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We study the onset of collective spin self-organization in a thermal ensemble of driven two-level
atoms confined in an optical cavity. The atoms spontaneously form a spin-pattern above a critical
driving strength that sets a threshold and is determined by the cavity parameters, the initial tem-
perature, and the transition frequency of the atomic spin. Remarkably, we find that inhomogeneous
Doppler broadening facilitates the onset of spin self-organization. In particular, the threshold is
non-monotonic when increasing the spin transition frequency and reaches a minimum when the
Doppler broadening is of similar magnitude. This feature emerges due to Doppler-induced reso-
nances. Above the threshold, we find cooperative dynamics of spin, spatial, and momentum degrees
of freedom leading to density modulations, fast reduction of kinetic energy, and the emergence of
non-thermal states. More broadly, our work demonstrates how broadening can facilitate strong
light-matter interactions in many-body systems.

Introduction.– The study of strong light-matter inter-
actions is an active research field including fundamental
studies on out-of-equilibrium phases [1–10] and exotic dy-
namics in open quantum systems [11–15]. Strong light-
matter interactions can be realized by placing atoms,
molecules or materials in an optical cavity with practical
applications in new generations of sensors and clocks [16–
20], cavity-enhanced chemistry [21–25], as well as meta-
materials such as light-induced superconductors [26–28].
A workhorse for describing features in such systems are
the Tavis-Cummings and Dicke models [29–32]. The lat-
ter is famous for the prediction of a phase transition to
a superradiant state that exhibits macroscopic coherence
in the cavity field and the atomic medium above a criti-
cal light-matter coupling strength [1, 33, 34]. This cou-
pling strength is determined by the transition frequency
of the cavity-coupled states, while the broadening of this
transition is generally considered detrimental. In partic-
ular, for thermal gases that involve large inhomogeneous
broadening the critical coupling strength is determined
by the thermal energy [35–39]. Similar effects are also rel-
evant in Fermi gases [40–45] where the Fermi energy can
determine the threshold. The bridge between these two
regimes from a single well-resolved transition frequency
to a broad distribution of frequencies is, however, largely
unexplored although relevant not only for thermal atoms
but also molecules and materials that are naturally prone
of inhomogeneous broadening.

In this work, we fill this gap based on a model of ther-
mal atoms with two ground states (spins) whose tran-
sition frequency can be tuned and is inhomogeneously

broadened due to the Doppler effect. By external driv-
ing, one can realize strong coupling between the spins
and the cavity field. If this coupling exceeds a thresh-
old, we find a superradiant transition that is accom-
panied by spatio-temporal spin organization that we
call spin self-organization. In previous works on self-
organization of thermal atoms [37, 46, 47] this threshold
has been found to be proportional to the temperature of
the atoms. This limit is only achieved, however, if the
width of the Doppler shift distribution (Doppler width) is
much larger than the transition frequency. Remarkably,
when increasing the transition frequency relative to the
Doppler width we find a massive reduction of the spin
self-organization threshold [see Fig. 1(c)]. This thresh-
old reaches a minimum when the transition frequency is
comparable to the Doppler width, which we attribute to
facilitation due to Doppler resonances, leading as well
to dramatic changes in the momentum distribution. We
study the dynamics in this previously unexplored regime
and, in particular, investigate the emergent patterns us-
ing an approach based on the truncated Wigner approx-
imation [48–51]. We find different dynamical spin self-
organization regimes: a weak one, where patterns sur-
vive only on a very short timescale, and a strong one,
where the spin pattern is stable on long timescales. This
work provides a theoretical description of thresholds and
spin pattern formation dynamics in strongly interacting
light-matter systems facilitated by moderate inhomoge-
neous broadening.

Physical setup.– The system under consideration con-
sists of a gas of N atoms at finite temperature inside a
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FIG. 1. Cavity setup and spin self-organization. (a):
Schematic of the atom-cavity configuration and the initial
state of the dynamics. (b): Emergence of the spin self-
organization phase transition as spin-position correlations
contained in order parameter ⟨X̂⟩ grow once the coupling
strength g is tuned beyond the critical gc. The symmetry-
broken ⟨X̂⟩ ≠ 0 phase splits into two real-space spin-aligned
configurations. (c): Phase diagram for a thermal Doppler
width δD = 10ωR, with the critical coupling solid line Ωc

marking the onset of (weak) spin self-organization obtained
from the stability analysis (4). The dashed line represents
the expected threshold from the classical atom limit ΩSelf-org.

c

(see main text). The darker green region bounds the strongly
organized phase accompanied by bunching in the form of spin
density gratings.

lossy cavity. The atoms are tightly trapped along the
transverse directions, such that their motion is restricted
to the longitudinal axis of the cavity [see Fig. 1(a)].
Considering each atom as an external laser- and cavity-
driven few-level system in a double Lambda configuration
[33, 52, 53], the higher-lying levels can be adiabatically
eliminated, such that only two levels coupled via the cav-
ity remain, |g⟩ (ground state) and |e⟩ (excited state), re-
ducing each atom to a spin-1/2 particle. An appropriate
choice of the laser parameters [see Supplementary Mate-
rial (SM) [54] and references therein] leads to dynamics
described by the Lindblad equation

∂tρ̂ = − i

ℏ

[
Ĥ, ρ̂

]
+ 2κ

(
âρ̂â† − 1

2
{â†â, ρ̂}

)
, (1)

where κ and â are the decay rate and the mode anni-
hilation operator of the cavity field. The Hamiltonian

for the internal (spin and cavity photons) and external
(motional) degrees of freedom reads

