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Quantum metrology protocols exploiting ensembles of N two-level systems and Ramsey-style
measurements are ubiquitous. However, in many cases excess readout noise severely degrades the
measurement sensitivity; in particular in sensors based on ensembles of solid-state defect spins.
We present a dissipative “spin amplification” protocol that allows one to dramatically improve the
sensitivity of such schemes, even in the presence of realistic intrinsic dissipation and noise. Our
method is based on exploiting collective (i.e. superradiant) spin decay, an effect that is usually seen
as a nuisance because it limits spin-squeezing protocols. We show that our approach can allow
a system with a highly imperfect spin-readout to approach SQL-like scaling in N within a factor
of two, without needing to change the actual readout mechanism. Our ideas are compatible with
several state-of-the-art experimental platforms where an ensemble of solid-state spins (NV centers,
SiV centers) is coupled to a common microwave or mechanical mode.

I. INTRODUCTION

The field of quantum sensing seeks to use the
unique properties of quantum states of light and
matter to develop powerful new measurement strate-
gies. Within this broad field, perhaps the most ubiq-
uitous class of sensors are ensembles of two-level sys-
tems. Such sensors have been realized in a variety
of platforms, including atomic ensembles in cavity
QED systems [1–3], and collections of defect spins
in semiconductor materials [4–7]. They have have
also been employed to measure a multitude of diverse
sensing targets, ranging from magnetometry [8, 9] to
the sensing of electric fields [10] and even tempera-
ture [11]. Finding new general strategies for improv-
ing such sensors could thus have an extremely wide
impact. A general and well-explored method here
is to use collective spin-spin interactions to gener-
ate entanglement, with the prototypical example be-
ing the creation of spin-squeezed states. The intrin-
sic fluctuations of such states can be parametrically
smaller than those of a simple product state [12–14],
allowing in principle dramatic improvements in sen-
sitivity. Unfortunately, conventional spin squeezing
is only a useful strategy in settings where the extrin-
sic measurement noise associated with the readout of
the spin ensemble is smaller than the intrinsic quan-
tum noise of the ensemble’s quantum state [14, 15].
While this limit of ideal readout can be approached
in atomic platforms, typical solid-state spin sensors
(such as ensembles of nitrogen vacancy (NV) defect
center spins that are read out using spin-dependent
fluorescence) have measurement noise that is orders

∗ To whom correspondence should be addressed; E-mail:
koppenhoefer@uchicago.edu.

of magnitude higher than the fundamental intrinsic
quantum noise[16].

Spin squeezing ultimately seeks to use entangle-
ment to suppress fundamental spin projection noise.
In situations where measurement noise is the key
limitation, a potentially more powerful approach is
the complementary strategy of amplification: before
performing readout, increase the magnitude of the
“signal” encoded in the spin ensemble. The ampli-
fication then effectively reduces the imprecision re-
sulting from any following measurement noise. This
strategy is well known in quantum optics [17, 18]
and is standard when measuring weak electromag-
netic signals. However, it was only recently studied
in the spin context [19–25]. Davis et al. [19, 22]
demonstrated that the same collective spin-spin in-
teraction commonly used for spin squeezing (the so-
called one-axis twist (OAT) interaction) could be
harnessed for amplification. In the absence of dis-
sipation, they showed that their approach allowed
near Heisenberg-limited measurement despite hav-
ing measurement noise that was on par with the pro-
jection noise of an unentangled state. This scheme
(which can be viewed as a special kind of more gen-
eral “interaction-based readout” protocols [24, 26–
28]) has been implemented both in cavity QED [3]
and in Bose-condensed cold atom systems [29]; a
similar strategy was also used to amplify the dis-
placement of a trapped ion [30].

Unfortunately, despite its success in a variety
of atomic platforms, the amplification scheme of
Ref. [19] is ineffective in setups where the spin en-
semble consists of simple two-level systems that ex-
perience even small levels of T1 relaxation (either
intrinsic, or due to the cavity mode used to generate
collective interactions). As analyzed in the Discus-
sion, the T1 relaxation both causes a degradation of
the signal gain and causes the measurement signal to
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be overwhelmed by a large background contribution.
This is true even if the single-spin cooperativity is
larger than unity. Consequently, this approach to
spin amplification cannot be used in many systems
of interest, including almost all commonly studied
solid-state sensing platforms.

In this work, we introduce a conceptually new spin
amplification strategy for an ensemble of N two-level
systems that overcomes the limitation posed by dis-
sipation. Unlike previous work on interaction-based
measurement, it does not use collective unitary dy-
namics for amplification, but instead directly ex-
ploits cavity-induced dissipation as the key resource.
We show that the collective decay of a spin ensem-
ble coupled to a lossy bosonic mode gives rise to
a signal gain G that exhibits the maximum pos-
sible scaling of G ∝

√
N . Crucially, in the pres-

ence of local dissipation, the amplification in our
scheme depends only on the collective cooperativ-
ity (not on more restrictive conditions in terms of
single-spin cooperativity), and this maximum gain
can be reached even in regimes where the single-spin
cooperativity is much smaller than unity. Moreover,
our amplification mechanism has an “added noise”
that approaches the quantum limit one would ex-
pect for a bosonic phase-preserving linear amplifier.
In addition, the scheme is compatible with standard
dynamical decoupling techniques to mitigate inho-
mogeneous broadening. Finally, unlike existing uni-
tary amplification protocols, which require the sig-
nal to be in a certain spin component [19, 22], our
scheme amplifies any signal encoded in the trans-
verse polarization of a spin ensemble (similar to
phase-preserving amplification in bosonic systems
[31]). We stress that in contrast to the majority
of interaction-based readout protocols, we are not
aiming to use entangled states to reach the Heisen-
berg limit (HL). Instead, our goal is to approach the
standard quantum limit (SQL) using conventional
dissipative spin ensembles, in systems where extrin-
sic readout noise is extremely large compared to spin
projection noise.

It is interesting to also consider our ideas in a
broader context. Our scheme represents a previously
unstudied aspect of Dicke superradiance [32–35], a
paradigmatic effect in quantum optics. Superradi-
ance is the collective enhancement of the sponta-
neous emission of N indistinguishable spins inter-
acting with a common radiation field: if the spins
are initialized in the excited state, quantum interfer-
ence effects will cause a short superradiant emission
burst of amplitude ∝ N2 instead of simple exponen-
tial decay. In contrast to most work on superradi-
ance, our focus is not on properties of the emitted
radiation [32, 36, 37] or optical amplification [38, 39],
but rather on the “back-action” on the spin system

itself. This back-action directly generates the ampli-
fication effect we exploit. Somewhat surprisingly, we
show that our superradiant amplification mechanism
continues to be effective in the limit of dissipation-
free unitary dynamics, where the collective physics
is described by a standard Tavis-Cummings model.

II. RESULTS

A. Dissipative gain mechanism and basic
sensing protocol

We consider a general sensing setup, where an en-
semble of N two-level systems is subject to a global
magnetic field whose value we wish to estimate via
a standard Ramsey-type measurement protocol (see
Fig. 1(a)). This involves starting the ensemble in a
fully polarized coherent spin state (CSS) at time t1
and letting it rotate under the signal field by an an-
gle φ, such that the signal φ is encoded in the value
of one component of the collective spin vector (here

Ŝy) at time t2. We assume the standard case of an

infinitesimal signal φ, with 〈Ŝy〉 depending linearly
on φ, and we set t2 = 0 for convenience. The to-
tal error in the estimation of φ is then given by (see
e.g. [15, 16]):

(∆φ)2 = (∆φ)2
int + (∆φ)2

det =
(∆Sy)2 + Σ2

det

|∂φ〈Ŝy〉|2
,

(1)

where (∆Sy)2 = 〈Ŝ2
y〉 − 〈Ŝy〉2. The first term

(∆φ)2
int is the intrinsic spin-projection noise associ-

ated with the quantum state of the ensemble, while
the second term (∆φ)2

det describes added noise as-

sociated with the imperfect readout of Ŝy. This
additional error can be expressed as an equivalent
amount of Ŝy noise, Σ2

det, that is referred back to

the signal φ using the transduction factor |∂φ〈Ŝy〉|.
Consider first the generic situation where the de-

tection noise completely dominates the intrinsic pro-
jection noise, (∆φ)det � (∆φ)int. This is the typ-
ical scenario in many solid-state systems, e.g. en-
sembles of NV defects in a diamond crystal whose
state is read out using spin-dependent optical fluo-
rescence [16]. The goal is to reduce (∆φ)det without
changing the final spin readout mechanism (i.e. Σ2

det
remains unchanged). The only option available is
“spin amplification”, i.e. enhancement of the trans-
duction factor that encodes the sensitivity of the
ensemble to φ. Specifically, before doing the final
readout of Ŝy, we want to somehow implement a
dynamics that yields

∂φ〈Ŝy(t)〉 = G(t)∂φ〈Ŝy(0)〉 , (2)
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic showing the superradiant-amplification-enhanced Ramsey measurement protocol: time
evolution of the collective spin vector on the Bloch sphere (top row) and corresponding control operations (bottom

row). A standard Ramsey sequence encodes a small phase shift φ of interest in the Ŝy spin component. The final
state of the Ramsey sequence is chosen to be close to the north pole of the collective Bloch sphere to provide energy
for the subsequent amplification step. Collective decay (i.e. the second term in Eq. (3)) leads to passive transient
amplification of the signal by a time-dependent gain factor G(t). The decay is interrupted at the time of maximum

gain and a final π/2 rotation maps the amplified signal onto the Ŝz component for readout. (b) Time-dependent

gain G(t) (defined in Eq. (10)) for collective decay (solid blue curve, numerically exact solution of dρ̂/dt = ΓD[Ŝ−]ρ̂)

vs. single-spin decay (dashed orange curve, dρ̂/dt = Γ
∑N
j=1D[σ̂

(j)
− ]ρ̂). Only collective decay leads to transient

amplification, i.e. G(t) > 1. We use N = 120 spins and an initial coherent spin state in the y-z-plane as shown in
the third Bloch sphere in (a) with φ = 10−5. The insets show sketches of the corresponding trajectories of the spin
vector (the initial angle φ is exaggerated for readability). (c) Scaling of the maximum gain Gmax with the number N
of spins. Black circles are obtained by full numerical solution of the master equation (3) for γrel/Γ = 0. The dashed
blue line indicates a fit for large N .

with a time-dependent gain factor G(t) that is larger
than unity at the end of the amplification stage,
i.e. t = t3 in Fig. 1(a). Achieving large gain
will clearly reduce the total estimation error in the
regime where measurement noise dominates: ∆φ→
∆φ/G(t3). One might worry that in a more gen-

eral situation, where the intrinsic projection noise is
also important, this strategy is not useful, as one
might end up amplifying the projection noise far
more than the signal. We show below that this is
not the case for our scheme: even if we use the opti-
mal t3 which maximizes the gain G(t), the amplified
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spin-projection noise referred back to φ (i.e. (∆φ)int

in Eq. 1) is only approximately twice the value of this
quantity in the initial state. This is reminiscent of
the well-known quantum limit for phase-preserving
amplification for bosonic systems [17, 31]; we discuss
this behaviour in more detail later in the paper.

