
ar
X

iv
:2

30
4.

07
47

5v
2 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
op

tic
s]

  1
7 

M
ay

 2
02

3

PT -symmetric Feedback Induced Linewidth Narrowing

Yuanjiang Tang1, Chao Liang1, Xin Wen1, Weipeng Li1, An-Ning Xu1 and Yong-Chun Liu1,2∗
1State Key Laboratory of Low-Dimensional Quantum Physics,

Department of Physics, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China and
2Frontier Science Center for Quantum Information, Beijing 100084, China

(Dated: May 18, 2023)

Narrow linewidth is a long-pursuing goal in precision measurement and sensing. We propose
a parity-time symmetric (PT -symmetric) feedback method to narrow the linewidths of resonance
systems. By using a quadrature measurement-feedback loop, we transform a dissipative resonance
system into a PT -symmetric system. Unlike the conventional PT -symmetric systems that typically
require two or more modes, here the PT -symmetric feedback system contains only a single resonance
mode, which greatly extends the scope of applications. The method enables remarkable linewidth
narrowing and enhancement of measurement sensitivity. We illustrate the concept in a thermal
ensemble of atoms, achieving a 48-fold narrowing of the magnetic resonance linewidth. By applying
the method in magnetometry, we realize a 22-times improvement of the measurement sensitivity.
This work opens the avenue for studying non-Hermitian physics and high-precision measurements
in resonance systems with feedback.

Linewidth is one of the key factors that determine the
performance of resonance systems, such as atoms, optical
cavities and mechanical resonators. Especially, for pre-
cision measurement and sensing, we always strive for a
narrow linewidth to achieve better measurement sensi-
tivity. In various precision experiments such as atomic
magnetometry [1, 2], atomic gyroscopy [3], nuclear mag-
netic resonance spectroscopy [4], exploration of dark mat-
ter [5, 6] and exotic forces [7], a very narrow linewidth
enables one to detect extremely weak signals. On the
other hand, narrow linewidth also represents long co-
herence time, which is beneficial for quantum storage
and quantum information processing. In order to re-
duce the linewidth, various methods have been proposed,
e.g., antirelaxation coating of vessel walls [8–10], the spin-
exchange-relaxation-free mechanism [11, 12], the nonlin-
ear magneto-optical rotation approach [13] and the coher-
ent population trapping scheme [14] in atomic systems.
However, these methods typically have specific and strin-
gent requirements, e.g., highly demanding fabrication,
strict magnetic shielding or specific energy levels.

In recent years, parity-time (PT ) symmetry has at-
tracted much interest, inspired by its unique property of
exhibiting real energy spectra with non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonians [15–18]. Much progress has been made in differ-
ent systems, including optics [19–25], atoms [26–29], elec-
tronics [30–32], nitrogen-vacancy centers [33], optome-
chanics [34–38], acoustics [39, 40], and microwave sys-
tems [41], with potential in sensing [42–46] . The study
of PT symmetry provides a powerful tool of engineering
gain and loss and controlling the system linewidth. How-
ever, previous realizations of PT symmetry required two
or more modes, which is not applicable in a large variety
of systems that contain only a single resonance mode.

In this work we realize a novel type of PT -symmetric
system by using a single resonance mode, which leads
to efficient and tunable linewidth narrowing. First, the

effective gain is realized by introducing feedback. Feed-
back is a fundamental component of modern control the-
ory [47], and has been widely employed in quantum sys-
tems [48] with applications in laser cooling [49–64], phase
transition [65–70], quantum state preparation [71–78],
quantum dynamical control[79–86], nonlinearity gener-
ation [87–91], and quantum amplification [92, 93] as well
as generation of squeezing [94–97] and entanglement [98–
101]. Here we make use of positive feedback to trans-
form loss into gain. Second, we design a measurement-
feedback loop in which the two quadrature components
are controlled separately, which breaks the symmetry be-
tween the quadratures, so that the two quadratures of a
single resonance mode behave like two different modes
with gain and loss, and the parity operation represents
the interchange between the two quadratures of the same
mode. Therefore, unlike the conventional PT -symmetric
systems that typically contain two or more modes, here
the PT -symmetric feedback system requires only a single
resonance mode, which greatly extends the application
of PT symmetry in a diversity of single resonance sys-
tems. Such a method shows great advantage in linewidth
narrowing and sensitivity enhancement. Using an experi-
mental setup with a thermal atomic ensemble, we observe
a 48-fold narrowing of the magnetic resonance linewidth,
and achieve a 22-times improvement of the measurement
sensitivity for magnetometry.

We consider a generic dissipative resonance system,
which can be described by the Hamiltonian H = ω0a

†a
and the corresponding quantum Langevin equation ȧ =
(−iω0 − κ)a −

√
2κain, where a (a†) is the annihilation

(creation) operator of the resonance mode, ω0 is the reso-
nance frequency, κ is the amplitude dissipation rate with
the associate noise operator being ain. The quadratures
of the resonance mode are defined as X = (a + a†)/2
and Y = i(a† − a)/2, which correspond to the bases
in the phase space. Xin and Yin correspond to the
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FIG. 1. (a) Typical trajectory of a dissipative resonance system in the phase space. (b) Schematic diagram of the PT -symmetric
feedback system. (c) Phase-space trajectory of the PT -symmetric feedback system (red solid curve) and Hermitian resonance
system (black dashed curve). (d),(e) Real and imaginary parts of the eigenvalues for Γ/κ varied from -10 to 10 and ω0/κ = 2.
The purple dots represent the case of Γ = 2κ, and the orange squares represent the case of Γ = 6κ, which are the eigenvalues of
Figs.1(f) and (g), respectively. (f),(g) Typical time evolution of quadratures X (blue solid curve) and Y (orange dashed curve)
in PT -symmetric phase (|Γ| < 2ω0) and symmetry-broken phase (|Γ| > 2ω0).

input quadratures. The equations of motion for the
quadratures are given by Ẋ = −κX + ω0Y −

√
2κXin,

Ẏ = −κY − ω0X −
√
2κYin. Because of the dissipation,

the evolution trajectory in the phase space is a spiral
curve approaching the origin of coordinates, as shown in
Fig. 1(a). To construct a PT -symmetric Hamiltonian,
as sketched in Fig. 1(b), we use a feedback loop in which
X component is measured with the outcome feedback to
input Xin component, i.e., Xin → Xin−ΓX/

√
2κ, with Γ

being the feedback parameter. Then the system dynam-
ics is modified as

{

Ẋ = (Γ− κ)X + ω0Y −
√
2κXin,

Ẏ = −κY − ω0X −
√
2κYin.