Ĥ =− ℏ∆â†â+ Ĥat + ℏNgX̂
(
â† + â

)
, (2)

where the cavity field detuning with respect to the in-
cident lasers is given by ∆. The Hamiltonian Ĥat =∑

j

[
p̂2j/(2m) + ℏω0σ̂

z
j /2

]
consists of the atomic kinetic

and internal energies, where ω0 is the atomic inversion
frequency and σ̂z

j = σ̂+
j σ̂

−
j − σ̂−

j σ̂
+
j , with σ̂−

j = |g⟩j⟨e|,
σ̂+
j = |e⟩j⟨g|. The cavity field is coupled collectively with

strength Ng to the operator

X̂ =
1

N

N∑

j=1

σ̂x
j cos (kx̂j), (3)

whose expectation value is the spin self-organization or-
der parameter. Importantly, it includes, besides the
internal spin coherences σ̂x

j = σ̂+
j + σ̂−

j , the informa-
tion of the cavity mode function with wave vector k.
Note that by ignoring cos(kx̂j) or σ̂x

j we recover the
Dicke [1, 2, 29, 55] or spatial self-organization models [36–
38, 56], respectively. In our work, however, it is crucial
that spin and motional dynamics are treated on equal
footing. The build-up of ⟨X̂⟩ is accompanied by emer-
gent spin-position correlations [see Fig. 1(b)] and results
in superradiant emission into the cavity.
Stability analysis and spin organization.– We start by

analyzing the dynamics of the system at very short
timescales in order to identify the parameter regime
where the system will undergo spin self-organization. For
this, we assume that initially the cavity is empty, i.e.
⟨â†â⟩ = 0, the atoms are in the ground state |g⟩ and in
a disordered state, with the initial position of the j-th
spin xj distributed uniformly along the cavity axis. The
initial momentum distribution is thermal with (Doppler)
width δD = k

√
⟨p̂2⟩/m = k/

√
mβ where β = 1/(kBT ) is

the inverse temperature of the atoms [see Fig. 1(a)].
We perform a linear stability analysis of this unor-

ganized atomic configuration, which is reported in the
SM [54]. We find that spin self-organization requires
the coupling strength to overcome a threshold gc [cf.
Fig. 1(b)]. Defining a rescaled coupling strength as
Ω = −2Ng2∆/(κ2 +∆2), this threshold is given by

Ωc =

[∫ ∞

0

dt e−(δDt)2/2 sin([ω0 + ωR]t)

]−1

, (4)

where ωR = ℏk2/(2m) is the recoil frequency. At very
low temperatures, i.e. δD ≪ ωR, we recover previously
known results from spinor self-ordering [57–60], where
ΩSpinor

c ≈ ω0 + ωR: the sum of the usual Dicke thresh-
old [29] and self-organization at zero temperature [61]
determined by ω0 and ωR, respectively. The focus of this
work is, however, on the regime δD ≫ ωR which is funda-
mentally different: the threshold in spinor self-ordering
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is determined by the gap of only two states [57–60] [e.g.
|g, p = 0⟩ ↔ (|e, ℏk⟩+ |e,−ℏk⟩)/

√
2], in our case, the cav-

ity field will couple many states.

Now, we may distinguish two extreme regimes: (i)
When ω0 ≫ δD, the internal transition frequency ω0

is well resolved. Here, the coupling strength needs
to overcome ω0 to enable the formation of a coherent
spin state and we find essentially the threshold of the
Dicke model [29] ΩDicke

c = ω0. (ii) When δD ≫ ω0,
the internal structure of the atoms cannot be resolved.
In this regime we find the threshold of spatial self-
organization [37, 47, 56], namely, ΩSelf-org.

c = 2/(ℏβ) pro-
portional to the temperature. one might now expect that
for intermediate values of ω0/δD the threshold scales with
the sum of ΩDicke

c and ΩSelf-org.
c , which is bounded from

below by ΩSelf-org.
c . We find that this intuition is wrong:

as shown in Fig. 1(c), Ωc is here well below the thresh-
old set by ΩSelf-org.

c = 100ωR for the value δD = 10ωR.
This shows that small but finite values of δD ∼ ω0 facili-
tate spin self-organization. Moreover, the non-monotonic
behavior of Ωc is only present in the regime δD ≫ ωR.
It is a consequence of resonances that emerge when the
Doppler-shift of some atoms matches the transition fre-
quency of the spin. Consequently, we find a minimum
of Ωc reached for δD ∼ ω0 where a large amount of
atoms have a vanishing effective transition frequency due
to their Doppler shift. In this regime we find rich dynam-
ics, as we will discuss in the following.

Numerical simulation of the dynamics.– To study the
dynamics in the regime where δD ≫ ωR, we combine two
established methods [62]: a discrete truncated Wigner
simulation for the spins [48, 49], and truncated Wigner
simulation for the semiclassical dynamics of continuous
variable systems [50, 51]. We simulate trajectories of the
semiclassical fields ax ∼ (â+ â†)/2 ap ∼ i(â† − â)/2, po-
sitions xj , momenta pj including opto-mechanical forces,
and Pauli matrices sαj ∼ σ̂α

j with α = x, y, z. Their dy-
namics are coupled by stochastic differential equations,
and expectation values can be calculated by performing
an ensemble average ⟨ . ⟩ens over many realizations of the
initial state (for equations of motion and further infor-
mation see SM [54]). To describe the initial state, we set
szj = −1 and sample sαj = ±1 (α = x, y) independently.
The atomic positions are chosen randomly and uniformly
from [0, 2π/k) and the momenta are sampled from a
Gaussian with zero mean and variance ⟨p2⟩ens = m/β.
To incorporate the initial vacuum fluctuations in the cav-
ity field, we sample ax and ap from a Gaussian with zero
mean and ⟨a2x⟩ens = 1/4 = ⟨a2p⟩ens.

Using this simulation method we calculate the time
evolution of the order parameter ⟨X2(t)⟩ens for a fixed
value of δD = 10ωR varying the atomic frequency ω0

and the coupling Ω. For low enough values of Ω, the
system remains for all times in the unorganized phase,
i.e. ⟨X2(t)⟩ens ≈ 0. As the coupling is increased, this
unorganized phase is no longer stable and the system

jumps at very short times tp into the spin self-organized
phase, confirmed by a value ⟨X2

p⟩ens ≡ ⟨X2(tp)⟩ens > 0.
This timescale tp is determined by the collective cou-
pling strength of the atoms to the cavity which is for our
parameters much shorter than 1/ωR [see Fig. 2(b)]. In
Fig. 2(a) we have plotted ⟨X2

p⟩ens for a range of values
of ω0 and Ω, and observe an almost perfect coincidence
of the numerically obtained transition from spin unorga-
nized to self-organized phase with the line predicted by
our stability analysis.