We next focus on what is perhaps the most crucial
issue: how can we implement amplification dynamics
in as simple a way as possible? Any kind of amplifier
inevitably requires an energy source. Here, this will
be achieved by preparing the spin ensemble in an
excited state. For concreteness, we assume that the
ensemble has a free Hamiltonian Ĥ0 = ωŜz, where
ω > 0 and ~ = 1. Hence, at the end of the signal
acquisition step at t = t2 = 0 (see Fig. 1(a)), we
rotate the state such that its polarization is almost
entirely in the +z direction (apart from the small
rotation caused by the sensing parameter φ), i.e. the
ensemble is close to being in its maximally excited
state. For the following dynamics, we consider sim-
ple relaxation of the ensemble towards the ground
state of Ĥ0 (where the net polarization is in the −z
direction). Consider now a situation where each spin
is subject to independent, single-spin T1 relaxation
(at rate γrel) as well as a collective relaxation pro-

cess (at rate Γ). In the rotating frame set by Ĥ0, the
Lindblad master equation governing this dynamics
is:

dρ̂

dt
= γrel

N∑
j=1

D[σ̂
(j)
− ]ρ̂+ ΓD[Ŝ−]ρ̂ . (3)

Here Ŝ− =
∑N
j=1 σ̂

(j)
− is the collective spin-lowering

operator, σ
(j)
− = (σ̂

(j)
x − iσ̂(j)

y )/2 is the lowering op-

erator of spin j, σ̂
(j)
x,y,z are the Pauli operators acting

on spin j, and D[Ô]ρ̂ = Ôρ̂Ô† − {Ô†Ô, ρ̂}/2 is the
standard Lindblad dissipation super-operator.

At first glance, it is hard to imagine that such a
simple relaxational dynamics will result in anything
interesting. Surprisingly, this is not the case. It is
straightforward to derive equations of motion that
govern the expectation values of Ŝx and Ŝy:

d〈Ŝx,y〉
dt

=
Γ

2

〈{
Ŝz, Ŝx,y

}
− Ŝx,y

〉
− γrel

2
〈Ŝx,y〉 .

(4)

Not surprisingly, we see that single-spin relaxation is
indeed boring: it simply causes any initial transverse
polarization to decay with time. However, the same
is not true for the collective dissipation. Within a
standard mean-field approximation, the first term
on the right-hand side of Eq. (4) suggests that there

will be exponential growth of both 〈Ŝx〉 and 〈Ŝy〉
at short times if the condition 〈Ŝz〉 > 1/2 holds,

i.e. if the spins have a net excitation. This is the
amplification mechanism that we will exploit, and
that we maximize with our chosen initial condition.

The resulting picture is that with collective de-
cay, the relaxation of the ensemble polarization to-
wards the south pole is accompanied (for intermedi-
ate times at least) by a growth of the initial values of

〈Ŝx,y〉. This “phase-preserving” (i.e. isotropic in the
Sx-Sy-plane) amplification mechanism will generate
a gain G(t) ≥ 1 that will enhance the subsequent
measurement. Numerically-exact simulations show
that this general picture is correct, see Fig. 1(b).
One finds that the maximum amplification gain G(t)
occurs at a time t = tmax that approximately coin-
cides with the average polarization vector crossing
the equator. We stress that the collective nature
of the relaxation is crucial: independent T1 decay
yields no amplification. At a heuristic level, the col-
lective dissipator in Eq. (4) mediates dissipative in-
teractions between different spins, and these inter-
actions are crucial to have gain.

We thus have outlined our basic amplification pro-
cedure: prepare a CSS close to the north pole of
the generalized Bloch sphere (with φ encoded in the

small Ŝx and Ŝy components of the polarization),
then turn on collective relaxation. Stopping the re-
laxation at time t = tmax results in the desired am-
plification of information on φ in the average spin
polarization; this can be then read out as is stan-
dard by converting transverse polarization into pop-
ulation differences via a π/2 rotation, as shown in
Fig. 1(a). We stress that the generic ingredients
needed here are the same as those needed to re-
alize OAT spin squeezing and amplification proto-
cols: a Tavis-Cummings model where the spin en-
semble couples to a single, common bosonic mode
(a photonic cavity mode [40–42], or even a mechan-
ical mode [43–45]). In previously-proposed OAT
protocols, cavity loss limits the effectiveness of the
scheme, and one thus works with a large cavity-
ensemble detuning to minimize its impact. In con-
trast, our scheme utilizes the cavity decay as a key
resource, allowing one to operate with a resonant
cavity-ensemble coupling. In such an implementa-
tion, the ability to control the cavity-ensemble de-
tuning provides a means to turn on and off the col-
lective decay Γ. This general setup will be analyzed
in more detail below.

Before proceeding to a more quantitative anal-
ysis, we pause to note that, for short times and
γrel = 0, one can directly connect the superradi-
ant spin-amplification physics here to simple phase-
preserving bosonic linear amplification. Given our
initial state, it is convenient to represent the ensem-
ble using a Holstein-Primakoff bosonic mode â via
Ŝz ≡ N/2 − â†â. For short times, one can linearize
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the transformation for Ŝx and Ŝy, with the result
that these are just proportional to the quadratures
of â. The same linearization turns the collective
decay in Eq. (3) into simple bosonic anti-damping:
dρ̂/dt ∼ ΓND[â†]ρ̂. This dynamics causes exponen-
tial growth of 〈â〉, and describes phase-preserving
amplification of a non-degenerate parametric ampli-
fier in the limit where the idler mode can be adia-
batically eliminated [31]. While this linearized pic-
ture provides intuition into the origin of gain, it is
not sufficient to fully understand our system: the
nonlinearity of the spin system is crucial in deter-
mining the non-monotonic behaviour of G(t) shown
in Fig. 1(b), and in determining the maximum gain.
We explore this more in what follows.

Finally, we note that Eq. (3) (with γrel = 0) has
previously been studied as a spin-only, Markovian
description of superradiance, i.e. the collective de-
cay of a collection of two-level atoms coupled to a
common radiation field [36, 46]. The vast majority
of studies of superradiance focus on the properties
of the radiation emitted by an initially excited col-
lection of atoms. We stress that our focus here is
very different. We have no interest in this emis-
sion (and will not assume any access to the reservoir
responsible for the collective spin dissipation). In-
stead, we use the effective superradiant decay gen-
erated by Eq. (3) only as a tool to induce nonlinear
collective spin dynamics, which can then be used for
amplification and quantum metrology.

B. Mean-field theory description of
superradiant amplification

To gain a more quantitative understanding of our
nonlinear amplification process, we analyze the dy-
namics of Eq. (3) with γrel = 0 using a standard
mean-field theory (MFT) decoupling, as detailed in
the Methods. This analysis goes beyond a linearized
bosonic theory obtained from a Holstein-Primakoff
transformation and is able to capture aspects of the
intrinsic nonlinearity of the spin dynamics. We start
by using MFT to understand the gain dynamics,
which can be determined by considering the evolu-
tion of the mean values of the collective spin op-
erator; fluctuations and added-noise physics will be
considered later.

As detailed in the Methods, the MFT equation of
motion for Sz ≡ 〈Ŝz〉 in the large-N limit is

dSz
dt

= −Γ
N2

4
− ΓSz(1− Sz) , (5)

where the constant term is obtained by using the
fact that the dynamics conserves Ŝ2. Starting
from a highly polarized initial state with Sz(0) =

N cos(φ)/2, this equation describes the well-known
nonlinear superradiant decay of the Sz component
to the steady state | ↓〉⊗N [37]. The corresponding
equations of motion for average values Sx and Sy
correspond to the expected decoupling of Eq. (4):

dSx,y
dt

= Γ

(
Sz −

1

2

)
Sx,y ≡ λ(t)Sx,y , (6)

where we have introduced the instantaneous gain
rate λ(t). For λ(t) > 0 (λ(t) < 0), any initial po-
larization component of the collective average Bloch
vector in the x-y plane will be amplified (damped).
Without loss of generality, we chose the initial trans-
verse polarization to be entirely in the y direction.
Thus, the Sx component will always remain zero
since the initial state has Sx(0) = 0. In contrast,
the highly polarized initial state Sz(0) ≈ N/2� 1/2
leads to amplification of the nonzero initial value
Sy(0) = N sin(φ)/2 at short times. In the long run,
the superradiant decay evolves Sz(t) to its steady-
state value Sz(t → ∞) = −N/2. As a consequence,
for sufficiently long times, the time-dependent gain
rate λ(t) will be reduced and amplification ulti-
mately turns into damping if Sz(t) < 1/2. The MFT
equation of motion (17) predicts that maximum am-
plification of Sy is achieved at the time tmax where
Sz(tmax) = 1/2, which is clearly beyond the regime
of applicability of a linearized theory based on the
Holstein-Primakoff transformation. In the large-N
limit, the MFT result for tmax takes the form

tmax =
lnN

ΓN
, (7)

which is the well-known delay time of the superra-
diant emission peak [37]. The short transient period
where λ(t) > 0 is enough to yield significant ampli-
fication:

Sx,y(t) = Sx,y(0)e
∫ t
0

dt′λ(t′)

= Sx,y(0)
eΓt/2 cosh

(
1
2 lnN

)
cosh

(
N
2 Γt− 1

2 lnN
) . (8)

Evaluating this at t = tmax given by Eq. (7) yields
the following MFT result for the maximum value of
Sx,y:

Sx,y(tmax) =

√
N

2
Sx,y(0) . (9)

Note that the signal gain increases with increasing
N while the waiting time tmax required to reach the
maximum gain decreases, giving rise to very fast am-
plification.

We now verify this intuitive picture derived from
MFT using numerically-exact solutions of Eq. (3).
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FIG. 2. (a) Optimal time tmax which maximizes the time-dependent gain G(t) defined in Eq. (10). (b) Full-
width-at-half-maximum of the time-dependent gain G(t). In both panels, the black circles have been obtained by a
numerically exact solution of the collective relaxation dynamics generated by the master equation (3) for γrel/Γ = 0.
The blue dashed lines indicate fits of the large-N results based on the scaling laws derived using mean-field theory.

To analyze the solutions, we define the time-
dependent signal gain G(t) as follows:

G(t) = lim
φ→0

〈Ŝy(t)〉
〈Ŝy(0)〉

,

Gmax = max
t≥0

G(t) = G(tmax) , (10)

where tmax is determined numerically. Note that this
is identical to the definition given in Eq. (2), as G(t)
is independent of φ for φ � 1. Combining Eqs. (9)

and (10), we thus expect a scaling Gmax ∝
√
N

based on MFT. Numerically-exact master equation
simulations shown in Figs. 1(c) and 2 confirm that
(up to numerical prefactors) the scaling of Gmax and
tmax predicted by MFT are correct in the large-N
limit.

It is also interesting to note that on general
grounds, Gmax ∝

√
N is the maximal gain scaling

that we expect to be possible. This follows from the
fact that we would expect initial fluctuations of Ŝx
and Ŝy to be amplified (at least) the same way as the
average values of these quantities, and hence expect
(∆Sx)2 ≥ G2

maxN/4, where N/4 represents the ini-

tial fluctuations of Ŝx in the initial CSS. Next, note
that because of the finite dimensional Hilbert space,
(∆Sx)2 cannot be arbitrarily large and is bounded
by N2/4. This immediately tells us that Gmax can-

not grow with N faster than
√
N . The gain scaling

can also be understood heuristically by using the
fact that there is only instantaneous gain for a time
t < tmax = ln(N)/NΓ, and that, during this time
period, the instantaneous gain rate is λ(t) ≈ NΓ/2.
Exponentiating the product of this rate and tmax

again yields a
√
N scaling.

We stress that the spin-only quantum master

equation (3) as well as the mean-field results for the
behaviour of Sz are well known in the superradiance
literature (see e.g. [36, 37, 46]). The new aspect of
our work here is to identify the amplification physics
associated with superradiant decay, and use MFT to
provide a quantiative description of it.