(1)

In the bases of quadratures with the vector Ψ = (X Y )
T
,

the equations can be rewritten as Ψ̇ = −iHeffΨ with

Heff =

(

iΓ2 iω0

−iω0 −iΓ2

)

+ i

(

Γ

2
− κ

)

I, (2)

where I is the identity matrix. After dropping the iden-
tity matrix term that corresponds to a common gain or
loss, the effective Hamiltonian is PT -symmetric. Here
the parity operator P is the Pauli operator σx represent-
ing the interchange between the two quadratures, and
the time-reversal operator T denotes complex conjuga-
tion operation. Therefore, the feedback transfers the
dissipative resonance system into a PT -symmetric sys-
tem, with equal gain and loss in two quadratures of the

same resonance mode. The key point is that the feedback
breaks the symmetry between the quadratures, and thus
the two quadratures of a single resonance mode behave
like two different modes with gain and loss. As shown
in Fig. 1(b), the effective coupling strength between the
quadratures is equal to the resonance frequency ω0, as it
is just the energy exchange frequency for different com-
ponents within the system.

For the Hermitian case without dissipation, the trajec-
tory in the phase space is a closed circle. However, in
the PT -symmetric case, the trajectory is squeezed into
a oblique ellipse, as plotted in Fig. 1(c). In this case,
the total effect of gain and loss for the ±π/4 quadra-
tures X± = (X ± Y )/

√
2 are balanced, but the cou-

plings between X+ and X− are rescaled as a result of
gain and loss, with Ẋ+ = − (ω0 − Γ/2)X− and Ẋ− =
(ω0 + Γ/2)X+. Therefore, the trajectory along ±π/4 di-
rection is squeezed (stretched) by a factor of 1±Γ/(2ω0),
resulting in an ellipse with an oblique angle of π/4.

The resultant PT -symmetric system possesses both
PT -symmetric and PT -symmetry-broken phases, which
can be tuned by the feedback parameter Γ. The eigen-
values of Heff are ω± = i (Γ/2− κ)±

√

ω2
0 − Γ2/4, whose

real (imaginary) parts represent the resonance frequency
(dissipation rate) of the eigenmodes. In Fig. 1(d) and (e)
we plot the real and imaginary parts of the eigenvalues as
functions of feedback parameter Γ. When the feedback is
weak (|Γ| < 2ω0), the real parts of the eigenvalues are op-
posite to each other while the imaginary parts are equal,
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FIG. 2. Experimental setup with a thermal atomic ensemble.
A 1 cm3 cube glass cell is rich in 133Cs, filled with 600 Torr 4

He

and 20 Torr N2 and heated to 100
◦C. The linearly polarized

probe laser power is 25 µW and frequency is 40 GHz below the
F = 4 to F ′

= 2 transition of the 133Cs D2 line. The circularly
polarized pump laser power is 1 mW and frequency is the
F = 4 to F ′

= 3 transition of the 133Cs D1 line. B0, z-axis
static magnetic field (green arrow), λ/4, quarter wave plate;
λ/2, half wavep late; WP, Wollaston prism; BPD, balanced
photodetector. The output signal of the BPD is applied to a
loop consisting of a feedback resistor and a y-axis feedback coil
to achieve magnetic field feedback. The function generator is
used to generate the weak driving magnetic field Bx.

and the system is in the PT -symmetric phase. In this
case the time evolutions of the quadratures X and Y are
still trigonometric functions, but the phase difference is
no longer π/2 [Fig. 1(f)], which is a result of the phase
advance or lag induced by the effective gain or loss. If
the feedback is strong enough (|Γ| > 2ω0), the eigenvalues
are purely imaginary, indicating that the eigenmodes are
no longer harmonic modes. Then the amplitude of the
quadratures increases exponentially with time, as shown
in Fig. 1(g).

We demonstrate the PT -symmetric feedback mecha-
nism in a thermal atomic ensemble, which is a typical
example of magnetic resonance system. The experimen-
tal setup is sketched in Fig. 2. A ensemble of ther-
mal cesium atoms is filled in a vapor cell, and the atoms
can be described by a collective spin with spin polariza-
tion P = (Px, Py, Pz), where Pµ=x,y,z is the spin polar-
ization component along µ axis. A beam of circularly
polarized laser propagating along the −z direction op-
tically pumps the atomic ensemble to polarize the col-
lective spin. A static magnetic field of B0 = 2.2 µT is
applied along z axis, then the collective spin undergoes a
Larmor precession around z axis, with Larmor frequency
being ω0 = γB0, where γ is the gyromagnetic ratio of
the atom. Thus, the transverse components Px,y oscil-
lates in the xy plane, constituting a harmonic oscillator.
We measure the spin polarization component Px using
a probe laser via polarization homodyne detection, and
the output signal is then fed into a loop that includes
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FIG. 3. From (a) to (e) are the output signals of the BPD after
turning off the driving magnetic field Bx. The inset in the (d)
is a zoomed-in view of the orange area. From (e) to (h) and (i)
to (l) are the out of phase and in phase output signals of the
lock-in amplifier, respectively. The inset in the (e) shows a
larger frequency range. The scatters are experimental results
and the gray solid curves are theoretical results. From top
to bottom, the feedback resistance decreases with the values
labeled in the figure.

a feedback resistor and the y-axis feedback coil, which
generates the feedback magnetic field By = −ΓFBPx/γ
with ΓFB being the feedback factor. No noise process-
ing of the signal is necessary because the signal-to-noise
ratio in our experiments is large enough. In this case
the feedback magnetic field By carries the information of
the spin polarization component Px, which will result in
PT -symmetric feedback.