Our stability analysis does not predict, though,
whether the spin self-organized phase reached at short
times becomes meta-stable. Actually, as depicted in
Fig. 2(b), the numerical evolution of the system for a
finite amount of atoms N can decay back into an unor-
ganized state. In order to determine whether spin self-
organization is present after long times and in the ther-
modynamic limit, we perform simulations for increasing
atom numbers [see Fig. 2(b)]. We observe ⟨X2⟩ens → 0
for low values of ω0, as ωRt ≫ 1. Here, the internal
energy of the spins is insufficient to sustain organization
on longer times and dissipation channels become com-
mensurate with the Hamiltonian dynamics, resulting in
a relaxation back to the unorganized state. For large
enough values of Ω and ω0, however, the spins remain or-
ganized. To highlight these different regimes we have de-
picted in Fig. 2(c) the observable ⟨X2

f ⟩ens ≡ ⟨X2(tf )⟩ens
at tf = 20/ωR. The timescales tf is chosen such that the
spins have sufficient time to redistribute themselves over
several wavelengths. We refer to spin self-organization
on these very different timescales, tp and tf , as weak
and strong spin self-organized phases, respectively. We
define the transition between them formally by introduc-
ing the persistance time τ after which the ⟨X2⟩ens has
decayed back to half of its peak value. In the strong self-
organization value we find τ/tf = 1, while in the weak
self-organization regime we find τ/tf < 1. The calcu-
lated transition line between the two is visible as a blue
dashed line in Fig. 2(c). For more details, we refer the
reader to the SM [54].

Let us emphasize that both weak and strong spin self-
organization can occur well below the usual threshold
ΩSelf-org.

c = 100ωR. In this regime, the initial temper-
ature is too high to allow for conventional atomic self-
organization into a spatial density pattern. From this
point of view the light-forces are insufficient to trap the
atoms at anti-nodes of the cavity mode. This insight to-
gether with ⟨X2

f ⟩ens > 0 suggests the spin exhibits a posi-
tion dependent alignment sxj ∝ cos(kxj) and the density
is homogeneous in space. Remarkably and against this
intuition, we find that the density also exhibits a spa-
tial pattern. To demonstrate this ordering, we calculate
the bunching parameter B =

∑N
j=1 cos

2(kxj)/N [63] at
time tf and show the result in Fig. 2(d), where a density
grating is characterized by values ⟨B⟩ens > 1/2. We find
that the strong spin self-organized phase is indeed ac-
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FIG. 2. Spin self-organization and bunching. Dynamics for 100 trajectories with the parameters: κ = 100ωR, ∆ = −100ωR,
and δD = 10ωR. (a): Peak value ⟨X2

p⟩ens of the numerical simulation for N = 1600 atoms. The solid black line represents
the theoretically predicted threshold Ωc from the stability analysis (4). (b): Dynamics for N = 100, 800 and 1600 in different
regions of the phase diagram corresponding to strong spin self-organized (upper panel) and weak spin self-organized (lower
panel) behaviours. The shaded regions bound 90% of the trajectories. (c): Final value ⟨X2

f ⟩ens at tfωR = 20, showcasing that
only a portion of the phase diagram can host strong spin self-organization, i.e. one that is robust in time. The dotted line
represents the crossover point between the weak and strong self-organized phases which we spot by measuring the persistance
time τ [54]. (d): Bunching parameter ⟨B⟩ens at tfωR = 20. Regions with ⟨B⟩ens = 0.5 correspond to a homogeneous spin
density across the cavity. The emergence of an increasingly bunched pattern at the mode-function antinodes as Ω is increased
is showcased in the cut at ω0/ωR = 30, where 0.5 < ⟨B⟩ens ≤ 1 (only one of two possible patterns is shown here, with 1000
trajectories for improved resolution).

companied by a density modulation. The resulting state
is one where both cavity-modulated spin-alignment and
real-space density waves are present, as can be observed
in the insets of Fig. 2(d). Our findings show that den-
sity gratings and spin self-organization are possible for
temperatures that are a priori too high for ordinary self-
organization. To understand this behavior further, we
go on to study the kinetic energy and atomic momentum
distribution.

Momentum characteristics.– In Fig. 3(a) we show the
mean kinetic energy Ekin = ⟨∑j p

2
j/(2m)⟩ens/N after the

time tf . We find a significant decrease of the kinetic
energy with respect to the initial value Ekin(t = 0) =
25ℏωR in the spin self-organized region. A simple model
to understand this feature can be derived by adiabatically
eliminating the cavity, âad ≈ NgX̂/(∆ + iκ), relying on
ω0, δD ≪ ∆, κ. Using â = âad in Eq. (2), we find that
the atomic dynamics are described by

Ĥad = Ĥat −
ℏΩN
2

X̂2. (5)

For energy to be conserved, thus, an increase of ⟨X̂2⟩ is
always accompanied by an increase of ⟨Ĥat⟩. Since the
atoms start in the internal ground state, their internal
energy can only increase on short timescales. However,
since X̂ couples internal and external degrees of freedom,
it provides also a channel for energy exchange. An atom
with momentum p > 0 can now exhibit a recoil which de-
creases or increases its kinetic energy. The corresponding
frequency gaps are given by ∆E−(p) ≈ ω0 − kp/m and
∆E+(p) ≈ ω0 + kp/m, where we dropped the contri-
bution of the recoil energy. Since the process that re-
sults in reduction of kinetic energy is closer to resonance

|∆E−| < |∆E+| the atoms will more likely couple to
lower momentum states. This is confirmed by our sim-
ulations, where we find that Ekin reduces on very short
timescales ∼ tp. We remark that this process is very
distinct from cavity cooling [64–67]. The process that
we describe here is a collective transfer of energy from
external to internal degrees of freedom. Furthermore, it
is striking that the phase diagram and some dynamical
features share several similarities with the dynamics ob-
served when the atoms are incoherently pumped and the
cavity-atom coupling is described by the rotating wave
approximation [68, 69]. Differing from that model, the
dynamics here analysed is determined by Doppler res-
onances and the counter-rotating terms turn out to be
essential to trigger these dynamics. This opens the pos-
sibility to tune the response of the system by controlling
the ratio of δD and ω0.