C. Improving sensitivity and approaching the
SQL with extremely bad measurements

We now discuss how the amplification dynamics
can improve the total estimation error (∆φ) intro-
duced in Eq. (1). For concreteness, we focus on the
general situation where the readout mechanism in-
volves adding independent contributions from each
spin in the ensemble, and hence the noise associated
with the readout itself scales as N :

Σ2
det ≡ Ξ2

det

N

4
, (11)

with Ξdet an N -independent constant. Note that the
factor of 1/4 in the definition is convenient, as Ξ2

det
directly describes the ratio of readout noise to the
intrinsic projection noise. Equation (11) describes
the scaling of readout noise in many practically rele-
vant situations, including standard spin-dependent-
fluorescence readout of solid-state spin ensembles
[16] and of trapped ions [47]. In this case and for
φ� 1, one has

Ξ2
det =

1

C̃2navg

, (12)

where C̃ is the fluorescence contrast of the two spin
states and navg is the average number of detected
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FIG. 3. (a) Suppression of detection noise by amplification. The best reported fluorescent readout of an NV

ensemble is a factor of Ξdet = 1/
√
C̃2navg = 67 above the SQL [16]. We assume the ideal case where this factor is

independent of the ensemble size (dashed blue line). Amplification suppresses the readout noise (solid red line) and
allows one to approach the SQL (dash-dotted black line). The inset shows the scaling of the total estimation error
(∆φ)2 with and without amplification (solid red and dashed blue lines, respectively), and the SQL (dash-dotted black
line). The curves have been obtained using a MFT analysis of Eq. (3) for γrel/Γ = 0 and agree qualitatively with
numerically exact solutions of the master equation (3), which have been used to calculate the (b) added noise σ2

add

(defined in Eq. (14)) for γrel/Γ = 0. The dash-dotted blue line illustrates the expected minimum amount of added
noise, 1− 1/G2

maxN , based on a heuristic argument detailed in the Supplemental. Note that this is not a strict lower
bound.

photons per spin in a single run of the protocol (see
Methods for details).

In considering the estimation error, we will also
now account for the fact that our amplification
mechanism will not only cause 〈Ŝy〉 to grow, but
also cause the variance (∆Sy)2 to grow over its ini-
tial CSS value of N/4. The very best case is that
the variance is amplified exactly the same way as
the signal, but in general there will be excess fluctu-
ations beyond this. This motivates the definition of
the added noise of our amplification scheme (similar
to the definition of the added noise σadd of a linear
amplifier). Letting (∆Ŝy)2|amp denote the variance

of Ŝy in the final, post-amplification state of the
spin ensemble after an optimal amplification time,
we write:

(∆Sy)2
∣∣
amp
≡ G2

max

N

4

(
1 + σ2

add

)
. (13)

We have normalized σadd to the value of the CSS
variance; hence, σ2

add = 1 corresponds to effectively
doubling the initial fluctuations (once the gain has
been included).

For linear bosonic phase-preserving amplifiers, it
is well known that the added noise of a phase-
preserving amplifier is at best the size of the vac-
uum noise [17, 31, 48]. At a fundamental level,
this can be attributed to the dynamics amplifying
both quadratures of the input signal, quantities that

are described by non-commuting operators. One
might expect a similar constraint here, as our spin
amplifier also amplifies two non-commuting quan-
tities (namely Ŝx and Ŝy). Hence, one might ex-
pect that the best we can achieve in our spin ampli-
fier is to have the added noise satisfy σ2

add = 1. A
heuristic argument that parallels Caves’ classic cal-
culation [17] suggests one indeed has the constraint
σ2

add ≥ 1 − 1/G2(T )N (see Supplemental). For our
system, full master equation simulations let us in-
vestigate how the added noise behaves for large N
and maximum amplification. Remarkably, we find
σ2

add ≈ 1.3 in the large-N limit, which is just slightly
above the expected level based on the heuristic ar-
gument (see Fig. 3(b)). This leads to a crucial con-
clusion: our amplification scheme is useful even if
one cares about approaching the SQL.

With the above definitions in hand, we can fi-
nally quantify the estimation error in Eq. (1) of our
amplification-assisted measurement protocol. Com-
bining Eqs. (2), (11), and (13), one finds that the
general expression applied to our scheme reduces to:

(∆φ)2 =
1

N

[
1 + σ2

add +
Ξ2

det

G2
max

]
=

1

N

[
1 + σ2

add +
Ξ2

det/c
2
0

N

]
, (14)

where we have used the large-N scaling of the max-
imum gain in the last equation: Gmax ∝ c0

√
N with
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c0 ≈ 0.42 (see Fig. 1(c)).

There are two crucial things to note here: First, if
readout noise completely dominates (despite the am-
plification), our amplification approach changes the
scaling of the estimation error (∆φ)2 with the num-
ber of spins from 1/N to 1/N2. While this scaling
is reminiscent of Heisenberg-limited scaling, there is
no connection: in our case, this rapid scaling with
N only holds if one is far from the SQL. Nonethe-
less, this shows the potential of amplification to dra-
matically increase sensitivity in this readout-limited
regime.

Second, for very large N � Ξ2
det, the amplifi-

cation protocol will make the added measurement
noise negligible compared to the fundamental noise
of the quantum state. In this limit, the total esti-
mation error almost reaches the SQL: it scales as
(∆φ) ∝

√
(1 + σ2

add)/N ≈
√

2.3/N . This is only

off by a numerical prefactor
√

2.3 from the exact
SQL. We thus have established another key fea-
ture of our scheme: using amplification and a large
enough ensemble, one can in principle approach the
SQL within a factor of two regardless of how bad
the spin readout is. For a fixed detector noise Ξdet

, the crossover in the estimation error from a 1/N2

scaling to a 1/N scaling is illustrated in Fig. 3(a).

D. Impact of single-spin dissipation and
finite-temperature in the generic model

While our superradiant dissipative spin amplifier
exhibits remarkable performance in the ideal case
where the only dissipation is the desirable collective
loss in Eq. (3), it is also crucial to understand what
happens when additional unwanted forms of com-
mon dissipation are added.

1. Local dissipation

We first consider the impact of single-spin dissipa-
tion, namely Markovian dephasing and relaxation at
rates γφ and γrel, respectively. The master equation
for our spin ensemble now takes the form

dρ̂

dt
= ΓD

[
Ŝ−
]
ρ̂+ γrel

N∑
j=1

D
[
σ̂

(j)
−
]
ρ̂

+
γφ
2

N∑
j=1

D
[
σ̂(j)
z

]
ρ̂ . (15)

Numerically exact solutions of Eq. (15), shown in
Fig. 4, demonstrate that an initial signal is still am-

plified if the collective cooperativities

Ck =
NΓ

γk
, (16)

with k ∈ {φ, rel}, exceed a threshold value of the
order of unity. This is equivalent to the threshold
condition for superradiant lasing [38, 49]. Further,

we find that achieving the maximum gain G ∝
√
N

does not require strong coupling at the single-spin
level: it only requires a large collective cooperativity,
and not a large single-spin cooperativity Ck/N .

Note that the dependence of the gain on coop-
erativity can be understood at a heuristic level by
inspecting the MFT equations of motion (6), which
now take the form:

dSx,y
dt

= Γ

(
Sz −

1

2

)
Sx,y − γφSx,y −

γrel

2
Sx,y .

(17)

At short times, the collective decay term tends to
increase Sy at a rate NΓ whereas local dissipation
aims to decrease Sy at rates γφ and γrel/2, respec-
tively. Amplification is only possible if the slope of
Sy at t = 0 is positive, which is equivalent to the
conditions Cφ > 1 and Crel > 1/2, respectively. For
weak local dissipation, i.e. Ck � 1, the numerical
results shown in Fig. 4 are well described by the
mean-field result

Gmax(γk) = Gmax(0)

(
1− ak
Ck

)
, (18)

where aφ ≈ 3 and arel ≈ 6. In the opposite limit
Ck � 1, there is no amplification, Gmax(γk) = 1.

2. Finite temperature

Another potential imperfection is that the reser-
voir responsible for collective relaxation may not be
at zero temperature, giving rise to an unwanted col-
lective excitation process. This could be relevant in
setups where collective effects stem from coupling
to a mechanical degree of freedom, a promising ap-
proach for ensembles of defect spins in solids [43–45].
In this general case, the master equation takes the
form

dρ̂

dt
= Γ(nth + 1)D[Ŝ−]ρ̂+ ΓnthD[Ŝ+]ρ̂ . (19)

The parameter nth determines the relative strength
between the collective decay and excitation rates
and can be interpreted as an effective thermal oc-
cupation of the bath generating the collective de-
cay. The gain as a function of the effective thermal
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FIG. 4. (a) Maximum gain in the presence of local dephasing, Gmax(γφ), as a function of the collective cooperativity
Cφ = NΓ/γφ (calculated by numerically exact integration of the master equation (15) with γrel = 0). Each data point
is obtained by maximizing the time-dependent gain G(t) over the evolution time t. Collective amplification and local
dephasing compete and amplification is observed if Cφ & 2, i.e. if the collective amplification rate dominates over
local decay. (b) Analogous numerical results for maximum gain in the presence of local relaxation, Gmax(γrel), as a
function of the collective cooperativity Crel = NΓ/γrel (with γφ = 0). We again see that the collective cooperativity
is the relevant parameter for obtaining maximum gain.

occupation number nth based on numerically exact
solution of the full quantum master equation (19)
is shown in Fig. 5(a). A nonzero nth reduces the
gain as compared to the ideal gain Gmax obtained
for nth = 0, and ultimately prevents any amplifica-
tion in the limit nth � 1.

MFT again allows one to develop an intuitive pic-
ture of how a bath temperature degrades amplifica-
tion dynamics. In the presence of finite temperature
and for large N , the mean-field equations of mo-
tion (5) and (6) read

dSx,y
dt

= Γ

(
Sz −

1

2
− nth

)
Sx,y , (20)

dSz
dt

= −Γ
N2

4
− ΓSz(1 + 2nth − Sz) . (21)

The impact of finite temperature nth > 0 is thus
twofold. First, the time-dependent gain factor in
Eq. (20) is shut off at an earlier time, namely, if
the condition Sz(t) = 1/2 + nth holds. This im-
plies that no amplification will occur if nth > N/2.
If this were the only effect, the generation of gain
would be largely insensitive to thermal occupan-
cies nth � N . Unfortunately, there is a second,
more damaging mechanism. As the above equations
show, the instantaneous gain rate λ(t) is controlled
by Sz(t). The decay of of this polarization is seeded
by both quantum and thermal fluctuations in the
environment. Hence, a non-zero nth accelerates this
decay, leading to a more rapid decay of polarization,
and a shorter time interval where the instantaneous

gain rate is positive. This ultimately suppresses the
maximum gain.

The above argument can be made quantitative if
we expand Sz for short times around its initial value,
Sz = N/2− δ, where δ � 1. To leading order in N
and δ, the equation of motion of the deviation δ is
dδ/dt = NΓ(1 + nth) + NΓδ, where the first term
shows explicitly that both bath vacuum fluctuations
and thermal fluctuations drive the initial decay of
polarization. As a consequence, the superradiant
emission occurs faster and, in the limitN � 1+2nth,
the time to reach maximum amplification is

Γtmax =
1

N
ln
N − nth

nth + 1
. (22)

In the same limit, the maximum gain is given by

Gmax(nth) =
Gmax(0)√

1 + nth
, (23)

which shows that a thermal occupation of nth = 3
will decrease the gain by 3 dB. Note that Gmax(nth)

still scales ∝
√
N , i.e. for a fixed value of nth, the re-

duction can be compensated by increasing the num-
ber of spins.