When the feedback magnetic field By is small com-
pared with the static magnetic field B0, its effect on Pz

can be ignored, and Pz remains equilibrium polarization
P0. Starting from the Bloch equations, we obtain the
simplified equations containing only two orthogonal com-
ponents (Px, Py) as

{

Ṗx =
(

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

)

Px + ω0Py,

Ṗy = −ω0Px − 1
T2
Py,

(3)

where T2 is the transverse relaxation time. The dynamics
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FIG. 4. Dependence of linewidth and equivalent relaxation
time on the feedback factor. The scatters are experimental
results and the red and blue solid line is the theoretical result.

can be effectively described by

Heff =

(

iP0

2 ΓFB iω0

−iω0 −iP0

2 ΓFB

)

+i

(

P0

2
ΓFB − 1

T2

)

I, (4)

which is equivalent to Eq. (2) with κ = 1/T2 and
Γ = ΓFBP0. Therefore, the collective spin oscillator con-
stitutes a PT -symmetric system.

Next we focus on the PT -symmetric phase (ΓFBP0 <
2ω0) and show the ability of linewidth narrowing. The
imaginary part of the eigenvalues is ΓFBP0/2−1/T2, thus
the linewidth ∆ωFWHM is

∆ωFWHM =
2

T2
− ΓFBP0. (5)

As the feedback factor ΓFB increases, the system dis-
sipation keeps reducing, and the resonance linewidth
keeps narrowing. In our experiment, the feedback fac-
tor is inversely proportional to the feedback resistance
(ΓFB ∝ 1/R). Therefore, our scheme enables flexible ad-
justing of the linewidth by changing the feedback factor
ΓFB through the resistance R.

In order to measure the resonance linewidth, we ap-
ply a weak driving magnetic field Bx = B1 cos (ωt)
along x axis, which corresponds to an additional term
γB1 cos (ωt) in the equation of Py in Eq. (3). Then
the system undergoes forced oscillation, and we can use
instantaneous drive with sudden tuning off to obtain
the system evolution dynamics in the time domain, or
use continuous drive with scanning frequency ω to ob-
tain the system response in the frequency domain. In
Fig. 3, the time domain signals (first column), frequency
domain absorption signals (second column) and disper-
sion signals (third column) are plotted. From top to
bottom, as the feedback resistance R decreases (corre-
sponding to the increase of the feedback factor ΓFB), it

7550 7650 7750 7850
10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
0

5

10

15

20

25

PS
D

1/
2 (V

rm
s/H

z1/
2 )

Frequency (Hz)

(a)

×10-3Se
ns

iti
vi

ty
 e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t f

ac
to

r

Feedback factor FB (units of 1/R)

(b)

FIG. 5. (a) Square root of power spectral density (PSD1/2)
for feedback resistance R = 409 Ω (red curves) and without
feedback (black curves). The solid (dashed) curves are the
results in the presence (absence) of driving magnetic field Bx.
(b) Sensitivity enhancement factor of the Mx magnetometer
as a function of the feedback factor.

shows clearly that the oscillation lasts longer, and the ab-
sorption linewidth becomes narrower, and the dispersion
slope becomes sharper. The experimental results are in
good agreement with the theoretical predictions, where
the feedback delay has been taken into account (see Sup-
plemental Material [102]).

The dependencies of linewidth and equivalent relax-
ation time on the feedback factor are plotted in Fig. 4.
In the experiment, we have observed the reduction of
the linewidth from 654 to 13.6 Hz, which is 48 times
narrower. The equivalent relaxation time increases from
0.486 to 23.4 ms, which significantly extends the coher-
ence time of the system. Further improvement is limited
by the stability of the present experimental system, as it
becomes more sensitive to the parameter variations when
the linewidth is very narrow.

The PT -symmetric feedback induced linewidth nar-
rowing method holds great potential for high-precision
measurements. Our experimental system can be directly
used to improve the measurement sensitivity of magnetic
field, with the apparatus similar to the Mx magnetome-
ter [103, 104]. When the driving magnetic field is on
resonance with the Larmor frequency ω0 = γB0, the
spin polarization Px reaches its maximum value. Thus
the magnitude of the magnetic field B0 can be obtained
by scanning the frequency of the driving magnetic field.
The measurement sensitivity of this Mx magnetometer is
[102–104]

δB = kF
∆ωFWHM

γ

1

S/N
, (6)

where kF = 1
2
√
2
. To obtain the signal-to-noise ratio

S/N , we measure the square root of the power spectral
density (PSD1/2) by feeding the output of time domain
signals into the fast fourier transformation (FFT) spec-
trum analyzer (SR760). As compared in Fig. 5(a), the
signal with feedback is significantly larger compared to
that without feedback. As the background noise also in-
creases, the signal-to-noise ratio stays almost unchanged.
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The shift of resonance frequency originates from the re-
laxation and the feedback with delay (see Supplemental
Material [102]), which does not affect the measurement
sensitivity for small changes of magnetic field. According
to Eq. (6), we can obtain the dependence of sensitivity on
the feedback factor, as plotted in Fig. 5(b). The sensitiv-
ity of the Mx magnetometer is enhanced up to 22 times,
with the linewidth narrowing playing a significant role in
this enhancement. Compared with the 48-fold reduction
of the linewidth, this 22-times enhancement of the mea-
surement sensitivity indicates some additional noise in
the feedback process, which may be overcome by further
stabilizing the feedback loop.