After the initial dynamics, the system may exhibit ei-
ther weak or strong spin self-organization. This transi-
tion is not clearly visible in the kinetic energy, which was
lowered due to the Doppler resonances. However, this
lowering is pronounced in the weak spin self-organization
regime where ω0 ≲ δD and Ω < Ωself−org

c . We have ver-
ified that these are the important inequalities by study-
ing various parameters (see SM [54]). This dynamics
originates from small energy gaps |∆E−(p)| ≈ 0 that
facilitate the spin self-organization, in a similar manner
to Umklapp processes in a degenerate fermionic gas [41]
[see Fig. 3(c) left-hand side]. The atoms with the cor-
responding momenta quickly reduce their momentum,
which leads to a non-Gaussian momentum distribution
with a pronounced central peak [see Fig. 3(c) right-hand
side]. This is measured in Fig. 3(b) with the mean kurto-
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FIG. 3. Final momentum state statistics. (a): Kinetic en-
ergy at time tf = 20/ωR in units of ℏωR, for an initial kinetic
energy of Ekin = 25ℏωR (δD = 10ωR). Spin self-organization
is clearly accompanied by cooling. (b): Kurtosis K of the
final momentum distribution. Regions with K > 3, which
have tails that asymptotically approach zero more slowly
than a Gaussian, are clearly identified in the transition re-
gion Ω = ω0 ≫ δD and where Ω > ω0 ∼ δD. (c): Sketches of
the energy-momentum distribution and favoured transitions
(black arrows) for a fixed momentum distribution of width
δD at the non-gaussian region ω0 ∼ δD. Transitions from
the ground to the excited state at the tails of the momentum
distribution are strongly favoured, leading to an effective re-
duction of the energy gap the system needs to overcome to
spin self-organize.

sis K = ⟨P 4⟩ens/⟨P 2⟩2ens, with ⟨Pn⟩ens = ⟨∑j p
n
j ⟩ens/N .

This quantity is K = 3 for a Gaussian, and the value
K > 3 found in our case indicates a momentum distri-
bution with a steeper peak. For larger ω0, in the regime
of strong spin self-organization we find K ≈ 3. In this
regime the system forms a density pattern, which makes
the previous considerations only focusing on internal and
kinetic energy invalid. We highlight, however, that also
in the strong organized regime the reduction of kinetic
energy facilitates the formation of a density pattern.

Conclusions and Outlook.– This work bridges the gap
between strong light-matter interactions in spins with a
well-resolved transition frequency to those dominated by
inhomogeneous broadening. We find a new intermedi-
ate regime of spin self-organization facilitated by Doppler
resonances resulting in an interplay of spin and motional
degrees of freedom. This interplay is also responsible for
dramatic changes in the momentum statistics, such as an
almost instantaneous reduction of kinetic energy of the
gas. Beyond the fundamental interest of our study, the
regime that we explore is currently experimentally acces-
sible in several groups, including the experiment of one
of the authors [70] (see SM [54] for experimental details).
Future works can explore the long-time behavior of this
model where we expect a pronounced role of dissipation,

e.g. in the form of collective cavity cooling. Moreover, we
believe that the theoretical results in this work will also
be applicable to very different physical setups including
free fermions with two different spin species where we
expect to see a similar dynamical and threshold behav-
ior. Another example are insulators where the cavity
induces excitations of different momentum modes in the
empty band. More generally, our work demonstrates how
moderate inhomogeneous broadening can enhance strong
light-matter interactions in many-body systems.
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Lett. 91, 203001 (2003).

[36] P. Domokos and H. Ritsch, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 253003
(2002).
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S 1. ADIABATIC ELIMINATION OF EXCITED STATES

In this section we describe all the necessary steps to, starting from the double-Λ scheme suggested by Dimer et al.
[S1–S3], arrive at the effective two-level system we introduce in the main text.

We start with the single-particle Hamiltonian (ℏ = 1):

Ĥ(1) = HC + Ĥ
(1)
S + Ĥ

(1)
I (S1)

where

ĤC = ωcâ
†â, (S2)

Ĥ
(1)
S =

p̂2

2m
+

∑

m=1,2,3

ωm|m⟩⟨m|+
(
Ω1e

−iωL1t|2⟩⟨1|+Ω2e
−iωL2t|3⟩⟨0|+ h.c.

)
, (S3)

Ĥ
(1)
I = cos (kx̂)

(
g1â

†|0⟩⟨2|+ g2â
†|1⟩⟨3|+ h.c.

)
. (S4)

The atomic energy levels are given by {0, ω1, ω2, ω3}, respectively, and ωL1, ωL2 label the pump laser frequencies
driving transitions |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩ and |0⟩ ↔ |3⟩, respectively. The position and momentum of the atom are given by x̂, p̂
such that [x̂, p̂] = i, and â is the annihilation operator of the cavity mode with frequency ωc and wavenumber k, such
that

[
â, â†

]
= 1.

We move to the interaction picture to drop time-dependent terms ∝ eiωt introducing the unitary Û(t) = eiĤ0t with

Ĥ0 =

(
ωL1 + ωL2

2

)
â†â+ ωL2|3⟩⟨3|+

(
ωL2 + ωL1

2

)
|2⟩⟨2|+

(
ωL2 − ωL1

2

)
|1⟩⟨1|. (S5)

The Hamiltonian in the rotating frame can then be calculated as

Ĥ ′(1) = ÛĤ(1)Û† + i
∂Û

∂t
Û†

= Ĥ ′
C + Ĥ ′

S + Ĥ ′
I −H0, (S6)

where we have defined Ĥ ′
C = ÛĤCÛ

†, Ĥ ′
S = ÛĤSÛ

†, and Ĥ ′
I = ÛĤI Û

†. Summing over all these terms results in
the time-independent Hamiltonian

Ĥ ′(1) = −∆â†â+
p̂2

2m
− δ1|1⟩⟨1| − δ2|2⟩⟨2| − δ3|3⟩⟨3|

+

(
Ω1|2⟩⟨1|+Ω2|3⟩⟨0|+ h.c.

)
+ cos(kx̂)

(
g1â

†|0⟩⟨2|+ g2â
†|1⟩⟨3|+ h.c.