E. Implementation using cavity-mediated
dissipation

While there are many ways to engineer the col-
lective relaxation that powers our superradiant am-
plifier, we specialize here to a ubiquitous realization
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FIG. 5. Maximum gain in the presence of a non-zero
thermal occupancy nth of the environment responsible
for collective spin decay, obtained by numerically exact
solution of the master equation (19). Each data point is
obtained by maximizing the gain G(t) over the evolution
time t. We see that a non-zero bath thermal occupancy
rapidly degrades gain. At a heuristic level, the decay of
the ensemble’s z polarization is seeded by both thermal
and quantum bath fluctuations. Non-zero thermal fluc-
tuations hence accelerate the decay, leading to a shorter
time interval where the instantaneous gain rate λ(t) is
positive. This allows one to quantitatively understand
the suppression of maximum gain seen here, see Eq. (23).

that allows the tuneability we require: couple the
spin ensemble to a common lossy bosonic mode. To
that end, we consider a setup where N spin-1/2 sys-
tems are coupled to a damped bosonic mode â by a
standard Tavis-Cummings coupling (see Fig. 6):

Ĥ = ωcavâ
†â+

N∑
j=1

ωj
σ̂

(j)
z

2
+

N∑
j=1

gj

(
σ̂

(j)
− â† + σ̂

(j)
+ â

)
.

(24)

Here, ωcav and ωj denote the frequencies of the
bosonic mode and the spins, respectively, and gj de-
notes the coupling strength of spin j to the bosonic
mode. The bosonic mode is damped at an energy
decay rate κ and the entire system is thus described
by the quantum master equation

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
Ĥ, ρ̂

]
+ κD [â] ρ̂ . (25)

For collective phenomena, we ideally want all atoms
to have the same frequency ωj = ω̄ and be equally
coupled to the cavity, gj = g. For superradiant de-
cay, we further want the spins to be resonant with
the cavity, i.e. have zero detuning ωcav − ω̄ = 0. If,
in addition, the bosonic mode is strongly damped,
κ �

√
Ng, the â mode can be eliminated adiabati-

cally, which gives rise to the spin-only master equa-

gj

Ŝ
ωj

γφ γrel

κ
ωcav

FIG. 6. The collective decay described by Eqs. (3)
and (15) can be implemented experimentally by coupling
N spin-1/2 systems (level splittings ωj) to a strongly
damped bosonic mode (frequency ωcav and single-spin
coupling strengths gj). The mode is depicted here as a
resonant mode of a photonic cavity, but one could use
a wide variety of systems (e.g. microwave or mechanical
modes). The energy decay rate of the bosonic mode is κ
and each spin may undergo local relaxation or dephasing
processes at rates γrel or γφ, respectively.

tion (3) with a collective decay rate

Γ =
4g2

κ
(26)

and γrel = 0.
Returning to Fig. 1, note that a crucial part of our

protocol is the ability to turn on and off the collective
dissipation on demand (i.e. to start the amplification
dynamics at the appropriate point in the measure-
ment sequence, and then turn it off once maximum
gain is reached). This implementation provides a va-
riety of means for doing this. Perhaps the simplest is
to control the spin-cavity detuning ∆ by, e.g. chang-
ing the applied z magnetic field on the spins. In the
limit of an extremely large detuning, the superradi-
ant decay rate Γ is suppressed compared to Eq. (26)
by the small factor κ2/(κ2 + 4∆2)� 1.

In the following, we separately analyze the impact
of coupling inhomogeneities, gj 6= g, and of inhomo-
geneous broadening, ωj 6= ω̄.

1. Non-uniform single-spin couplings

To analyze the impact of inhomogeneous coupling
parameters gj , we follow the standard approach out-
lined in Ref. [36]. It uses an expansion of the mean-
field equations to leading order in the deviations

δj = gj − ḡ of the average coupling ḡ =
∑N
j=1 gj/N

and retains only leading-order terms in the equations
of motion for Sx and Sy. The impact of inhomoge-
neous couplings is then to reduce the effective length
of the collective spin vector associated with the en-
semble by the factor

µ =
1

N

∑N
k=1

∑N
l=1,l 6=k gkgl∑N
k=1 g

2
k

, (27)
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FIG. 7. Dynamical decoupling sequence to cancel in-
homogeneous broadening in the Hamiltonian (24). The
π pulse about the x axis cancels disorder in the spin fre-
quencies ωj . The subsequent π pulses about the z and y
axis compensate unwanted interaction terms generated
by the first π pulse. The overall pulse sequence is applied
repeatedly and generates the average Hamiltonian (28)
if the repetition rate 1/T is much larger than the stan-
dard deviation of the distribution of the spin transition
frequencies ωj .

i.e. the maximum gain and the optimal time are now
given by Gci =

√
µN/2 and tci

max = ln(µN)/γ0µN ,

respectively, where we defined γ0 =
∑N
k=1 4g2

k/κN .
Hence, the maximum gain Gmax is reduced by a
disorder-dependent prefactor, but the fundamental
scaling is retained.

2. Inhomogeneous broadening

Inhomogeneous broadening can be canceled by the
dynamical decoupling sequence introduced recently
in Ref. [50], which is summarized in Fig. 7. Different
spin transition frequencies ωj in Eq. (24) lead to a
dephasing of the individual spins in the ensemble,
which can be compensated by a π pulse about the
x axis halfway through the sequence. However, this
pulse will modify the interaction term in Eq. (24)
and will turn collective decay into collective excita-
tion. This can be compensated by a π pulse about
the z axis at time 3T/4, which changes the sign of
the coupling constants gj . Note that such a pulse
can be generated using a combination of x and y ro-
tations. The final π pulse about the y axis at time T
reverts all previous operations and restores the orig-
inal Hamiltonian (24). The average Hamiltonian of
this pulse sequence in a frame rotating at ω0 is

H̄ =

N∑
j=1

gj
2

(
σ̂

(j)
+ â+ σ̂

(j)
− â†

)
(28)

if the repetition rate 1/T of the decoupling sequence
is much larger than the standard deviation of the
distribution of the frequencies ωj . More details on
the derivation of this decoupling sequence are pro-
vided in a recent preprint [50].

3. Limit of an undamped cavity

Returning to our cavity-based implementation of
the superradiant spin amplifier in Eqs. (24) and (25),
one might worry about whether this physics also per-
sists in regime where the cavity damping rate κ is
not large enough to allow for an adiabatic elimina-
tion. To address this, we briefly consider the extreme
limit of this situation, κ → 0, where we simply ob-
tain a completely unitary dynamics generated by the
resonant Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian

ĤTC = ωcavâ
†â+ ωŜz + g

(
Ŝ−â

† + Ŝ+â
)
, (29)

where ωcav = ω. Figure 8 shows numerical results
for the time-maximized gain Gmax starting from an

initial state eiφŜx |↑ . . . ↑〉⊗|0〉, where |0〉 denotes the
vacuum state of the cavity. A complementing analy-
sis based on MFT is discussed in the Supplemental.
We find that spin amplification dynamics still holds
in the unitary regime, with an identical Gmax ∝

√
N

scaling of the maximum gain. We stress that realiz-
ing this limit of fully unitary collective dynamics is
challenging in most spin ensemble sensing platforms.
Nonetheless, this limit shows that our amplification
dynamics will survive even if the adiabatic elimina-
tion condition

√
Ng � κ that leads to Eq. (25) is

not perfectly satisfied. This further enhances the
experimental flexibility of our scheme.

Although both the dissipative and the unitary
case yield Gmax ∝

√
N , the underlying dynamics

is quite different. The time tmax to reach maxi-
mum amplification in the coherent case, shown in
Fig. 8(a), is parametrically longer if we consider
the limit of a large number of spins N : tmax ∝
ln
√
N/
√
N (as opposed to a tmax ∝ lnN/N scaling

in the dissipative case). Consequently, the instanta-
neous gain rates λ(t) are also quite different in both
cases: whereas dissipative superradiant decay has an
almost constant instantaneous gain rate over a very
short time, the gain in the Tavis-Cummings model
is non-monotonic, starts at zero, and grows at short
times, as shown in Fig. 8(b).

Note that, for the coherent Tavis-Cummings
model, the timescale for maximum amplification
is analogous to the timescale that governs quasi-
periodic oscillations of excitation number in the
large-N limit; this latter phenomenon has been de-
rived analytically in previous work [51–53]. How-
ever, the semiclassical approach used in these works
fails to accurately describe the gain physics that is
of interest here (see Supplemental). Finally, in the
Supplemental, we show that the added noise in the
unitary case is also close to the expected quantum
limit. Surprisingly, it is approximately equal to what
we have found in the dissipative limit, σ2

add ≈ 1.3.
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FIG. 8. Coherent spin amplification in a cavity-spin system described by the resonant Tavis-Cummings Hamilto-

nian (29) with ωcav = ω and initial state eiφŜx |↑ . . . ↑〉⊗|0〉. (a) The maximum gain Gmax follows the same
√
N scaling

as in the dissipative case, while the optimal evolution time tmax ∝ ln
√
N/
√
N , has a different N -dependence than the

corresponding time tmax ∝ lnN/N in the dissipative case (cf. Fig. 2(a)). Colored dots correspond to data obtained
from solving the Schrödinger equation, while the dashed curves show the corresponding large-N scaling behavior.
(b) Comparison of the instantaneous gain λ(t) = [d〈Ŝy(t)〉/dt]/〈Ŝy(t)〉 as a function of time for coherent (orange)
and dissipative (blue) amplification protocols with N = 120 spins. The time scale τ (which is N -independent) is
1/g and 1/Γ for the coherent and dissipative cases, respectively. The maximum gain Gmax shown in (a) corresponds
to the integral of λ(t) between t = 0 and t = tmax (i.e. the shaded regions), which are nearly equal in both cases.
All numerical results presented here for the unitary scheme are obtained by numerical integration of the Schrödinger
equation with Hamiltonian (29).

III. DISCUSSION

A. Comparison and advantages over unitary
OAT amplification schemes

The dissipative spin amplification scheme intro-
duced in this work is effective in the presence of
collective loss, and in fact harnesses this as a key
resource. As discussed in the introduction, this is in
sharp contrast to conventional approaches that use
unitary dynamics to improve sensing in the presence
of measurement noise: such approaches become in-
feasible with even small amounts of T1 relaxation
(whether collective or single-spin in nature). To il-
lustrate this, we focus on the scheme presented in
the seminal work by Davis et al. [19], where OAT
dynamics is used to generate effective spin ampli-
fication. This scheme involves starting a spin en-
semble in a CSS |ψ0〉 that is fully polarized in the
x direction. The protocol then corresponds to the
composite unitary evolution

|ψf 〉 = Ûamp R̂y(φ) Ûsqz|ψ0〉 . (30)

The first step corresponds to the generation of
squeezing using the OAT Hamiltonian ĤOAT = χŜ2

z

for a time t, i.e. Ûsqz = exp(−iĤOATt). The next
step is signal acquisition: the state is rotated by

a small angle φ about the Ŝy axis, via the uni-

tary R̂y(φ) = e−iφŜy . Finally, the last step is an-
other evolution under the OAT interaction Hamil-
tonian, for an identical time t as the first step, but
with an opposite sign of the interaction χ → −χ,
i.e. Ûamp = Û−1

sqz .