In summary, we propose a PT -symmetric feedback
method in a general dissipative resonance system. By
constructing a quadrature measurement-feedback loop in
which one quadrature component is measured with feed-
back, a purely dissipative resonance system can be trans-
formed into a PT -symmetric system, with tunable PT -
symmetric phase and PT -symmetry-broken phase. Such
a PT -symmetric system contains only a single resonance
mode, without the requirement of two or more modes, as
the feedback breaks the symmetry between the quadra-
tures, and thus the two quadratures of a single resonance
mode behave like two different modes. The method finds
important applications in linewidth narrowing and en-
hancement of measurement sensitivity. We demonstrate
the proposal in a thermal atomic ensemble and observe
a 48-fold narrowing of the magnetic resonance linewidth.
By applying the method in the Mx magnetometer, we
realize a 22-times enhancement of the magnetic field
measurement sensitivity. It can also be directly applied
to other precision measurement experiments limited by
linewidth such as atomic gyroscopy. Our study provides
a new perspective on using feedback to construct PT -
symmetric systems, which form an excellent platform for
studying non-Hermitian physics, with broad applications
in high-precision measurement and sensing.
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I. THEORETICAL MODEL OF FEEDBACK WITH DELAY

In the PT -symmetric feedback method as described in the main text, the x-component of the spin polarization Px

is measured, and then fed back to the y-axis magnetic field coil. In general, there is typically a delay time τ between
the feedback and the measurement processes. Because of the delay, the magnetic field generated by the feedback at
time t is proportional to the measured spin polarization at t− τ , which can be written as

By(t) = −ΓFB

γ
Px (t− τ) , (S1)

where ΓFB is the feedback factor and γ is the gyromagnetic ratio of the atom. When the delay time τ is much smaller
than the characteristic time of the system mentioned below (i.e., the relaxation time T2 and the oscillation period
2π/ω0), we can use Taylor expansion and retain the first-order term of τ , yielding

Px (t− τ) = Px(t)− τṖx(t). (S2)

Now all the physical quantities are at time t, so the time variable t is omitted below.
The total magnetic field vector is

B = (Bx, By, Bz) =

(

B1 cos(ωt),−
ΓFB

γ

(

Px − τṖx

)

, B0

)

, (S3)

where Bx is the weak driving magnetic field applied to measure the system properties, By is the feedback magnetic
field, and Bz is the static bias magnetic field. The dynamic of the spin polarization P = (Px, Py, Pz) can be described

∗ ycliu@tsinghua.edu.cn
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by the Bloch equation










Ṗx = γ (PyBz − PzBy)− Px

T2
,

Ṗy = γ (−PxBz + PzBx)− Py

T2
,

Ṗz = γ (PxBy − PyBx)− Pz

T1
+Rop,

(S4)

where T1 is the longitudinal relaxation time, T2 is the transverse relaxation time, and Rop is the rate of optical
pumping. Putting the expression of total magnetic field B into Eq.(S4) gives

Ṗx = ω0Py + ΓFBPz

(

Px − τṖx

)

− Px

T2
, (S5)

Ṗy = −ω0Px + ω1Pz cos(ωt)−
Py

T2
, (S6)

Ṗz = −ΓFBPx

(

Px − τṖx

)

− Pyω1 cos(ωt)−
Pz

T1
+Rop, (S7)

where ω0 = γB0, ω1 = γB1.
In Eq.(S7), when the feedback factor ΓFB is small compared with the optical pumping rate Rop, the nonlinear term

−ΓFBPx

(

Px − τṖx

)

can be ignored. B1 is also small as it is a weak magnetic field applied to measure the system

properties, so the driving term −Pyω1 cos(ωt) can be neglected. Then Pz reaches the steady state, corresponding to
the equilibrium polarization Pz = P0 = RopT1, which keeps a constant in the experiment.

From Eq.(S5) we obtain

Ṗx =
ΓFBP0 − 1

T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Px +

ω0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Py. (S8)

From Eq.(S8) we obtain the derivative as

P̈x =
ΓFBP0 − 1

T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Ṗx +

ω0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Ṗy. (S9)

Inserting Ṗy given by Eq.(S6) into Eq.(S9), we obtain

P̈x =
ΓFBP0 − 1

T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Ṗx − ω2

0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
Px − ω0

(1 + ΓFBP0τ) T2
Py +

ω0ω1P0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
cosωt. (S10)

From Eq.(S8), we obtain the expression of Py as

Py =
1

ω0

[

(1 + ΓFBP0τ) Ṗx − ΓFBPxP0 +
Px

T2

]

. (S11)

Putting it into Eq.(S10), finally we obtain

P̈x +

(

1

T2
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ

)

Ṗx +

[

ω2
0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

(1 + ΓFBP0τ)T2

]

Px =
ω0ω1P0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
cosωt. (S12)

This describes a typical forced harmonic oscillation with a driving force, which can be abbreviated as

P̈x + Γeff Ṗx + ω2
effPx =

ω0ω1P0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
cosωt, (S13)

where

Γeff =
1

T2
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ
, (S14)

ωeff =

√

ω2
0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

(1 + ΓFBP0τ) T2
. (S15)
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In order to calculate Px, we can set Px = Re[P̃xe
iωt] and put it into Eq.(S13), then P̃x satisfies the equation

(−ω2 + iΓeffω + ω2
eff)P̃xe

iωt =
ω0ω1P0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
eiωt (S16)

The solution of Eq.(S16) is

P̃x =
ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ

ω2
eff − ω2 + iΓeffω

=
ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ

(

ω2
eff − ω2

)

(ω2
eff − ω2)