)
, (S7)
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where we have introduced the detunings

∆ =

(
ωL1 + ωL2

2

)
− ωc, δ1 =

(
ωL2 − ωL1

2

)
− ω1,

δ2 =

(
ωL1 + ωL2

2

)
− ω2, δ3 = ωL2 − ω3. (S8)

To obtain the model that is given in the main text we need to eliminate the two excited levels |2⟩ and |3⟩. This is
justified if the driving is strongly off-resonant so that δ2,3 ≫ δ1,Ω1,2, g,∆, κ. This allows us to capture the dynamics
by means of an effective Hamiltonian that couples the two levels |1⟩ ↔ |0⟩. Writing out the atomic part of the
single-particle Hamiltonian in the four-level basis, we have

Ĥ(at) =




0 0 g1 cos(kx̂)â
† Ω∗

2

0 −δ1 Ω∗
1 g2 cos(kx̂)â

†

g1 cos(kx̂)â Ω1 −δ2 0
Ω2 g2 cos(kx̂)â 0 −δ3


 . (S9)

Take the state |Ψ⟩ = [α, β, γ, ξ]T satisfying the Schrödinger equation for Ĥ(at) given by

iα̇(t) = Ω∗
2ξ + g1 cos(kx̂)â

†γ (S10a)

iβ̇(t) = −δ1β + g2 cos(kx̂)â
†ξ +Ω∗

1γ (S10b)

iγ̇(t) = −δ2γ +Ω1β + g1 cos(kx̂)âα (S10c)

iξ̇(t) = Ω2α+ g2 cos(kx̂)âβ − δ3ξ. (S10d)

Since δ2 and δ3 are by far the largest frequencies in these equations we can adiabatically eliminate the dynamics of γ
and ξ. This is done by performing a formal integration of the dynamical equations of γ and ξ, and using the result in
the equations for α and β. This allows us to find a dynamical description within the reduced subspace spanned only
by the ground states, |1⟩ and |2⟩, governed by

i∂t

(
α
β

)
= H

(at)
eff

(
α
β

)
(S11)

with effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(at)
eff =




g21
δ2

â†â cos2(kx̂) +
|Ω2|2
δ3

(
g2Ω2

δ3
â+

g1Ω1

δ2
â†
)
cos(kx̂)

(
g2Ω2

δ3
â† +

g1Ω1

δ2
â

)
cos(kx̂) −δ1 +

(
g22
δ3

â†â cos2(kx̂) +
|Ω1|2
δ2

)


 . (S12)

We mention that we have discarded spontaneous emission from the excited manifold, |2⟩ and |3⟩, in this description.
This is justified if the total spontaneous emission rate γtot is much smaller than the detuning δ2 and δ3. In this case
the dynamics are dominated by coherent Raman scattering processes and the incoherent scattering rate is sufficiently
small.

In order to set the ground state energy for the zero cavity field at zero energy we introduce the global energy shift

Û = exp

(
i
|Ω2|2
δ3

t

)
. Consequently, we arrive at the effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(at)
eff = ω0|1⟩⟨1|+ cos2(kx̂)

(
U1|0⟩⟨0|+ U2|1⟩⟨1|

)
â†â+ g cos(kx̂)

(
â†|0⟩⟨1|+ â†|1⟩⟨0|+ h.c.

)
(S13)

where we introduced ω0 =
|Ω1|2
δ2

− |Ω2|2
δ3

− δ1, U1 =
|g1|2
δ2

, U2 =
|g2|2
δ3

and
g1Ω1

δ2
= g =

g2Ω2

δ3
. To obtain the

Hamiltonian that has been used in the main text we assumed g1Ω1/δ2 = g2Ω2/δ3, we discarded U1 and U2 which
is strictly justified if NUj ≪ ∆ and Uj⟨â†â⟩ ≪ ω0. Introducing the remaining terms from (S7) and applying this
approach to an atomic ensemble, we obtain the Hamiltonian shown in the main text

Ĥ = −ℏ∆â†â+
N∑

j

[
p̂2j
2m

+ ℏω0σ̂
+
j σ̂

−
j + ℏgη(x̂j)

(
σ̂+
j + σ̂−

j

) (
â† + â

) ]
. (S14)

Here we defined σ̂+
j = |1⟩j⟨0| and σ̂−

j = |0⟩j⟨1| and in the main text we have slighlty changed notations |1⟩ to |↑⟩ and
|0⟩ to |↓⟩.
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S 2. DERIVATION OF CRITICAL COUPLING THRESHOLD

In this section we provide details on the calculation of the critical coupling strength Ωc above which we find
spin-self-organization.

The starting point of this analysis is a quantum mean-field description of the atoms and a mean-field description
of the cavity field. This assumes that the density matrix of the atoms is factorized ρ̂ ≈ ρ̂1 ⊗ ρ̂1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ̂1 and the
cavity field is in a coherent field described by α. Here, ρ̂1 is the single-particle density matrix and α is the coherent
field amplitude. Their coupled dynamics are governed by the following equations

∂ρ̂1
∂t

=L0ρ̂1 − ig(δα+ δα∗)[σ̂x cos(kx̂j), ρ̂1], (S15)

dα

dt
=− (i∆+ κ)α− iNgTr (σ̂x cos(kx̂)ρ̂1) , (S16)

where we introduced

L0ρ̂1 =
1

iℏ

[
p̂2

2m
+ ℏω0σ̂

+σ̂−, ρ̂1

]
. (S17)

Initially we prepare the atoms in a homogeneous thermal stationary state ρ̂0 = ρ̂ext⊗|↓⟩⟨↓| with ρext =
∑

p ρp|p⟩⟨p|
which is stationary when the cavity is empty, α0 = 0. We then study the dynamics of the fluctuations around this
stationary state

ρ̂ =ρ̂0 + δρ, (S18)

α =δα. (S19)

The dynamics of the fluctuations are governed by the following coupled differential equations

∂δρ̂

∂t
=L0δρ̂− ig(δα+ δα∗)[σ̂x cos(kx̂), ρ̂0] (S20)

dδα

dt
=− (i∆+ κ)δα− iNgTr (σ̂x cos(kx̂)δρ̂) (S21)

where we discarded second order terms in fluctuations. A useful tool to solve this linearized differential equation is
the Laplace transform defined as

L[Ô](s) =

∫ ∞

0

e−stÔ(t). (S22)

Applying the Laplace transform, we write out the two new equations

sL[δρ̂]− δρ̂(0) =L0L[δρ̂]− ig(L[δα] + L[δα∗])[σ̂x cos(kx̂), ρ̂0], (S23)

sL[δα]− δα(0) =− (i∆+ κ)L[δα]− iNgTr (σ̂x cos(kx̂)L[δρ̂]) . (S24)

Solving for L[δρ̂] in the top equation and substituting into the bottom equation we obtain

A(s)L[δα] +B(s)L[δα∗] = δα(0)− iNgTr
(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)(s− L0)

−1δρ̂(0)
)

(S25)

with

A(s) =s+ κ+ i∆+B(s), (S26)

B(s) =Ng2Tr
(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)(s− L0)

−1[σ̂x cos(kx̂), ρ̂0]
)
. (S27)

We now simplify the B(s) term, which can be done by noting the relation f(t) = eht ⇒ L[f ](s) =
1

s− h
.