In this scheme, the final signal gain is created en-
tirely by the last OAT evolution step Ûamp; the first
“pre-squeezing” step only serves to control the fluc-
tuations in the final state. As the primary focus here
is on the gain (and on regimes where extrinsic read-
out noise dominates over projection noise), we can
ignore the initial squeezing step. We thus consider
a CSS that is almost completely polarized in the x
direction, with a small z polarization that encodes
the signal rotation φ of interest. Without dissipa-
tion, the OAT Hamiltonian leads to the Heisenberg
equation of motion:

dŜy
dt

= 2χŜzŜx . (31)

For short times, we have Sx ≈ N/2, and the OAT in-
teraction causes the expectation value of Sy to grow
linearly in time at a rate set by the initial “signal”
value of Sz = N sin(φ)/2. The amplified signal is
thus contained in Sy, and it is this spin component
that is ultimately read out. We can thus define the
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signal gain analogously as in Eq. (10),

GOAT(t) ≡ lim
φ→0

〈Ŝy(t)〉
〈Ŝz(0)〉

. (32)

Note that the amplification mechanism here is anal-
ogous to bosonic amplification using a QND interac-
tion [54, 55]. In the spin system, nonlinearity even-
tually causes the the growth of Sy to saturate, lead-

ing to a maximum gain at a time tOAT
max ∝ 1/χ

√
N

[19].
A crucial aspect of the OAT gain-generation

mechanism is the conservation of Ŝz (analogous to a
QND structure in the bosonic system). This leaves
it vulnerable to any unwanted dissipative dynamics
that breaks this conservation law. Unfortunately,
such symmetry breaking is common in many stan-
dard sensing setups. Consider perhaps the simplest
method for realizing an OAT Hamiltonian, where the
spin ensemble is coupled to a bosonic mode (e.g. a
photonic cavity mode or mechanical mode) via the
Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian (29). Working in the
large detuning limit |∆| = |ωcav−ω| � g allows one
to adiabatically eliminate the bosonic mode. This
results in both the desired OAT Hamiltonian inter-
action, but also a collective loss dissipator associated
with the loss rate κ of the cavity mode:

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
χŜ2

z , ρ̂
]

+ ΓcollD[Ŝ−]ρ̂

+ γrel

N∑
j=1

D[σ̂
(j)
− ]ρ̂+

γφ
2

N∑
j=1

D[σ̂(j)
z ]ρ̂ , (33)

where the OAT strength is χ = g2/∆ and the col-
lective decay rate is Γcoll = χκ/∆. We also included
the Lindblad terms for single-spin relaxation and de-
phasing.

We now have an immediate problem: even with no
signal (i.e. φ = 0), the collective loss will cause Sz
to grow in magnitude during the amplification part
of the protocol. This will result in a relatively large
contribution to Sy that is indistinguishable from the
presence of a signal. An approximate mean-field
treatment shows that, for φ � 1 and short times,
the average of Ŝz has the form

Sz =
N

2
φ− N(N + 1)

4
Γcollt . (34)

In the limit of interest φ→ 0, the average z polariza-
tion induced by relaxation will completely dominate
the contribution from the signal φ, which translates
into the final measured quantity Ŝy being swamped
by a large φ-independent contribution. This be-
haviour is indeed seen in full numerical simulations
of the dynamics, as depicted in Fig. 9(a). Note that

single-spin relaxation will have an analogous effect
here to collective relaxation.

One might think that this problem is merely a
technicality, that could be dealt with by simply sub-
tracting off the φ-independent background. How-
ever, this would require an extremely precise cali-
bration that would be difficult if not impossible to
reliably implement in most cases of interest. Al-
ternatively, one could try to reduce the deleterious
impact of Γcoll by using a very large detuning ∆
(since Γcoll/χ ∝ 1/∆). This strategy is also not
effective if there is any appreciable single-spin dissi-
pation. Consider for example the case where there is
non-zero single-spin dephasing at a rate γφ. In this
case (and neglecting for a moment collective loss, i.e.
Γ = 0), one can show using the exact solution of the
master equation (33) reported in Refs. [56, 57] that
the gain G(t) of the OAT protocol is reduced by an
exponential factor,

GOAT(t)|γφ>0 = e−γφtGOAT(t)|γφ=0 . (35)

To obtain a large gain GOAT(t) ∝
√
N , it is thus cru-

cial that tOAT be at most of the order of 1/γφ, which
precludes the use of indefinitely large detuning.

To study the joint impact of both collective and
local relaxation in more detail, we use MFT and
consider the gain after background subtraction,

GOAT
sub (t) ≡ lim

φ→0

δ〈Ŝy(t)〉
Nφ
2

=
2

N
∂φ〈Ŝy(t, φ)〉 , (36)

where δ〈Ŝy(t)〉 = 〈Ŝy(t, φ)〉 − 〈Ŝy(t, 0)〉 denotes the
signal after background subtraction. Figure 9(b)
shows GOAT

sub (t) (evaluated at its first peak at time
t = τ1, see inset of Fig. 9(a)) as a function of the
single-spin cooperativity ηk ≡ Γcoll/γk, where k ∈
{φ, rel}. For each data point, we optimize over the
detuning ∆ and the optimal values are shown in the
inset of Fig. 9(b). While the inset of Fig. 9(a) sug-
gests that local maxima of GOAT

sub (t) beyond the first
peak at t = τ1 may lead to larger amplification, this
is an artifact of having no single-spin dissipation.
By integrating the quantum master equation (33)
numerically for N = 20 spins, we have explicitly
verified that the performance of the OAT amplifi-
cation scheme is not improved by considering time
evolution past the first maximum of GOAT

sub (t) if local
dissipation is taken into account (i.e. the first gain
peak at t = τ1 is the optimal choice). In the pres-
ence of both collective and local dissipation, we find
that amplification in the OAT scheme is strongly
reduced unless the single-spin cooperativity satis-
fies ηφ �

√
N or ηrel � N0.9 (see Supplemental).

Note that this condition becomes harder to saturate
if the spin number N grows. This is in sharp con-
trast to our dissipative amplification scheme, which
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FIG. 9. Analysis of the OAT spin amplification protocol proposed in Ref. [19] for an ensemble of N standard
two-level systems coupled to a detuned bosonic mode via a Tavis-Cummings coupling. The initial signal is encoded
in 〈Ŝz〉, whose value is then transduced to 〈Ŝy〉 with gain, see Eq. (31). (a) Time evolution of 〈Ŝy〉, both with (solid
blue curve) and without (dashed orange curve) an initial small signal φ (obtained by numerically exact solution of
the master equation (33) for N = 500, Γcoll/χ = 0.02, and γrel/χ = γφ/χ = 0). Collective decay leads to a large

average value of 〈Ŝy〉 even without any initial signal φ. The inset shows the tiny signal obtained after subtraction of

this background, δ〈Ŝy(t)〉 = 〈Ŝy(t, φ)〉 − 〈Ŝy(t, 0)〉. The black dashed line is the optimal gain one could reach in the
absence of collective dissipation. (b) Scaling of the gain after background subtraction, GOAT

sub (τ1), in the presence of
collective decay and either single-spin dephasing (blue curve) or single-spin relaxation (orange curve) as a function
of the respective single-spin cooperativity ηk ≡ Γcoll/γk with k ∈ {φ, rel}. We evaluate the gain at its first peak at
time t = τ1 (indicated in the inset of (a) by the gray dotted vertical line), which is the time of maximum gain if local
dissipation is taken into account. The gain GOAT

sub (τ1) is strongly reduced compared to its ideal value in the absence
of dissipation (dotted black line; note that MFT predicts this quantity to be slightly smaller than master-equation

simulations), unless the single-spin cooperativity satisfies ηφ �
√
N or ηrel � N0.9 (see Supplemental). Simulations

were done using MFT for N = 104 spins. For each ηk, the detuning ∆ was optimized with the optimized values
shown in the inset.

only requires the collective cooperativity to satisfy
Ck � 1. We thus find that the OAT amplification
scheme is of extremely limited utility in the stan-
dard case where dissipative two-level sytems have
a Tavis-Cummings coupling to a common bosonic
mode: even if one could perform the subtraction of
a large φ-independent background, achieving maxi-
mum amplification requires an unrealistically large
value of the single-spin cooperativity.

We stress that, as already discussed in Ref. [19],
one can largely circumvent the above problems by
using spin ensembles where each constituent spin
has more than two levels. For instance, one can
then use two extremely long-lived ground-state spin
levels for the sensing and generate the OAT interac-
tion using an auxiliary third level of each spin and
a driven cavity [58]. In this case, cavity decay does
not lead to a collective relaxation process, only col-
lective dephasing. Since there is no net tendency for
Sz to relax, one does not need to do a large, cal-
ibrated background subtraction. Aspects of the ef-
fect of the collective dephasing (as well as incoherent
spin flips generated by spontaneous emission) were
analyzed in Ref. [19]. While this general approach is

well suited to several atomic platforms, it is more re-
strictive than the case we analyze, where we simply
require an ensemble of two-level systems.

B. Experimental implementations

The focus of this paper is not on one specific
experimental platform, but is rather to illuminate
the general physics of the collective spin amplifica-
tion process, a mechanism relevant to many differ-
ent potential systems. While there are many AMO
platforms capable of realizing our resonant, dissi-
pative Tavis-Cummings model, we wish to particu-
larly highlight potential solid-state implementations
based on defect spins. These systems have consid-
erable promise in the context of quantum sensing,
but usually suffer from the practical obstacle that
the ensemble readout is far above the SQL[16].

We start by noting that recent work has ex-
perimentally demonstrated superradiance effects in
sensing-compatible solid-state spin ensembles [59,
60]. Angerer et al. [60] demonstrated superradiant
optical emission from N ≈ 1016 negatively charged
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NV centers, which were homogeneously coupled to
a microwave cavity mode in the fast cavity limit,
i.e. with a decay rate κ much larger than all other
characteristic rates in the system. Instead of a mi-
crowave cavity mode, the bosonic mode â could
also be implemented by a mechanical mode that is
strain-coupled to defect centers [61], e.g. employing
mechanical cantilevers [43], optomechanical crystals
[45], bulk resonators [44], or surface-acoustic-wave
resonators [62]. In addition to NV centers, silicon
vacancy (SiV) defect centers could be used [63, 64],
which offer larger and field-tunable spin-mechanical
coupling rates. Superradiant amplification could
then pave a way to dramatically reduce the detri-
mental impact of detection noise and to approach
SQL scaling.

C. Conclusion

In this work, we have proposed and analyzed a
simple yet powerful protocol to reduce the detrimen-
tal impact of readout noise in quantum metrology
protocols. Unlike previous ideas for spin amplifi-
cation, our protocol is effective for dissipative en-
sembles of standard two-level systems, and does not
require a large single-spin cooperativity. It allows
a system with a highly inefficient spin readout to
ultimately reach the SQL within a factor of two.

Our protocol uses the well-known physics of su-
perradiant decay for a new task, namely, amplifica-
tion of a signal encoded initially in any transverse
component of a spin ensemble. In contrast to usual
treatments of superradiance, we are not interested in
the emitted radiation. Instead, we use superradiance
as a tool to induce nonlinear amplification dynamics
in the spin system. The gain factor of our protocol
achieves the maximum possible scaling, Gmax ∝

√
N

in the large-N limit. The added noise associated the
amplification is close to the minimum allowed value
one would expect for a quantum-limited bosonic am-
plifier. While single-spin dissipation and finite tem-
perature do reduce the gain, they do no change the
fundamental scaling ∝

√
N . In the case of single-

spin dissipation, we stress that maximum gain can
be achieved by having a large collective cooperativ-
ity, i.e. one does not need a large single-spin coop-
erativity. Our protocol is compatible with standard
dynamical decoupling techniques to mitigate inho-
mogeneous broadening effects. Note that another
unique aspect of our scheme is that it amplifies all
spin directions perpendicular to the z axis equally
(as opposed to only amplifying a single direction in
spin space). This could potentially be a useful tool
in measurement schemes beyond generalized Ram-
sey protocols.

