by ξ2 = minφ Var[Ŝ′
φ]N/|⟨Ŝ⟩|2, recalling that Ŝ′

φ is the spin vector component
perpendicular to the mean-spin direction. Therefore, in terms of the primed frame from Eqs. (S33) and (S35), we
have

Ŝ′
φ =

eiφ
∑

n σ
′
n + e−iφ

∑
n(σ

′
n)

†

2
=

√
jMF

2N
(eiφâ† + e−iφâ). (S40)

Moreover, considering the mean spin |⟨Ŝ⟩|2 = N2(s2z + s2y)/4 = j2MF, the spin squeeizng parameter is then simply
given by

ξ2 = min
φ

Var[eiφâ† + e−iφâ] = 1 + 2
〈
â†â
〉
− 2
∣∣∣⟨â⟩2∣∣∣. (S41)

The required correlators of â are then obtained from the solution (S39) as

〈
â†â
〉
=

(γ + Γ)|s|
4

[
1

−Γ|s| cos θ + γ(1 + sin2 θ)
+

2 cos θ

−Γ|s| cos θ + γ(1 + sin2 θ/2)
+

cos2 θ

−Γ|s| cos θ + γ

]
, (S42a)
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FIG. S3. (a) Ŝz time dynamics and (b) CRSS fidelity from the solution of the master equation (S15) (blue solid curve); Master

equation Ŝz steady state (blue dotted curve); Mean-field stable steady states from the numerical solution of Eq. (S22) (black
dashed curves) and CRSS steady state (S21) (magenta dot-dashed curve). Parameters N = 18, Ω/Ωc = 0.73, Γ/γ = 15.5.

〈
â2
〉
=

(γ + Γ)|s|
4

[
cos2 θ

−Γ|s| cos θ + γ
− 1

−Γ|s| cos θ + γ(sin2 θ + 1)

]
, (S42b)

where we introduced |s| = 2jMF/N =
√

s2z + s2y and used the Langevin-noise correlators derived from Eqs. (S11)

and (S12) 〈
F̂ (t′)F̂ †(t′′)

〉
= Nγ1Dδ(t

′ − t′′),
〈
η(t′)η†(t′′)

〉
= γF δ(t

′ − t′′). (S43)

Now, we consider spin squeezing in some limiting cases. First of all, if in Eqs. (S42) we set γ to be equal zero and
substitute the solution Eq. (S21), we get the squeezing in the Dicke model for N → ∞ [22, 29, 31]

ξ2 = − cos θ =

√
1− Ω2

Ω2
c

, (S44)

where we found θ from the analytical expression (S21). When γF is considered, we have two stable branches in the
bistable region shown in Fig. S2(b). However, Eq. (S42) is derived assuming that jMF ≫ 1, which holds only for the
lower branch [black solid line in Fig. S2(b)]. For example, the spin squeezing obtained by substiuting into Eqs. (S41)
and (S42) the lower-branch mean-field solution obtained numerically from Eq. (S22) for Γ/γ = 15.5 is shown in
Fig. 2(c) of the main text and exhibits excellent agreement with the exact numerical result, obtained directly from the
density matrix solution of the master equation [Eq. (1) of the main text]. This holds for the relevant regime wherein〈
Ŝz

〉
coincides with the mean-field lower branch solution. More insights follow from the comparison with the squeezing

calculated on ρ+, corresponding to the mean-field lower branch density matrix from the spectral decomposition. It
agrees with analytics almost until the end of the bistability region [Fig. 3(d) in the main text].

In the limiting case Γ ≫ γ ̸= 0 we still have ξ2 = − cos θ, but now we substitute θ from s
(0,a)
z from (S27):

ξ2 =
1 +

√
1− 2Ω2/Ω2

c
√
2
√

1 + Ω2/Ω2
c +

√
1− 2Ω2/Ω2

c

. (S45)

This result is valid in the region Ω ≤ Ωc/
√
2 wherein the lower-branch solution is relevant. Since the squeezing

parameter ξ2 decreases with Ω it thus obtains its optimal (minimal) value 1/
√
3 at Ω = Ωc/

√
2.

S4. ADDITIONAL MASTER EQUATION RESULTS

A. Time dynamics

The time dynamics of the observable Ŝz for a specific drive value Ω obtained from the numerical solution of the
master equation (S15) is shown in Fig. S3(a). On long enough times tγF ≈ 102 it reaches the steady state value. As
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can be seen from the mean-field system of equations (S18), at short times, the solution reaches Ŝ2-conserved steady
state given by (S21) and the true master equation solution stays close to the steady state (S21) for a time ∼ 1/γF .

To prove that not only the Ŝz observable but the whole density matrix is close to the Dicke Ŝ2-conserved steady
state in Fig. S3(b), we show the fidelity of the density matrix with the coherently radiating spin state (CRSS) that is

the asymptotical pure steady state of this model [22]. One can see that in the same region where the Ŝz expectation
value is close to the (S21), this fidelity does not get below 0.8 and reaches unity at some point.

B. Density matrix peaks width

In Fig. S4 we show the probability distribution for observing an eigenvalue m of Ŝz, Pm =
∑N/2

j=|m| ⟨j,m|ρs|j,m⟩ for
different values of drive Ω and number of atoms N . The general theory built in the main text suggests that these two
peaks correspond to the states between which we observe quantum jumps. Their width is related to the fluctuations
observed in Fig. 4 in the main text, and relative height is the relation between the time the system spends on each
state in one trajectory.

We note that the peaks become narrower with increasing the amount of the atoms N , allowing us to expect less
fluctuations in the trajectories for larger N than shown in Fig. 4 of the main text and the peaks maximums excellently
agree with the mean-field steady states from Eq. (S22).

−5 0 5
0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

P
m

(a)
N = 18

−10 0 10
0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100(b)
N = 36

−20 0 20
0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100(c)

Ω
Ωc

= 0.73

N = 54

−5 0 5
0.00

0.05

0.10

P
m

(d)

−10 0 10
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

(e)

−20 0 20
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06(f)

Ω
Ωc

= 0.75

−5 0 5
m value

0.00

0.05

0.10

P
m

(g)

−10 0 10
m value

0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100(h)

−20 0 20
m value

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08(i)

Ω
Ωc

= 0.77

FIG. S4. Pm distribution at Γ/γ = 15.5 for different numbers of atoms (columns) and different drive values (rows). Black
curves are the mean-field solutions from Eq. (S22).
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