2
+ Γ2

effω
2
− i

ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ
Γeffω

(ω2
eff − ω2)

2
+ Γ2

effω
2
. (S17)

So we obtain

Px = Re
[

P̃xe
iωt
]

=

ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ

(

ω2
eff − ω2

)

(ω2
eff − ω2)

2
+ Γ2

effω
2
cos(ωt) +

ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ
Γeffω

(ω2
eff − ω2)

2
+ Γ2

effω
2
sin(ωt). (S18)

When near resonance (ω ≈ ωeff), the above equation can be simplified as

Px ≃
ω0ω1P0

2ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
(ωeff − ω)

(ωeff − ω)
2
+

Γ2

eff

4

cos(ωt) +

ω0ω1P0

4ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
Γeff

(ωeff − ω)
2
+

Γ2

eff

4

sin(ωt). (S19)

The spin polarization Px contains two orthogonal components, cos (ωt) term and sin (ωt) term, which correspond to
the dispersion and absorption properties, respectively. In Fig. 3 of the main text, the curves are fitted with the two
components in Eq.(S19).

When the feedback delay is relatively small with ΓFBP0τ ≪ 1, from Eq.(S14) and Eq.(S15), we can obtain

Γeff ≃ 2

T2
− ΓFBP0, (S20)

ωeff ≃
√

ω2
0 − ΓFBP0τω2

0 −
1

T 2
2

. (S21)

Therefore, the impact of delay time τ on the linewidth is negligible, while its impact on the resonance frequency is
relatively large. In Fig. 5(a) of the main text, the resonance shift is determined by Eq.(S21).

A. Theoretical model of feedback with delay and noise

In the original feedback model, we assumed that the total noise during the measurement is N , so the measured
spin polarization Px should be added with this noise, and then fed back to the y-axis magnetic field By, so

By(t) = −Γ FB

γ
(Px ( t− τ ) +N) . (S22)

Considering the noise, the total magnetic field feedback is

B = (Bx, By, Bz) =

(

B1 cos(ωt),−
ΓFB

γ

(

Px − τṖx +N
)

, B0

)

, (S23)

Putting the expression of total magnetic field B into Eq.(S4) gives

Ṗx = ω0Py + ΓFBPz

(

Px − τṖx +N
)

− Px

T2
, (S24)

Ṗy = −ω0Px + ω1Pz cos(ωt)−
Py

T2
, (S25)

Ṗz = −ΓFBPx

(

Px − τṖx +N
)

− Pyω1 cos(ωt)−
Pz

T1
+Rop. (S26)
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In Eq.(S26), B1 is small as it is a weak magnetic field applied to measure the system properties, so the transverse
spin components produced by the driving field B1 satisfy Px, Py ≪ 1. Thus, the driving term −Pyω1 cos(ωt) can
be neglected. When the feedback term ΓFBPx is much small than Pz/T1 and Rop, the nonlinear term with noise

−ΓFBPx

(

Px − τṖx +N
)

can be ignored. Then Pz reaches the steady state, corresponding to the equilibrium polar-

ization Pz = P0 = RopT1, which keeps a constant in the experiment.
We deal with Eq.(S24) and Eq.(S25) in the same way as we do with the noiseless feedback equations Eq.(S5) and

Eq.(S6),we can get

P̈x + Γeff Ṗx + ω2
effPx =

ω0ω1P0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
cosωt+

ΓFBP0N

(1 + ΓFBP0τ) T2
, (S27)

where

Γeff =
1

T2
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

1 + ΓFBP0τ
, (S28)

ωeff =

√

ω2
0

1 + ΓFBP0τ
−

ΓFBP0 − 1
T2

(1 + ΓFBP0τ) T2
. (S29)

Due to the consideration of noise, Eq.(S27) has an additional noise term on the right side of the equation compared
to Eq.(S13) It can be found that the noise term only corrects the driving term of the damped harmonic oscillator
equation and does not affect the dissipation coefficient. Therefore, the noise term of the feedback does not affect the
linewidth.

Next, we analyze the correction amplitude ε of the driver term generated by the noise term. Comparing the
coefficients of the two terms, we get

ε =

ΓFBP0N
(1+ΓFBP0τ)T2

ω0ω1P0

1+ΓFBP0τ

=
ΓFB

ω0
× N

ω1T2
. (S30)

In our experiment, the minimum effective linewidth is Γeff = 2π × 10 Hz, the Larmor frequency ω0 = γB0 =
2 π × 0.35 Hz/nT× 2200 nT = 2 π × 7.7 kHz, and the relaxation time T2 = 0.486 ms, so

ΓFB

ω0
≈ 2/T2

ω0
≈ 2/(0.486 ms)

2π × 7.7 kHz
≈ 0.085. (S31)

And our signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) is about 500. From Eq.(S19) we can get the magnitude of the signal in the near
resonance condition ω = ωeff ≈ ω0 and the delay τ is small,

S = |Px| ≃

√

√

√

√

(

ω0ω1P0

2ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
(ωeff − ω)

(ωeff − ω)
2
+

Γ2

eff

4

)2

+

(

ω0ω1P0

4ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
Γeff

(ωeff − ω)
2
+

Γ2

eff

4

)2

=

ω0ω1P0

2ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
√

(ωeff − ω)2 +
Γ2

eff

4

≃ ω1

Γeff
. (S32)

So the signal-to-noise ratio S/N is

S

N
=

ω1/Γeff

N
≈ 500, (S33)

and we can obtain that

ω1

N
≈ 500× (2π × 10) Hz ≈ 31 kHz. (S34)

Putting Eq.(S31) and (S34) to the expression of ε, Eq.(S30),

ε ≈ 0.085× 1

31 kHz × 0.486ms
≈ 0.56%. (S35)