Our work also suggests several fruitful directions
for future work. For example, combining dissipa-
tive spin-amplification techniques with spin squeez-
ing, one could potentially achieve near-Heisenberg-
limited sensitivity in systems with highly imperfect
spin readout. On a fundamental level, the intrin-
sic nonlinearity of spin systems requires generaliza-
tions of the existing bounds on added noise of phase-
preserving amplifiers. The fact the amount of added
noise is very similar both in the purely dissipative
case and in the coherent κ → 0 limit may hint at
a more fundamental reason to explain the numeri-
cally found level of σ2

add ≈ 1.3. Regarding experi-
mental platforms for quantum sensing, it would also
be interesting to study the dynamics and utility of
dissipative spin amplification in ensembles where in-
trinsic dipolar spin-spin interactions are strong.

IV. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Details on the sensitivity analysis

Here, we provide a detailed derivation of the read-
out model. We consider a generic situation where

the overall measurement result n ≡ ∑N
j=1 nj is the

sum ofN independent measurement results nj which
are collected in parallel from each spin. Each indi-
vidual result nj depends on the quantum state of the
corresponding spin j in the measurement basis. In
the example of fluorescent readout discussed below,

this will be the z basis, i.e. σ̂
(j)
z |σj〉 = σj |σj〉 with

σj = ±1. However, we will keep the measurement
basis general for now.

We assume that the probability distribution of the
measurement result nj depends on the state of spin
j. Specifically, if spin j is in an eigenstate |σj〉 of the
measurement basis, the corresponding measurement
result nj will be distributed according to the state-
dependent probability distribution Pσj (nj). For a
general pure single-spin state |ψj〉 =

∑
σj
cσj |σj〉,

we assume that the nj will be distributed according
to the weighted sum of these probability distribu-
tions, P|ψj〉(nj) =

∑
σj
|cσj |2Pσj (nj). The prob-

ability distributions Pσj (nj) depend on the spe-
cific measurement protocol and we will leave them
general for now, too. Note that this approach is
equivalent to a POVM with a separate measure-
ment operator M̂nj ,σj =

√
Pσj (nj)|σj〉〈σj | for each

value of σj . The effect corresponding to the ob-

servation of nj photons is then given by Ênj =∑
σj
Pσj (nj)|σj〉〈σj |. However, since the addition

of readout noise is a classical process, a POVM is
not necessarily needed to model it.

Given an ensemble of N spins, the probabil-
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ity distribution of the overall measurement result

n =
∑N
j=1 nj for a product state |σ1, . . . , σN 〉 in

the measurement basis is the convolution of all
single-spin probability distributions, Pσ1,...,σN (n) =(
∗Nj=1Pσj

)
(n). Similar to the single-spin case, we

assume that the probability distribution of n for a
general pure N -spin state

|ψ〉 =
∑
{σj}

cσ1,...,σN |σ1, . . . , σN 〉 (37)

is given by the average

P|ψ〉(n) =
∑
{σj}
|cσ1,...,σN |2Pσ1,...,σN (n) . (38)

The corresponding POVM has the measurement
operators M̂{nj},{σj} = ⊗Nj=1

√
Pσj (nj)|σj〉〈σj |

for each possible combination {σj}. Since
we are only observing the total photon num-

ber n =
∑N
j=1 nj , the effects are Ên =∑′

{nj}
∑
{σj} M̂

†
{nj},{σj}M̂{nj},{σj} where

∑′
{nj} de-

notes a sum over all possible combinations of {nj}
such that

∑N
j=1 nj = n.

We are now interested in the fluctuations of n with
respect to the probability distribution (38),

(∆n)2 ≡
∑
n

n2P|ψ〉(n)−
(∑

n

nP|ψ〉(n)
)2

=
∑
n

∑
{σj}

n2|cσ1,...,σN |2Pσ1,...,σN (n) (39)

−
(∑

n

∑
{σj}

n|cσ1,...,σN |2Pσ1,...,σN (n)
)2

.

The second line shows that calculating a moment
nm of the probability distribution (38) involves two
different averages: First, a n-average with respect
to the classical conditional probability distribution
Pσ1,...,σN (n) describing the readout for a particular
spin configuration {σj} in the measurement basis.
We will denote this average by

E{σj}[n
m] ≡

∑
n

nmPσ1,...,σN (n) . (40)

Second, an average of the classical expectation
values E{σj}[n

m] with respect to the probabilities

|cσ1,...,σN |2 to obtain a certain spin configuration
{σj} in the quantum state (37). This is the step
where the properties of the quantum state |ψ〉 enter
and we will denote this average by

〈f{σj}〉|ψ〉 ≡
∑
{σj}
|cσ1,...,σN |2f{σj} , (41)

where f{σj} is a function that depends on the spin
configuration {σj}. Note that this does not look like
the typical quantum expectation value of an observ-
able with respect to the quantum state |ψ〉. How-
ever, for a specific readout model, the moments of
the probability distribution Pσ1,...,σN (n) will be re-
lated to moments of an observable of the quantums
state: for instance, in the case of fluorescent readout
discussed below, this will be the spin component Ŝz.
Therefore, the expectation value 〈f{σj}〉|ψ〉 will turn
into a familiar quantum expectation value. With
these definitions at hand, the variance of n given by
Eq. (39) can be rewritten as follows:

(∆n)2 = 〈E{σj}[n2]〉|ψ〉 − 〈E{σj}[n]〉2|ψ〉
=
(
〈E{σj}[n2]〉|ψ〉 − 〈E{σj}[n]2〉|ψ〉

)
+
(
〈E{σj}[n]2〉|ψ〉 − 〈E{σj}[n]〉2|ψ〉

)
, (42)

where we added a zero in the last line. The
first term in Eq. (42) describes the classical noise
which is added by the detector due to the fact that
Pσ1,...,σN (n) has a finite variance for each basis state
|σ1, . . . , σN 〉. The second term represents the vari-
ance of E{σj}[n] due to the intrinsic fluctuations of
the state |ψ〉, i.e. its intrinsic spin-projection noise
expressed in terms of the measured quantity n.

Likewise, the average measurement result can be
expressed as follows:

n ≡
∑
n

nP|ψ〉(n) = 〈E{σj}[n]〉|ψ〉 . (43)

The change of n with respect to the signal φ, ∂φn,
is the transduction factor that we need to refer the
measurement error (∆n)2 back to the signal:

(∆φ)2 =
(∆n)2

|∂φn|2

=
〈E{σj}[n2]〉|ψ〉 − 〈E{σj}[n]2〉|ψ〉

|∂φ〈E{σj}[n]〉|ψ〉|2

+
〈E{σj}[n]2〉|ψ〉 − 〈E{σj}[n]〉2|ψ〉

|∂φ〈E{σj}[n]〉|ψ〉|2
. (44)

Note that both the numerator and denominator in
the second term are expressed using only E{σj}[n],

i.e. if n is related to some spin observable Ô by a lin-
ear transformation, the conversion factors will drop
out and the second term will become the bare spin-
projection noise with respect to Ô.

For concreteness, we specialize this result to the
case of fluorescent readout [16]. In this case, the
quantity n denotes the number of detected photons
and P|σj〉(nj) is a Poissonian distribution with mean
nb (nd) if spin j is in the bright (dark) state. The
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overall measurement result n also follows a Poisso-
nian distribution with expectation value

E{σj}[n] = Nbnb +Ndnd , (45)

where Nb (Nd) denotes the number of spins in the
bright (dark) state. Using the basis |j,m〉 of simul-

taneous eigenstates of Ŝ2 and Ŝz, one can rewrite the

state (37) as |ψ〉 =
∑
j

∑j
m=−j c

j
m|j,m〉. Assuming

the ground state of each spin is the bright state, we
then have Nb = N/2 −m and Nd = N/2 + m and
obtain

〈E{σj}[n]〉|ψ〉 = Nnavg

[
1 +

2

N
〈Ŝz〉C̃

]
, (46)

where navg = (nb + nd)/2 is the average number of

emitted photons and C̃ = (nb − nd)/(nb + nd) is
the contrast between the bright and the dark state
[8, 16, 65]. Evaluating Eq. (44), we find

(∆φ)2 =

N
4

1+2C̃〈Ŝz〉/N
C̃2navg

|∂φ〈Ŝz〉|2
+
〈Ŝ2
z 〉 − 〈Ŝz〉2
|∂φ〈Ŝz〉|2

. (47)

For a small signal 〈Ŝz〉 = Nφ/2 with φ � 1, one
can ignore the second term in the numerator of the
detection noise contribution. Note that these equa-
tions are given in terms of the basis of the final mea-
surement at times t3 < t ≤ t4 in Fig. 1(a), which is

the Ŝz spin component. In the main text, we discuss
everything in terms of the final state of the amplifi-
cation step at t = t3. It differs from the measured
state by the π/2 rotation at t = t3, which maps

Ŝy → Ŝz and (∆Sy)2 → (∆Sz)
2.

To discuss the scaling of the two terms in Eq. (47),
we focus on two typical probe states in a Ramsey
experiment: CSS and spin-squeezed states.

For a CSS, the slope of the signal depends on the
length of the spin vector, |∂φ〈Ŝz〉| = N/2, i.e. the
first (detection noise) term has an SQL-like scal-

ing 1/C̃2navgN ∝ 1/N with a readout-dependent

prefactor 1/C̃2navg. The CSS variance is (∆Sz)
2 =

N/4, therefore, the second (projection-noise) term
reduces to 1/N . In the absence of amplification,
the measurement error (∆φ)2 thus has a SQL-like
1/N scaling with a readout-noise-dependent prefac-

tor 1 + 1/C̃2navg.
For a spin-squeezed state, the slope of the signal

depends on the effective length of the spin vector
along the mean spin direction |∂φ〈Ŝz〉| = |〈Ŝmsd〉| ≤
N/2. Since a spin-squeezed state wraps around the

Bloch sphere for sufficiently large squeezing, |〈Ŝmsd〉|
decreases with increasing squeezing strength. The
first (detection-noise) term thus reduces to

1

C̃2navgN

(
N/2

|〈Ŝmsd〉|

)2

, (48)

i.e. detection noise is larger for a spin-squeezed
state than for a simple CSS if squeezing is suf-
ficiently strong to reduce |〈Ŝmsd〉|. The second
(projection-noise) term can be expressed as ξ2

R/N ,
where we introduced the Wineland parameter ξ2

R =

N min⊥(∆S⊥)2/|〈Ŝmsd〉|2 and ⊥ denotes the di-
rections perpendicular to the mean-spin direction
[13, 14, 66]. Using spin squeezing, one can push
the Wineland parameter below unity such that the
projection noise reaches at best a Heisenberg-like
1/N2 scaling. Note that, in the presence of a very

bad readout 1/C̃2navg � 1, this optimizes an al-
most irrelevant term of the overall measurement er-
ror and thus does not improve (∆φ)2 significantly.
As a consequence, the overall measurement error
(∆φ)2 still scales ∝ 1/N and the loss of signal slope,

|〈Ŝmsd〉| → 0, increases the detrimental impact of
detection noise beyond the level one would have ob-
served for a simple CSS probe state. Hence, spin
squeezing is not a useful strategy if readout noise
dominates.