Therefore, applying the inverse Laplace transform we have

Tr
(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)(s− L0)

−1[σ̂x cos(kx̂), ρ̂0]
)
=

∫ ∞

0

dte−stTr
(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)eL0t[σ̂x cos(kx̂), ρ̂0]

)
, (S28)

=

∫ ∞

0

dte−st ⟨[σ̂x(t) cos(kx̂(t)), σ̂x cos(kx̂)]⟩ . (S29)
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Here, we have used the adjoint channel of exp(L0t) to transform the initial time-independent operators σ̂x and x̂ into
their time-dependent Heisenberg frame. The time-evolution of σ̂x and x̂ governed by L0 is given by

σ̂x(t) =σ̂x cos(ω0t)− σ̂y sin(ω0t) (S30)

x̂(t) =x̂+
p̂t

m
. (S31)

We can split the expression into the two non-zero commutators

B(s) =Ng2
∫ ∞

0

dte−st ⟨[σ̂x(t) cos(kx̂(t)), σ̂x cos(kx̂)]⟩ (S32)

=Ng2
∫ ∞

0

dte−st ⟨σ̂x(t)σ̂x[cos(kx̂(t)), cos(kx̂)]⟩+Ng2
∫ ∞

0

dte−st ⟨[σ̂x(t), σ̂x] cos(kx̂) cos(kx̂(t))⟩ . (S33)

We now calculate the products inside the expectation values

⟨σ̂x(t)σ̂x⟩ = ⟨(σ̂x cos(ω0t)− σ̂y sin(ω0t)) σ̂
x⟩ (S34)

= cos(ω0t)− i sin(ω0t) = e−iω0t, (S35)

where we explicitly used that the initial state is in the ground state and ⟨↓|σ̂z|↓⟩ = −1. For the terms including the
position and momentum operators we use the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula to evaluate

cos(kx̂) cos(kx̂(t)) =
1

2
cos

(
kpt

m

)
eiωRt. (S36)

Here we have introduced the recoil frequency ωR = (ℏk2)/(2m). With this we can calculate

⟨cos(kx̂) cos(kx̂(t))⟩ = eiωRt

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dp ρp cos

(
kpt

m

)
(S37)

=
eiωRt

2

√
β

2πm

∫ ∞

−∞
dp e−β p2

2m cos

(
kpt

m

)
(S38)

=
eiωRt

2
e
− t2

2t2c (S39)

where we have used that the momentum distribution is a Maxwell-Boltzmann

ρp =

√
β

2πm
e−β p2

2m , (S40)

and introduced

tc =

√
mβ

k2
≡ δ−1

D . (S41)

Combining the results in Eqs. (S34) and (S39) we can derive an expression for B(s) that reads

B(s) =− iNg2
∫ ∞

0

dte−ste
− t2

2t2c sin([ω0 + ωR]t). (S42)

In order to find the dynamics of the field we need to solve

D(s)

(
L[δα]
L[δα∗]

)
=

(
δα(0)− iNgTr

(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)(s− L0)

−1δρ̂(0)
)

δα∗(0) + iNgTr
(
σ̂x cos(kx̂)(s− L0)

−1δρ̂(0)
)
)

(S43)

with

D(s) =

(
A(s) B(s)
B∗(s) A∗(s)

)
. (S44)

Thus the Laplace transform of the field L[δα] can be found by inverting the matrix D(s). The dynamics of the real
time δα is determined by the poles of D−1(s) and therefore by the zeros of D(s) = det(D(s)). To determine the
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stability of fluctuations we distinguish two scenarios: if all zeros of D(s) have negative real part then the real-time
evolution of δα will be damped and thus the initial configuration ρ0 is stable. If at least one zero of D(s) has positive
real part then we expect exponential amplification and fluctuations will grow. In this case the initial state ρ̂0 is
unstable. To find the threshold between the two we solve

D(0) = 0. (S45)

We use now Eq. (S42) and get

D(0) =κ2 +∆2 − 2∆Ng2
∫ ∞

0

dte
− t2

2t2c sin([ω0 + ωR]t). (S46)

Solving now Eq. (S45) for g we get the critical coupling gc which is expressed as

Ωc =
1∫ ∞

0

dte
− t2

2t2c sin([ω0 + ωR]t)

. (S47)

This is the expression we outline in the main text, with Ωc = −Ng2c
2∆

κ2+∆2 .

At last we want to discuss the steps to find the analytical results for the thermal δD ≫ ω0 + ωR and quantum
regimes ω0 + ωR ≫ δD.

a. Thermal regime For large temperatures (or the limit ω0 → 0), [ω0 + ωR]tc ≪ 1, we have

∫ ∞

0

dte
− t2

2t2c sin([ω0 + ωR]t) =

∫ ∞

0

dte
− t2

2t2c [ω0 + ωR]t = [ω0 + ωR]t
2
c , (S48)

and we get

Ng2c =
κ2 +∆2

2∆

k2

mβ[ω0 + ωR]
=

κ2 +∆2

2∆

2ωR

ℏβ[ω0 + ωR]
(S49)

which, for ω0 = 0, coincides with the classical threshold for self-organization [S4, S5].

b. Quantum regime In the quantum regime, δD → 0, we have (ω0 + ωR)tc ≫ 1 which reduces our expression to

∫ ∞

0

dte
− t2

2t2c sin([ω0 + ωR]t) ≈
1

ω0 + ωR
. (S50)

Therefore,

Ng2c =
κ2 +∆2

2∆

k2

mβ[ω0 + ωR]
=

κ2 +∆2

2∆
[ω0 + ωR] (S51)

where we recover the phase transition of spinor self-ordering [S6, S7]. When additionally assuming ωR ≪ ω0 we
recover the standard result for the Dicke phase transition [S8].

S 3. NUMERICAL SIMULATION OF THE DYNAMICS

In this section we provide additional details to the simulation method.