It can be found that under our experimental conditions, the correction amplitude brought by noise is much smaller
than that of the driving term. To be precise, because the signal-to-noise ratio of our experiment is large enough, we
can safely ignore the effect of noise.
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II. PT -SYMMETRIC FEEDBACK IN THE OPTICAL CAVITY

Optical cavity is widely used in precision measurement experiments, and our PT -symmetric feedback scheme can
also be applied to the system of optical cavity to realize the linewidth narrowing. As shown in the Fig.S1, the laser
is incident into the optical cavity through the phase modulator. We detect the output laser by homodyne detection,
and then the detection signal is fed back to the phase modulator to modulate the phase of the input optical field.
a
(

a†
)

is the annihilation (creation) operator of the light field in the Fabry-Perot cavity, satisfying the Hamiltonian

H = (ωc − ωL)a
†a = −∆a†a, where ωc is the resonance frequency and ωL is the frequency of the light field, ∆ is the

detuning. So the Langevin equation for the light field in the cavity is ȧ = (i∆− κ) a − √
2κinain, where κin is the

loss rate associated with the input coupling, κ is the total loss rate. Since the annihilation operator a can be written
as two orthogonal components a = X + iY , the equation satisfied by the two orthogonal components X and Y is
Ẋ + iẎ = (i∆− κ) (X + iY )−√

κin (Xin + iYin), which can be rewritten as

{

Ẋ = −κX −∆Y −√
2κinXin

Ẏ = −κY +∆X −√
2κinYin

. (S36)

Next, we introduce the measurement-feedback scheme. According to the input-output relation, the transmission light
field satisfies aout =

√
κina. We use strong local oscillating light aL and transmission light interference for homodyne

detection, and the light intensity of the two channels after splitting through the beam splitter satisfies







I1 ∝
(

a†L + a†
)

(aL + a) = |aL|2 + a†a+ |aL|
(

e−iθa+ eiθa†
)

I2 ∝
(

a†L − a†
)

(aL − a) = |aL|2 + a†a− |aL|
(

e−iθa+ eiθa†
)

, (S37)

where αL = |αL| eiθ, θ is the phase of the local light. The intensity difference between the two channels is

I1 − I2 ∝ 2 |aL|
(

e−iθa+ eiθa†
)

= 4 |aL| (X cos θ + Y sin θ) . (S38)

We can define

Qθ = 4 |aL| (X cos θ + Y sin θ) , (S39)

so we obtain I1 − I2 ∝ Qθ.
The signal from the photodetector is fed back to a phase modulator (e.g., electro-optic modulator, EOM) to add

an additional phase φ to the input laser ain → aine
iφ, where φ ∝ I1 − I2. Let η be the total conversion efficiency,

including the photodetector and phase modulator conversion efficiency, we can obtain φ = ηQθ. When φ is small, we
use the Taylor expansion

aine
iφ ≈ ain (1 + iφ) = (Xin + iYin) (1 + iηQθ) = Xin − ηYinQθ + i (Yin + ηXinQθ) (S40)

Phase 

Modulator
BS

PD1

PD2

Optical mode

a(ωc, k)Input laser

ain

Cavity

Local oscillator

aL

FIG. S1. Schematic diagram of an optical cavity using PT feedback laser and pump laser used in the experiment. BS, beam
splitter; PD, photodetector.
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So the two orthogonal components of the input light are

{

X ′
in = Xin − ηYinQθ

Y ′
in = Yin + ηXinQθ

. (S41)

Putting Eq.(S41) into Eq.(S36), finally we obtain that the equation of the two orthogonal components of the optical
field in the cavity is

{

Ẋ = −κX −∆Y −
√
2κin (Xin − ηYinQθ)

Ẏ = −κY +∆X −
√
2κin (Yin + ηXinQθ)

(S42)

It is worth noting that the feedback breaks the symmetry of the two orthogonal components.
When the adjustable phase of the local oscillation light satisfies θ = 0. From Eq.(S39), we know Qθ=0 = 4 |aL|X .

And putting it into Eq.(S42), we obtain

{

Ẋ = −κX −∆Y −
√
2κin (Xin − 4 |aL| ηYinX) =

(

−κ+ 4
√
2κinη |aL|Yin

)

X −∆Y −
√
2κinXin

Ẏ = −κY +∆X −√
2κin (Yin + 4 |aL| ηXinX) = −κY +

(

∆− 4
√
2κinη |aL|Xin

)

X −√
2κinYin.

(S43)

This constitutes a PT-symmetric system similar to the thermal atomic system in the manuscript, with a linewidth
of 2κ− 4

√
2κinη |aL|Yin in the PT -symmetric phase. The conversion efficiency η can adjust the strength of feedback

and realize the linewidth narrowing.

III. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A. Derivation of the feedback factor

In this section, we derive the expression of feedback factor ΓFB. This factor is defined as

By = −ΓFB

γ
Px, (S44)

thus we need to derive the explicit expressions of the relation between the feedback magnetic field By and the measured
spin polarization Px.

Because of the spin polarization Px, the polarization direction of the linearly polarized light rotates by an angle
θ = kθPx, where kθ is the Faraday rotation coefficient of the atoms. Then we use the polarization homodyne detection
to detect the Faraday rotation angle θ. The output voltage VPD of the balanced photodetector has a linear relationship
with the Faraday rotation angle, VPD = kV θ, where kV is the proportional coefficient. We connect the output of
the balanced photodetector to the feedback loop formed by the feedback resistor R and the y-axis feedback coil Rc

(R ≫ Rc), and the current generated is IFB = VPD/R, so the feedback magnetic field is By = kIIFB, where kI is the
magnetic field generated by the coil per ampere of current. Finally, we obtain the relationship between the feedback
magnetic field By and spin polarization Px as

By =
kIkV kθ

R
Px. (S45)

Comparing Eq. (S44) with Eq. (S45), we obtain

ΓFB = −γkIkV kθ
R

, (S46)

which is inversely proportional to the feedback resistance R. In our experiment, we can tune the feedback factor ΓFB

by adjusting the feedback resistance R, with other parameters unchanged.