Finally, we give typical values for the readout-
noise prefactor 1/C̃2navg. For fluorescent readout in
trapped-ion setups [47], the decay of the dark state
into the bright state is slow enough to allow for suf-
ficiently long integration times such that navg ≈ 30

and C̃ ≈ 98 % [67], yielding a strong suppression of

detection noise by a factor of 1/C̃2navg ≈ 0.03� 1.
However, the situation is dramatically different for
solid-state defects, e.g. negatively charged NV de-
fects in diamond [16]. Here, fluorescent readout
leads to a rapid polarization of the NV spin into the
bright state, such that the best values even for a sin-
gle NV center are navg ≈ 0.3 and C̃ ≈ 15 % [16, 65].
Therefore, the detection noise dominates the over
projection noise by a factor of 1/C̃2navg ≈ 150. For
ensembles of many NV centers, the detrimental im-
pact of readout noise is even larger: the best re-
ported value is 1/C̃2navg ≈ 672 ≈ 4500 [16, 68].

B. Mean-field theory analysis

To gain intuition on the amplification dynamics,
we use MFT to derive approximate nonlinear equa-
tions of motion for the system. The differential equa-
tions for the spin components Sk = 〈Ŝk〉, where
k ∈ {x, y, z}, generate an (infinite) hierarchy of cou-
pled differential equations for higher-order spin cor-
relation functions, which we truncate and close by
performing a second-order cumulant expansion [69].
This treatment is exact if the state is Gaussian.
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We start with the quantum master equation

dρ̂

dt
= Γ(nth + 1)D[Ŝ−]ρ̂+ ΓnthD[Ŝ+]ρ̂

+ γrel

N∑
i=1

D[σ̂
(j)
− ]ρ̂+

γφ
2

N∑
j=1

D[σ̂(j)
z ]ρ̂ . (49)

Without loss of generality, we take the initial state

to be eiφŜx |↑ . . . ↑〉. This initial state has Sx(t) =
Cxy(t) = Cxz(t) = 0, where the covariances are

defined by Ckl ≡ 〈(ŜkŜl + ŜlŜk)〉/2 − 〈Ŝk〉〈Ŝl〉 for
k, l ∈ {x, y, z}. Since we are interested in the limit
of a very small signal, φ � 1, we drop all terms
of the order φ2 in the initial conditions and in the
equations of motion, which implies Cxx(t) = Cyy(t).
The mean-field equations are then given by

Ṡy = −
[

Γ

2
+ Γnth − ΓSz + γφ +

γrel

2

]
Sy + ΓCyz ,

(50)

Ṡz = −Γ(1 + 2nth)Sz − 2ΓCxx − γrel

(
Sz +

N

2

)
,

(51)

Ċxx = − [Γ(1 + 2nth) + 2γφ + γrel − 2ΓSz]Cxx

+ Γ(1 + 2nth)S2
z −

Γ

2
Sz +

N

2

(
γφ +

γrel

2

)
,

(52)

Ċzz = +2Γ(1 + 2nth)Cxx + (Γ + γrel)Sz +
γrel

2
N ,

(53)

Ċyz = −
[

5

2
Γ(1 + 2nth)− ΓSz + γφ +

3

2
γrel

]
Cyz

−
[
Γ(1 + 2nth)Sz + 2ΓCxx −

Γ

4
− γrel

2

]
Sy .

(54)

For simplicity, we ignore local dissipation for now,
γrel = γφ = 0. Then, the equations of motion con-

serve total angular momentum,

N

2

(
N

2
+ 1

)
= 2Cxx + S2

z + Czz , (55)

where Czz is found to be suppressed by an order of
N compared to Cxx and S2

z . We thus drop Czz and
use Eq. (55) to eliminate the covariance Cxx from
the mean-field equations. This step decouples the
equation of motion for Sz from the rest of the sys-
tem, but the equation of motion of Sy still depends
on the covariance Cyz. At short times, Cyz is sup-
pressed compared to the SzSy term by a factor of N ,
therefore, we drop it from the equation of motion.
In this way, we obtain a very simple set of equations
of motion for Sy and Sz:

Ṡy = −Γ

[
1

2
+ nth − Sz

]
Sy , (56)

Ṡz = −Γ

[
N

2

(
N

2
+ 1

)
+ Sz(1 + 2nth − Sz)

]
.

(57)

The solutions predict the exact dynamics (deter-
mined by numerically exact solution of the quantum
master equation (49)) qualitatively correct, i.e. they
allow us to derive the scaling laws in N up to nu-
merical prefactors. Note that Eq. (57) for nth = 0
has already been obtained in the literature on su-
perradiance using other derivations [36, 37].
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[24] F. Anders, L. Pezzè, A. Smerzi, and C. Klempt,
Phase magnification by two-axis countertwisting for
detection-noise robust interferometry, Phys. Rev. A
97, 043813 (2018).

[25] M. Schulte, V. J. Mart́ınez-Lahuerta, M. S. Schar-
nagl, and K. Hammerer, Ramsey interferometry
with generalized one-axis twisting echoes, Quantum
4, 268 (2020).

[26] D. Leibfried, M. D. Barrett, T. Schaetz, J. Britton,
J. Chiaverini, W. M. Itano, J. D. Jost, C. Langer,
and D. J. Wineland, Toward heisenberg-limited
spectroscopy with multiparticle entangled states,
Science 304, 1476 (2004).

[27] D. Leibfried, E. Knill, S. Seidelin, J. Britton, R. B.
Blakestad, J. Chiaverini, D. B. Hume, W. M. Itano,
J. D. Jost, C. Langer, R. Ozeri, R. Reichle, and
D. J. Wineland, Creation of a six-atom schrödinger
cat state, Nature 438, 639 (2005).

[28] S. P. Nolan, S. S. Szigeti, and S. A. Haine, Optimal
and robust quantum metrology using interaction-
based readouts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 193601
(2017).

[29] D. Linnemann, H. Strobel, W. Muessel, J. Schulz,
R. J. Lewis-Swan, K. V. Kheruntsyan, and M. K.
Oberthaler, Quantum-enhanced sensing based on
time reversal of nonlinear dynamics, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 117, 013001 (2016).

[30] S. C. Burd, R. Srinivas, J. J. Bollinger, A. C. Wil-
son, D. J. Wineland, D. Leibfried, D. H. Slichter,
and D. T. C. Allcock, Quantum amplification of me-
chanical oscillator motion, Science 364, 1163 (2019).

[31] A. A. Clerk, M. H. Devoret, S. M. Girvin, F. Mar-
quardt, and R. J. Schoelkopf, Introduction to quan-
tum noise, measurement, and amplification, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 82, 1155 (2010).

[32] R. H. Dicke, Coherence in spontaneous radiation
processes, Phys. Rev. 93, 99 (1954).

[33] A. V. Andreev, V. I. Emel’yanov, and Y. A. Il’inskii,
Collective spontaneous emission (dicke superradi-
ance), Soviet Physics Uspekhi 23, 493 (1980).

[34] M. Gross and S. Haroche, Superradiance: An es-
say on the theory of collective spontaneous emission,
Physics Reports 93, 301 (1982).

[35] M. G. Benedict, A. M. Ermolaev, V. A. Malyshev,
I. V. Sokolov, and E. D. Trifonov, Super-radiance:
multiatomic coherent emission (CRC Press LLC,
2018).

[36] G. S. Agarwal, Master-equation approach to spon-
taneous emission, Phys. Rev. A 2, 2038 (1970).

[37] N. E. Rehler and J. H. Eberly, Superradiance, Phys.
Rev. A 3, 1735 (1971).

[38] J. G. Bohnet, Z. Chen, J. M. Weiner, D. Meiser,
M. J. Holland, and J. K. Thompson, A steady-state
superradiant laser with less than one intracavity
photon, Nature 484, 78 (2012).

[39] J. G. Bohnet, Z. Chen, J. M. Weiner, K. C. Cox,
and J. K. Thompson, Active and passive sensing of

https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/13/4/045021
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/13/4/045021
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.041001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.041001
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1075
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/5/056503
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/5/056503
https://www.nature.com/articles/nphys1969#citeas
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.070801
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.070801
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.47.5138
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370157311002201
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035005
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035005
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.035002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.92.015004
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.1817
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.33.4033
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.33.4033
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.053601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.053601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.090801
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.010102
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.010102
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2257033
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2257033
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.030303
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.043813
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.043813
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-05-15-268
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-05-15-268
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.1097576
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04251
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.193601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.193601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.013001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.013001
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/364/6446/1163
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1155
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1155
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.93.99
https://doi.org/10.1070/pu1980v023n08abeh005024
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157382901028
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.2.2038
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.3.1735
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.3.1735
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10920


20

collective atomic coherence in a superradiant laser,
Phys. Rev. A 88, 013826 (2013).
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A. Sipahigil, C. Chia, R. Evans, M. J. Bu-
rek, M. Zhang, L. Wu, J. L. Pacheco, J. Abra-
ham, E. Bielejec, M. D. Lukin, M. Atatüre, and
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V. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

A. Heuristic argument on added noise

In this section, we adapt Caves’ derivation of the
quantum limit on the added noise of a bosonic lin-
ear amplifier [17] to the phase-preserving spin am-
plifier considered in this work. We start by writing
down a minimal description (in terms of Heisenberg
equations of motion) of a spin amplifier that ampli-
fies any polarization transverse to the z direction.
The amplification process translates an input state
(as encoded in the initial-time t = 0 collective spin

operators Ŝα ≡ Ŝα(0) for α ∈ {x, y, z}), to an out-
put state (similarly encoded in the final time t = T

Heisenberg-picture spin operators Ŝα(T ) ≡ T̂α). As-
suming linear amplification dynamics suggests writ-
ing the the solution of the Heisenberg equations of
motion in the form:

T̂x = G(T )Ŝx + F̂x , (58)

T̂y = G(T )Ŝy + F̂y . (59)

The first term in each equation captures the lin-
ear amplification dynamics, with G(T ) denoting the

gain. The remaining Hermitian operators F̂α de-
scribe all additional terms arising from solving the
Heisenberg equations. Note that at this stage, we
do not make any assumptions about the dynamics
of Ŝz and the value of Ŝz(T ) ≡ T̂z.

We next assume that the average values of the
final-time spin operators are fully described by the
linear gain terms (e.g. as is seen in our system for ini-
tial states with small transverse polarizations). As

such, the F̂α can be viewed as zero-mean operators
that describe added noise associated with the am-
plification dynamics. We further assume that these
noise operators are uncorrelated with the initial spin
state, i.e. 〈ŜαF̂β〉 = 0 and [Ŝα, F̂β ] = 0. In reality,

the F̂α also describe the nonlinear response of our
system; we are implicitly assuming that the initial
state of our system lets us safely ignore such terms
(i.e. the initial transverse polarization is small).