The simulation method is a combination of discrete truncated Wigner simulation [S9] for the atomic internal degrees
of freedom and truncated Wigner for the atomic external degrees of freedom [S10–S12]. The latter assumes that the
atomic ensemble is in the semiclassical regime where the momentum recoil is very small compared to the single particle
momentum width, ωR ≪ ∆p. This implies that δD ≫ ωR which is outside of the validity regime of a generalized
Gross Pitaevskii equation that are for instance used for spinor self-ordering [S6]. Our method enables the dynamical
analysis of the system using trajectories of the semiclassical fields ax ∼ (â + â†)/2, ap ∼ i(â† − â)/2 and positions
and momenta xj and pj . In addition, we sample semiclassical values for the Pauli matrices sαj ∼ σ̂α

j with α = x, y, z.
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Their dynamics are coupled by the following stochastic differential equations

dtax = ∆ap − κax +Nx (S52a)

dtap = −∆ax − κap +NgX +Np (S52b)

dts
x
j = −ω0s

y
j (S52c)

dts
y
j = ω0s

x
j − 2g cos(kxj)s

z
jax (S52d)

dts
z
j = −2g cos(kxj)s

y
jax (S52e)

dtxj = pj/m (S52f)

dtpj = 2ℏkg sin(kxj)s
x
j ax. (S52g)

We used dt = d/(dt), introduced the cavity shot noises Nx and Np that are independent and defined by ⟨Nx⟩ens =

0 = ⟨Np⟩ens and ⟨Nx(t)Nx(t
′)⟩ens = κδ(t − t′)/2 = ⟨Np(t)Np(t

′)⟩ens, and X ∼ X̂ is the spin-self-organization order
parameter in this description. We introduced here ⟨ . ⟩ens which describes an average over several initializations.
In order to describe the initial ground state we sample sαj = ±1 (α = x, y) independently and szj = −1. The
atomic position are chosen randomly and uniformly from [0, 2π/k). This choice is justified since the above equations
are periodic in space. The momenta are sampled from a Gaussian with zero mean and variance ⟨p2⟩ens = m/β. To
incorporate the initial vacuum fluctuations in the cavity field we sample ax and ap from a Gaussian with zero mean and
⟨a2x⟩ens = 1/4 = ⟨a2p⟩ens. We simulate this set of stochastic differential equations and the described initial conditions
with a stability-optimized algorithm that makes explicit use of the fact that the noise terms are additive [S13, S14]
The open-source implementation may be found in [S15].

S 4. EXPERIMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

In this section, we connect the theoretical model studied in the main text to parameters attainable in the 87Rb
experiment in Tübingen [S16]. With recoil frequency ωR = ℏk2/2m = 2π × 38 kHz the assumed thermal Doppler
width of δD = 10ωR corresponds to a temperature of T = 9 µK, which is within the reach of laser cooling. Also,
by realizing the ground and excited state of the model Hamiltonian with Zeeman sublevels mF = ±1 of the F = 1 -
manifold of the 5S1/2 ground state, the transition frequency can be tuned to ω0 = 100ωR as in Fig. 2 in the main text
by a moderate magnetic field of B = 1.1G. Moreover, a rescaled coupling strength of Ω = 100ωR can be obtained with
a number of N = 10 000 atoms, a usual laser intensity of I = 400mW/cm

2
, an atomic detuning of ∆a = 2π × 1GHz,

cavity detuning ∆ = κ and a cavity with coupling constant g0 = 2π× 500 kHz and field decay rate κ = 2π× 300 kHz.
Thus, incoherent scattering is with γscatt = 2π × 1.4 kHz negligible compared to all other rates. The corresponding
light power leaking out of the cavity for typical values of X2 = 0.1 reported in the main text is Pout = 6.2 nW which
can be used for detection of the phase transition. We thus conclude that we can implement the theoretical findings
in our experiment.

S 5. DETERMINATION OF CROSSOVER FROM WEAK-TO-STRONG SPIN SELF-ORGANIZED
PHASES

In this section we will provide a formal definition of the persistence time, τ , that was used in the main text to
distinguish between weak and strong spin self-organization.

As discussed in the main text, a key result in our model is not only the existence of a spin self-organized phase but
also a changing robustness of this phase depending on the location in parameter space. Inspired by similar survival
analysis techniques [S17, S18] we introduce the notion of persistence time, τ , to help us identify this behaviour. We
define this as the fraction of evolution time the system remains above some threshold value α⟨X2

p⟩ens, where α < 1

and ⟨X2
p⟩ens is the peak value attained during the simulation (which will depend on the choice of parameters), see

Fig. S1 for a schematic. More formally, we define τ as the integral over the evolution time T

τ =

∫ T

0

Θ
(
⟨X2

p(t)⟩ens − α⟨X2
p⟩ens

)
dt (S53)

where Θ is the Heaviside step-function defined by Θ(x) = 1 if x ≥ 0 and Θ(x) = 0 otherwise. We can thus distinguish
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FIG. S1. Schematic of the intuition behind the persistence time defined in (S53). For the weakly organized phase, (a), once
a peak value ⟨X2

p⟩ens > 0 is reached, the system quickly relaxes back to ⟨X2
f ⟩ens ≈ 0. Instead, the strongly organized regime,

(b), is robust in time and there is negligible decay such that the final value at tf is close to the peak at tp, ⟨X2
f ⟩ens ≈ ⟨X2

p⟩ens.
With this in mind, τ gives us a time integrated measure of the robustness of the phase. Note the scale for ⟨X2

p⟩ens is arbitrary
and need not be equal for (a) and (b).

the different regimes in the spin self-organization phase diagram according to this parameter:





τ/T ≃ 0, unorganized,

0 < τ/T < 1, weakly organized,

τ/T ≃ 1, strongly organized.

(S54)

The role of α is to smoothen or steepen the transition from the unorganized to the strongly organized phases depending
if it is increased closer to 1 or reduced closer to 0, respectively. In our case, for the numerical analysis we have chosen
α = 1/2 while changes of α result in slight modifications of the transition lines. We plot the phase diagram of the
persistence time τ for α = 1/2 in Fig. S2. The dashed line that marks the transition from weak to strong spin
self-organization is also visible in Fig. 2 in the main text.

FIG. S2. Phase diagram of the persistence time τ , evaluated for N = 1600 atoms, κ = 100ωR, ∆ = −κ and δD = 10ωR

with cavity shot-noise for simulation time tfωR = 20. The lefternmost region appears more choppy as it is hard to distinguish
the different regimes when the signal to noise ratio is low. The inset highlights how we can determine the transition between
the transient weakly-organized to the robust strongly-organized phases. The crossover between the weak and strong organized
phases (dotted blue line) is also plotted in Fig. 2c) and Fig. 2d) in the main text.
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S 6. FINITE SIZE SCALING

In this section we discuss the finite size scaling of the quantities that are reported in the main text.