B. Experimental parameters

Larmor frequency ω0 = γB0 = 2π × 0.35 Hz/nT × 2200 nT = 2π × 7.7 kHz, relaxation time T1 ≈ 0.6 ms, T2 =
0.486 ms, delay time τ ≈ 2 us, optical pumping rate Rop ≈ 1600 Hz, equilibrium polarization P0 ≈ 0.97.
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C. Energy level diagram and laser frequencies

The energy level diagrams and laser frequencies in the experiment are shown in Fig. S2. The linearly polarized
probe laser power is 25 µW and its frequency is 40 GHz below the F = 4 to F ′ = 2 transition of the 133Cs D2 line
(wavelength 852 nm). The circularly polarized pump laser power is 1 mW and its frequency is on resonance with the
F = 4 to F ′ = 3 transition of the 133Cs D1 line (wavelength 894 nm).

6S1/2

6P /2

Probe laser

=4

=4

=3

=2
=3

=5

40GHz

9.2 GHz 6S1/2

6P /2

Pump laser

=3

=4

=4

=3
9.2 GHz

6S1/2

6P
3/2

Probe laser

F=4

F=4

F=3

F=2

F=4

F=2
F=3

F=5

40GHz

9.2 GHz 6S1/2

6P
1/2

Pump laser

F=3F=3

F=4

F=4

F=3
9.2 GHz

FIG. S2. Energy level diagrams of 133Cs atom and the frequencies of probe laser and pump laser used in the experiment.

D. Principle of measuring the spin polarizability Px

The far detuning linearly polarized probe light incident on the atomic vapor cell along the x direction. The right
and left circularly polarized components of linearly polarized light have different refractive indices due to the spin
polarization P of the atoms in the x direction. After passing through the same distance, the phase difference between
left circularly polarized light and right circularly polarized light will change, thus rotating the polarization plane of
probe light. This is the Faraday rotation effect.

D1 Transition

2P1/2

2S1/2

m
J
= −1/2 m

J
= +1/2

σ
−

σ
+

FIG. S3. Energy level diagram for D1 transition of 133Cs.

For example, we consider the D1 transition of the Cs atom in the Fig.S3. The ground state of cesium has an angular
momentum of +1/2 or −1/2. The transition rule determines that electrons with different orientations of spin angular
momentum projection will absorb photons with different polarization states. The atom with an angular momentum
of +1/2 only absorbs σ− circularly polarized light, while the atom with an angular momentum of −1/2 only absorb
σ+ circularly polarized light. The atomic polarization (the difference in population of the ground states) makes the
atomic vapor absorb light at different rates for the two different circularly polarized states, which gives rise to circular
dichroism. We know that different absorbance means different refractive indices for the two circularly polarized light.
This results in a phase difference between the two types of circularly polarized light emitted, which leads to a rotation
of the polarization plane of the final synthesized linearly polarized light. We use a half waveplate and a polarization
beam splitter to split the probe light. The intensity of the two component light fields (I1, I2) is detected with a
balanced photodetector, and then the angle of rotation of the polarization plane of the probe light is detected by
subtraction (I1 − I2). Because the rotation angle of the polarization plane of the probe light is proportional to the
spin polarization in the x-direction, we can obtain the information of the spin polarization Px.
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E. Sequence diagram of the drives for two linewidth measurement schemes

(a) Frequency domain measurement

Pump Probe Feedback Bx(continue)
off

On

(b) Time domain measurement

Bx (π/2 pulse)Pump Probe Feedback
off

On

FIG. S4. (a), (b) Linewidth measurement in the frequency and time domain.

Figure S4 shows the sequence diagram of the drives for the two linewidth measurement schemes. The main difference
is x-axis magnetic field Bx, which has different forms and different roles in the two measurement schemes. In the
frequency domain measurement, the driving magnetic field Bx is a continuous RF magnetic field, as shown in Fig.S4
(a). We constantly change the frequency of Bx and scan through the resonance frequency of spin precession. And
then we use the lock-in amplifier to demodulate the resonance lineshape and obtain the resonance linewidth. In the
time domain measurement, we use a pulsed magnetic field Bx to rotate the atomic spins to the x-direction, as shown
in Fig.S4 (b). Then the spins undergo Larmor precession and gradual relaxation under the action of the z-direction
bias magnetic field, and the linewidth can be obtained by measuring the relaxation time.

F. Discussion of measuring magnetic field and sensitivity

The discussion of measuring magnetic field and sensitivity is divided into three parts (1) Method of measuring
the magnetic field in the z-axis. (2) Definition of sensitivity and derivation of sensitivity formula (3) Experimental
measurement procedures for signal-to-noise ratio S/N and sensitivity. And the reason why the feedback method
improves the sensitivity is analyzed.

1. Method of measuring the magnetic field in the z-axis

There is a magnetic field B0 to be measured in the z-direction. We apply an x-axis driving field Bx = B1 cosωt
and scan the frequency of the driving field ω. Then, we measure the output signal of the photodetector and use the
power spectral density (PSD, SPSD (ω)) to represent the magnitude of the signal. According to the expression of spin
polarization Px (Eq.S19), the expression of signal power spectral density SPSD (ω) can be obtained that

SPSD(ω) = |Px(ω)|2 =

(

ω0ω1P0

2ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
(ωeff − ω)

(ωeff − ω)2 +
∆ω2

FWHM

4

)2

+

(

ω0ω1P0

4ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)
Γeff

(ωeff − ω)2 +
∆ω2

FWHM

4

)2

=

(

ω0ω1P0

2ωeff (1+ΓFBP0τ)