With these assumptions in hand, we can now con-
struct a bound on the size of the added noise. We
first use the fact that the final-time spin operators
must obey canonical spin commutation relations,
and hence we must have [T̂x, T̂y] = iT̂z. This results

in the constraint

T̂z = G2(T )Ŝz − i[F̂x, F̂y] . (60)

The fluctuations in the final-time transverse spin op-
erators are given by:

(∆Tx,y)2 ≡ 〈T̂ 2
x,y〉 − 〈T̂x,y〉2

= G2(T )(∆Sx,y)2 + 〈F̂ 2
x,y〉 . (61)

Since the amplifier acts identically on the x and y
components, 〈F̂ 2

x 〉 and 〈F̂ 2
y 〉 are identical and we can

write

〈F̂ 2
x,y〉 =

1

4
〈{F̂+, F̂−}〉 ≥

1

4
|〈[F̂+, F̂−]〉|

=
1

2
|〈[F̂x, F̂y]〉| = 1

2
|[G2(T )〈Ŝz〉 − 〈T̂z〉]| ,

(62)

where we defined F̂± = F̂x ± iF̂y and used Eq. (60)

in the last step. Using |∂φ〈T̂x,y〉| = G(T )|∂φ〈Ŝx,y〉|,
we thus find

(∆Tx,y)2

|∂φ〈T̂x,y〉|2
≥ (∆Sx,y)2

|∂φ〈Ŝx,y〉|2

+
1

2G2(T )

|G2(T )〈Ŝz〉 − 〈T̂z〉|
|∂φ〈Ŝx,y〉|2

. (63)

In our specific spin amplification protocol, we
start with a CSS close to a maximally polarized
state, i.e. 〈Ŝz〉 = 2(∆Sx,y)2 = N/2, and we inter-
rupt the amplification dynamics at the time T =
tmax when the condition 〈T̂z〉 = 1/2 holds. This
yields

(∆Tx,y)2

|∂φ〈T̂x,y〉|2
≥ 1

N

[
2− 1

G2(T )N

]
, (64)

i.e. the spin amplification process doubles the input
spin-projection noise in the large-N limit.

Note that this argument is not a strict theoretical
lower bound on the noise that is added during the
amplification step. Instead, it is a heuristic argu-
ment that helps one to develop a sense how much
added noise can be expected due to amplification.
Even though our amplification scheme is conceptu-
ally very simple, we numerically find that it does
not saturate the prediction of this heuristic argu-
ment (see Figs. 3(b) of the main text and Fig. 12
below). Hence, an interesting question for future re-
search is to refine this argument to see if the actual
lower bound on the added noise in the large-N limit
is larger than predicted here.

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.121202
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.121202
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.17.1100
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.17.1100
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FIG. 10. Mean-field theory analysis of the coherent amplification protocol (i.e. in the limit of an undamped cavity).
Scaling of (a) the maximum gain Gmax and (b) the corresponding time tmax as a function of spin number N . Results
have been obtained by numerical solution of the MFT equations (66) to (77). Blue dots correspond to simulation
data, while dashed black lines show the respective scaling behavior.

B. Mean-field theory in the limit of an
undamped cavity

As discussed in the main text, amplification can
also be achieved in a regime where the cavity de-
gree of freedom cannot be eliminated adiabatically,
i.e.
√
Ng � κ. In this section, we use MFT to

analyze the coherent limit of Eq. (25) of the main
text (i.e. κ→ 0). MFT lets us explore substantially
larger system sizes than direct numerical simulation
of the Schrödinger equation (which were used to gen-
erate the data shown in Fig. 8 of the main text). We
consider the resonant (ωcav = ω) Tavis-Cummings
Hamiltonian (29) of the main text, which reads in a
frame rotating at the cavity frequency

ĤTC = g
(
â†Ŝ− + âŜ+

)
, (65)

and we consider a separable initial state consisting
of the cavity mode in a vacuum, and the spins max-

imally polarized in a state eiφŜx |↑ . . . ↑〉. Using a
second-order cumulant expansion [69], we can de-
rive a closed set of equations of motion (EOMs)
for the spin-cavity system. Introducing the cav-
ity quadrature operators Q̂ =

(
â† + â

)
/
√

2, and

P̂ = i
(
â† − â

)
/
√

2 as well as the notation Q = 〈Q̂〉,
CPx = 〈(P̂ Ŝx+ŜxP̂ )〉/2−〈P̂ 〉〈Ŝx〉, etc., we can read-

ily write down the set of MFT equations of motion:

Q̇ = −
√

2gSy , (66)

Ṡy = −
√

2g (CQz + SzQ) , (67)

Ṡz = +
√

2g (CPx + CQy + SyQ) , (68)

ĊQQ = −2
√

2gCQy , (69)

ĊQy = −
√

2g (CQzQ+ CQQSz + Cyy) , (70)

ĊQz = +
√

2g (CQyQ+ CQQSy − Cyz) , (71)

ĊPP = −2
√

2gCPx , (72)

ĊPx = −
√

2g (CPPSz + Cxx) , (73)

Ċxx = −2
√

2gCPxSz , (74)

Ċyy = −2
√

2g (CyzQ+ CQySz) , (75)

Ċyz =
√

2g [CQySy + (Cyy − Czz)Q− CQzSz] ,
(76)

Ċzz = 2
√

2g (CyzQ+ CQzSy) . (77)

All expectation values (within the second-order cu-
mulant expansion approximation) which are not ex-
plicitly shown above have only a trivial evolution,
i.e. they remain zero. As an aside, we note that there
are two constraints that are also satisfied by our sys-
tem. The first one is total-angular-momentum con-
servation, which lets us write

S2
x + Cxx + S2

y + Cyy + S2
z + Czz =

N

2

(
N

2
+ 1

)
,

(78)
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and the second one is conservation of the total exci-
tation number, which yields

1

2

(
CQQ +Q2 + CPP + P 2 − 1

)
+ Sz =

N

2
. (79)

Either (or both) of the above constraints could be
used to further reduce the full set of EOMs shown
above.

1. Scaling of the gain

Solving the system of equations (66) to (77) nu-
merically, we can study the scaling of the maximum
gainGmax as well as the the corresponding time scale
tmax for systems with very large spin number N , a
regime which is inaccessible by numerical integration
of the Schrödinger equation. Figure 10(a) shows the
scaling of Gmax, while panel (b) displays the cor-
responding time tmax required to reach the optimal
gain value, both as a function of spin number N . We
observe scaling behavior that very closely resembles
the one observed for smaller-N Schrödinger-equation
simulations shown in Fig. 8 of the main text. Like in
the dissipative version of our amplification protocol,
the gain scales ∝

√
N , while tmax has a parametri-

cally slower N -scaling, tmax ∝ ln
√
N/
√
N .

2. Semi-classical theory

Following work in [53], one might hope that much
of the core physics or the amplification in the co-
herent limit of our amplification protocol could be
captured by a semiclassical approximation, where
all fluctuations (i.e. the covariances) are neglected.
Such a case would let us simplify the set of Eqs. (66)
to (77) to

Q̇ = −
√

2gSy , (80)

Ṡy = −
√

2gSzQ , (81)

Ṡz = +
√

2gSyQ , (82)

which, using Eq. (79) could be further reduced to

Q̇ = −
√

2gSy , (83)

Ṡy = −
√

2g

(
N

2
− 1

2

(
Q2 − 1

))
Q . (84)

These semiclassical equations indeed predict that Sy
will grow at short time. However, solving Eqs. (83)
and (84) numerically, one finds that Sy increases
monotonically over a time scale much longer than
tmax obtained from MFT, see Fig. 11. Therefore, it
is clear that one must include the effects of fluctua-
tions to properly describe the amplification physics
in the coherent κ→ 0 limit.
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FIG. 11. Comparison between mean-field theory and a
semiclassical approximation of the amplification dynam-
ics. Gain as a function of time obtained from MFT (given
by Eqs. (66) to (77)) as well as a semiclassical approxi-
mation (given by Eqs. (83) to (84)) for N = 1000. The
semiclassical approximation cannot be used to properly
describe the evolution of the cavity-spin system.

C. Added noise σ2
add in the limit of an

undamped cavity

Above, we gave a heuristic argument (assuming
linear amplification dynamics) which showed that
the added noise σ2

add (defined in Eq. (13) of the main
text), should approximately follow the relation

σ2
add ≥ 1− 1

G2
maxN

(85)

in the limit of large spin number N . For dissipa-
tive amplification, we found numerically that the
added noise stays close to this heuristic expectation
and tends to σ2

add ≈ 1.3 in the large-N limit (see
Fig. 3(b) of the main text). Here, we show that sim-
ilar behavior is also present in the case of purely co-
herent evolution, where κ → 0. Specifically, Fig. 12
shows σ2

add as a function of spin number N . Black
dots correspond to data obtained from solving the
Schrödinger equation numerically, while the dashed
blue line indicates 1 − 1/G2

maxN . Curiously, we see
similar behavior to the dissipative case and observe
σ2

add . 1.3 in the large-N limit. Consequently, our
amplification protocol could also be useful in the co-
herent limit if the readout noise is not extremely
large and one cares about approaching the SQL.

D. OAT amplification with single-spin
dissipation using mean-field theory

In the main text we showed that the performance
of the OAT amplification protocol is particularly
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FIG. 12. Added noise σ2
add in the coherent spin-

amplification protocol, calculated by numerical integra-
tion of the Schrödinger equation using the resonant
Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian given in Eq. (29) of the
main text with ωcav = ω. The quantity σ2

add at the op-
timal evolution time tmax (data points) is close to the
amount of noise 1− 1/G2

maxN that is expected based on
a heuristic argument valid in the limit N � 1 (dashed-
dotted line).

sensitive to noise, both collective decay (governed by
the cavity relaxation rate κ) as well as single-spin
dephasing and single-spin relaxation (governed by
the rates γφ and γrel respectively). Here, we present
additional results obtained using MFT simulations,
which explore this effect in more detail.

As discussed in the main text, collective decay
generates a large background that needs to be sub-
tracted to extract the amplified signal. Therefore,
we consider the gain GOAT

sub (t) defined in Eq. (36) of
the main text, which is the signal after background
subtraction, δ〈Ŝy(t)〉 = 〈Ŝy(t, φ)〉 − 〈Ŝy(t, 0)〉, nor-

malized to the initial signal 〈Ŝz〉 = Nφ/2. Single-
spin decay decreases the gain over time and there-
fore limits the maximum possible amplification time.
To determine the maximum gain, one thus has to
optimize both the detuning (which determines the
ratio between the OAT strength χ and the collec-
tive decay rate Γ, see main text), and the amplifi-
cation time tmax. The result of this optimization is
shown in Fig. 13, where we compare GOAT

sub (t) to its
ideal value obtained in the limit ηk →∞ (i.e. no lo-
cal dissipation). The gain in this limit is equivalent
to the gain in the absence of any dissipation, since
the condition ∆opt � κ holds, i.e. collective dissi-
pation is strongly suppressed. Similar to Fig. 9(a)
of the main text, we evaluate the maximum gain
at the time tmax = τ1 of the first peak of GOAT

sub (t).
Figures 13(a) and (b) show data for single-spin de-
phasing and single-spin relaxation, respectively, and
the insets show the corresponding values of the op-
timal spin-cavity detuning ∆opt. In both scenarios,
very high single-spin cooperativities are required to
result significant gain: one needs ηφ �

√
N and

ηrel � N0.9.
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FIG. 13. Performance of the OAT spin amplification protocol proposed in Ref. [19] in the presence of (a) single-spin
dephasing and (b) single-spin relaxation. Each plot shows the optimal gain GOAT

sub (t) after background subtraction
(evaluated at the time τ1 of the first peak) as a function of the single-spin cooperativity ηk (with k = {φ, rel}),
normalized to the gain calculated in the limit ηk →∞. Simulations were done using MFT for N = 1000, 5000, and
10000 spins, and the spin-cavity detuning was optimized for each value of ηk (see insets). These plots suggest that,

to achieve significant performance, the single-spin cooperativity must be substantially large and satisfy ηφ �
√
N

and ηrel � N0.9.
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