S 6.1. Spin self-organization

In Fig. S4 we present the ensemble averaged values of B in (a) and (b) and of X2 in (c) and (d) for different atom
numbers N = 100, 800, 1600 over a timescale of tf = 20/ωR. While the changes from N = 100 to N = 800 are still
significant we only observe minor changes wen changing from N = 800 to N = 1600. We believe that the obtained
results are therefore close to the ones expected for N → ∞. In the strong spin self-organized regime (a) and (c) we
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0.0
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1600

ωRt
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2 〉 e
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ω0 = 30ωR,Ω = 110ωR

ω0 = 30ωR,Ω = 56ωR
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(d)

FIG. S3. Finite size scaling of bunching (a,b) and spin self-organization order parameter (c,d) for 100 trajectories for different
system sizes. (a) and (c) correspond to the strongly organized regime, (b) and (d) one to the weakly organized one. Solid
markers represent the mean and shaded regions bound 90% of trajectories.

also find almost constant values for the ensemble averaged quantities on the studied timescales. For the weak spin
self-organized regime represented by (b) and (d) we see decaying dynamic of the bunching and order parameters.
This is in agreement with the claims in the main text that the pattern decay over long timescales and dicriminates
the regimes of strong and weak spin self-organized regimes. We remark the in the weak spin self-organized regimes it
seems that the dynamics of the bunching parameter is slightly lower than the one of the order parameter.

S 6.2. Momentum statistics

We now study the dynamics of quantities that describe the momentum statistics of the atoms. We use the same
color coding and the same parameters as in the previous subsection. In (a) and (b) we show the mean kinetic energy
and in (c) and (d) the kurtosis which was introduced in the main text. We find that all curves have converged for
N = 1600 and therefore conclude that the results are close to the ones expected in the thermodynamic limit N → ∞.
The time evolution of the kinetic energy and kurtosis in the strong spin self-organized regime visible in (a) and (c)

20
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E
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ω
R

ω0 = 30ωR,Ω = 110ωR

ω0 = 30ωR,Ω = 56ωR

(a)
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FIG. S4. Finite size scaling of kinetic energy (a,b) and kurtosis (c,d) for 100 trajectories for different system sizes. (a) and (c)
correspond to the strongly organized regime, (b) and (d) one to the weakly organized one. Solid markers represent the mean
and shaded regions bound 90% of trajectories.
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only show a small deviation from their initial values. In contrast, in the weak spin self-organized regime visible in
(b) and (d), we find a tremendous reduction of the kinetic energy and a significant increase of the kurtosis. These
findings are discussed in the main text.

S 7. OTHER PARAMETER CHOICES

In this section we report simulations for different ratios of δD/ωR. The purpose of this section is to demonstrate
the general statements made in the main text do not depend on the ratio of δD/ωR but on the ratio of δD/ω0 and
the coupling strength Ω.

S 7.1. Spin self-organization

In Fig. S5 we show the diagrams for the ⟨X2(t)⟩ens at times t = tpin (a) and (c) and t = tf in (b) and (d) and
for ratios δD/ωR = 5 in (a) and (b) and δD/ωR = 20 in (c) and (d). We remark that for the corresponding choices

FIG. S5. Phase diagrams of the spin self-organized order parameter, ⟨X2⟩ens for Doppler widths δD = 5ωR (a,b) and δD = 20ωR

(c,d), in the peak (a,c) and final (b,d) regimes. The solid black line indicates the analytical threshold Ωc for the δD of choice.
The differently colored shaded lines correspond to the thresholds of the other Doppler widths studied. One can spot the linear
scaling of the threshold minima with a changing δD.

the minimum threshold is shifted to a value with matches ω0 ∼ δD. Comparing the subfigures we find that the
parameter regime where weak spin self-organization is found is much larger for larger Doppler width δD = 20ωR. This
is consistent with our claim that weak spin self-organization requires δD ∼ ω0 and Ω < ΩSelf−org.

c . The threshold value
ΩSelf−org.

c = 25ωR(400ωR) for the values of δD = 5ωR(20ωR). Thus most parameters visible in Fig. S5 (a) and (b)
fulfill already Ω > ΩSelf−org.

c while every parameter in (c) and (d) fulfills Ω < ΩSelf−org.
c . This explains why weak spin
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self-organization appears to be the most common feature for δD = 20ωR while it only appears on the very minimum
of the threshold for δD = 5ωR. This is also visible in the bunching parameter which is shown in Fig. S6.

FIG. S6. Phase diagrams of the final bunching parameter, ⟨B⟩ens for Doppler widths δD = 5ωR (a) and δD = 20ωR (b).

S 7.2. Momentum statistics

We now study the momentum statistics for the same parameters that have been investigated in the previous
subsection. In Fig. S7 we show the mean kinetic energy for δD = 5ωR and δD = 20ωR in (a) and (b). We find that
a reduction of kinetic energy is visible almost everywhere for δD = 20ωR in subplot (b) but only in a very small
parameter regime for δD = 5ωR in (a). We find that this is mostly due to the value of ΩSelf−org.

c = 25ωR for δD = 5ωR

[see red dashed line in (a)]. Even more striking is the difference in the kurtosis that is visible in Fig. S8. In (a) for

FIG. S7. Phase diagrams of the final kinetic energy, Ekin for Doppler widths δD = 5ωR (a) and δD = 20ωR (b). In the case of
δD = 5ωR we can spot regions of both cooling and heating, only present below or above the classical Ωself-org.

c line respectively.
Note the different energy scales.

δD = 5ωR we find K > 3 only for the very small parameter regime set by ΩSelf−org.
c = 25ωR. In (b) we find K > 3

everywhere in the spin self-organized regime due to the fact that ΩSelf−org.
c = 400ωR which is larger than the simulated

range of Ω.

The supplemental information about the kinetic energy and kurtosis for very different parameters highlight the
generality of our results. The features discussed in the main text that result in a reduction of the kinetic energy and



11

FIG. S8. Phase diagrams of the final kurtosis, K for Doppler widths δD = 5ωR (a) and δD = 20ωR (b). Note the reduced Super-
gaussian regime in the δD = 5ωR case is fully enclosed by the area between the classical self-organization and the quantum
Dicke threshold. The new region of sub-Gaussianity is present only above the classical Ωself-org.

c threshold. In the δD = 20ωR

case the classical self-organization line lies well above the edge of the diagram at Ωself.org
c = 400ωR.

an enhanced kurtosis mostly depend on ω0 ∼ δD and Ω < ΩSelf−org.
c .
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