)2

(ωeff − ω)
2
+

∆ω2

FWHM

4

≃ ω2
1/4

(ω0 − ω)
2
+

∆ω2

FWHM

4

,

(S47)

where ω1 = γ |Bx|, P0 ≈ 1 and ∆ωFWHM is the linewidth. The delay τ is small, so ωeff ≈ ω0, 1 + ΓFBP0τ ≈ 1. As
shown in Fig.S5, the blue curve shows the variation of the signal power spectral density SPSD (ω) with the frequency
ω of the driving magnetic field. When the signal reaches its maximum, it means that the driving magnetic field
frequency ω and the resonance center frequency ω0 are equal (ω = ω0 = γB0). According to the resonance center
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frequency, the magnetic field to be measured can be calculated is B0 = ω0

γ . And the max amplitude is

SPSD =
ω2
1

∆ω2
FWHM

. (S48)

PSDSd

0w 0w dw+

A

B

S
ig

n
al

(P
S

D
)

Frequency(ω)

FIG. S5. Schematic diagram of the power spectral density

2. Derivation of the sensitivity formula

Suppose there is a weak change in the magnetic field to be measured Bnew = B0 + δB, then the new resonance
frequency is ωnew = ω0 + δω, and the corresponding resonance curve will be shifted, as shown in the red curve in
Fig. S5. Because the frequency of the driving magnetic field remains constant (ω = ω0) and is not equal to the new
resonance center frequency ωnew, the signal becomes smaller, as shown by point B on the red curve. As the weak
change δω of the magnetic field causes the signal amplitude to change from point A to point B, the change value of the
signal is δSPSD. When change value of the signal δSPSD and noise NPSD satisfy δSPSD ≥ NPSD, we can distinguish
that the signal has changed and know that the magnetic field to be measured has changed. When δSPSD = NPSD, we
can just distinguish that the signal has changed, and the corresponding weak change of frequency δω (magnetic field
δB) is our sensitivity. The value of the change in the signal can be written as

δSPSD =

∣

∣

∣

∣

dSPSD

dω

∣

∣

∣

∣

δω, (S49)

When weak frequency is much small than linewidth (δω ≪ ∆ωFWHM), we can obtain from Eq.(S47) and Eq.(S48)
that

∣

∣

∣

∣

dSPSD

dω

∣

∣

∣

∣

=
(ω − ω0)ω

2
1

2
(

∆ω2

FWHM

4 + (ω − ω0)
2
)2 ≈ 8ω2

1δω

∆ω4
FWHM

=
ω2
1

∆ω2
FWHM

8

∆ω2
FWHM

=
8SPSD

∆ω2
FWHM

. (S50)

So we obtain

δSPSD =

∣

∣

∣

∣

dSPSD

dω

∣

∣

∣

∣

δω =
8SPSD

∆ω2
FWHM

δω2. (S51)

Using the criterion δSPSD = NPSD for sensitivity, we obtain the expression for sensitivity δω as

δSPSD =
8SPSD

∆ω2
FWHM

δω2 = NPSD → δω =
∆ωFWHM

2
√
2
√

SPSD/NPSD

. (S52)
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In the actual measurement, we input the signal to the spectrum analyzer, and the measurement result is the square
root of the power spectral density (i.e., PSD1/2). Therefore, the relationship between the signal-to-noise ratio S/N
obtained in the actual measurement and the power spectral density signal-to-noise SPSD/NPSD is

S

N
=

√

SPSD

NPSD
. (S53)

Putting Eq.(S53) into Eq.(S52), we obtain the measurement sensitivity as

δω =
1

2
√
2

∆ωFWHM

S/N
. (S54)

The corresponding magnetic field sensitivity is

δB = kF
∆ωFWHM

γ

1

S/N
, (S55)

where kF = 1
2
√
2
. It is worth noting that our calculation is a sensitivity analysis of the system operating very close

to resonance. When the detected magnetic field change does not satisfy δω ≪ ∆ωFWHM, it will affect
∣

∣

dSPSD

dω

∣

∣ and
modify the coefficient kF . However, the scaling rule δB ∝ ∆ωFWHM/(S/N) still holds.

3. Experimental measurement procedures for signal-to-noise ratio and sensitivity

According to Eq.(S55), we need to measure the linewidth and the signal-to-noise ratio at resonance to calculate the
sensitivity. The method of measuring linewidth in the time or frequency domain has been described in detail in the
main text, so the following section focuses on the measurement of signal-to-noise ratio.

We send the signal of the photodetector to the spectrum analyzer for measurement. First, we do not add the
driving magnetic field Bx to obtain the power spectral density of noise, the maximum value of the noise is N , as
shown by the black dashed line in Fig.S6(a). Then, we apply the driving magnetic field Bx and scan to the resonance
frequency. The peak value at the resonance of the power spectral density represents the signal strength S, so we can
obtain the signal-to-noise ratio S/N . With or without feedback, the signal-to-noise ratio is measured in the same way.
The black curve in the Fig.S6(a) is the measurement result without feedback, and the red curve is the result with
feedback. The signal strength with feedback (red solid line) is significantly greater than the signal strength without
feedback (black solid line) but the feedback also brings an increase in noise (red dashed line), so the signal-to-noise
ratio does not improve. We can measure the linewidth and signal-to-noise ratio for different feedback coefficients and
calculate the sensitivity improvement factor compared to no feedback case according to Eq.(S55), as shown in Fig.
S6(b). Although the signal-to-noise ratio is not improved, the feedback scheme can narrow the linewidth by up to 48
times, which can still bring a maximum of 22 times improvement according to the formula Eq.(S55).
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FIG. S6. (a) Square root of power spectral density (PSD1/2) for feedback resistance R = 409 Ω (red curves) and without
feedback (black curves). The solid (dashed) curves are the results in the presence (absence) of driving magnetic field Bx. (b)
Sensitivity enhancement factor of the Mx magnetometer as a function of the feedback factor.
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