
A Generalized Schawlow-Townes Limit

Hudson Loughlin1, ∗ and Vivishek Sudhir1, 2

1
LIGO Laboratory, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139

2
Department of Mechanical Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139

(Dated: January 22, 2025)

We study a class of a feedback oscillators realized by a phase-insensitive amplifier in positive
feedback, where either the amplifier or the feedback element may determine the oscillator’s linewidth.
The spectral purity of the output of such a device originates from basic demands of quantum
mechanics and causality. The resulting expression generalizes the Schawlow-Townes limit, which is
itself one component of a standard quantum limit for feedback oscillators. Recently realized bad-
cavity oscillators such as super-radiant lasers and solid-state masers can saturate this generalized
Schawlow-Townes limit. This limit can be surpassed through appropriate quantum engineering: for
example by atomic spin squeezing in a super-radiant laser.

Introduction. The spectral purity of a laser, given by
the (modified) Schawlow-Townes formula [1, 2], can be
understood in a simple and general picture of an oscilla-
tor realized by an amplifier in positive feedback [3]. In
this picture, depicted in fig. 1(a,c), the mean frequency
of the oscillating output signal is dictated by the fre-
quency selectivity of the feedback element and its mean
amplitude by the nonlinearity of the amplifier. Quantum
fluctuations in either are determined by the unavoidable
quantum noises from the amplifier and the out-coupler
— necessary elements in any feedback oscillator. Lin-
earized quantum noise analysis then produces the modi-
fied Schawlow-Townes formula for the linewidth [3],

ΓST =
ℏΩ0κ

2
F

2P
(1)

of the emitted signal at frequency Ω0, with power P , and
κF is the linewidth of the frequency selective feedback
element (such as a cavity in a laser). The Schawlow-
Townes limit can be understood as one facet in an equal
trade-off between quantum fluctuations in the phase and
amplitude of the emitted signal, i.e. a standard quantum
limit for feedback oscillators. Knowing the precise origin
of this basic result from such a minimal system-agnostic
model opens the door to the possibility of oscillators that
operate beyond the Schawlow-Townes limit and to iden-
tifying the resources necessary to realize them.

Lasers, and more generally feedback oscillators, need
not necessarily operate in the regime where the feed-
back element is more frequency selective than the ampli-
fier (i.e. the so-called “good cavity” regime depicted in
fig. 1(c)). Bad-cavity oscillators [4–12] (see fig. 1(d)) can
operate beyond the Schawlow-Townes limit [13], by em-
ploying an amplifier whose linewidth is smaller than that
of the cavity enclosing it. Moreover, the output of such
oscillators can be immune to a variety of technical noises
originating in the cavity [12, 14–16], since the amplifying
gain medium is well isolated from its environment.
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FIG. 1. (a) Good and bad cavity feedback oscillators can be
abstractly modeled as a quantum electronic or optical circuit
consisting of an amplifier, beam splitter, and time delay. (b)
an example of a bad cavity feedback oscillator is a hydrogen
maser or a super-radiant laser where the atomic linewidth is
narrower than the cavity’s. (c) the gain medium and res-
onator response as a function of frequency for oscillators in
the “good cavity” regime where the resonator linewidth is
narrow compared to the gain medium’s. (d) the gain medium
and resonator profiles in the “bad cavity” regime where the
resonator linewidth is large compared with the gain medium’s.

We derive fundamental quantum limits on the noise
performance of all feedback oscillators — i.e. those op-
erating in the good as well as bad cavity regimes — us-
ing a generalized, minimal, and system-agnostic model
of such devices. The resulting “generalized Schawlow-
Townes limit” applies to lasers operating in both the
good and bad cavity regimes, and can be identified as
one facet of a standard quantum limit. This quantum
limit can be surpassed, for example, by spin squeezing
the atomic gain medium in a super-radiant realization of
a bad-cavity laser.

Quantum-limited feedback oscillator. Consider the
positive feedback amplifier configuration shown in
fig. 1(a). The output of a phase-insensitive amplifier with
(frequency-dependent) gain G[Ω] is coupled back into its
input after attenuation by a factor η and a feedback de-
lay of τF; the remaining fraction of the signal is coupled
out of the loop to derive the out-of-loop field aout. The
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equations of motion for the system are obtained by go-
ing around the loop in fig. 1(a) employing the linearity
of each of the elements and of the feedback path. The
Heisenberg-picture operators in the frequency domain are
then related by [3]

a−out[Ω] = G[Ω]ain[Ω] + aG[Ω]

a+out[Ω] = −i
√
η a−out[Ω] +

√
1− η a0[Ω]

aout[Ω] =
√
1− η a−out[Ω] + i

√
η a0[Ω]

ain[Ω] = eiΩτFa+out[Ω].

(2)

Here, âG (â0) represents the unavoidable noise added at
the amplifier (out-coupler). Note that the last equation

is the Fourier transform of, a−in(t) = a+out(t − τF), which
expresses the delay in the feedback path.

For oscillators operating in the good cavity regime, the
spectral response of the gain medium can be approx-
imated to be frequency-independent (i.e. G[Ω] ≈ G),
since frequency selectivity of the oscillating output is en-
forced by the much narrower response of the feedback
loop (fig. 1(c)). For bad cavity oscillators, such a simpli-
fication is unviable. Nevertheless, similar to a good cav-
ity oscillator [3], the gain will saturate to a point where
“gain = loss”. Since the loss is given by the out-coupler’s
reflectivity, η, the gain at the resonance frequency Ω0 will
be |G[Ω0]| = 1/

√
η.

Causality of the amplifier fixes the essential behavior of
G[Ω]. Causality determines the minimum phase ϕ[Ω] =
argG[Ω] that is stipulated by the gain |G[Ω]| [17–19]:

ϕ[ω] = − 1

π
P

∫ ∞

−∞

log |G[ω′]|
ω′ − ω

dω′. (3)

If the amplifier has its peak gain at Ω0, then the first
derivative of its magnitude response is zero at this fre-
quency. Then, in the vicinity of this frequency, the mag-
nitude response has the form

|G[Ω0 + ω]| = 1/
√
η − aω2 +O(ω3), (4)

where ω ≡ Ω − Ω0 and a > 0. Since its magnitude
response is symmetric near Ω0 eq. (3) requires ϕ[Ω0] ≈
0 such that the amplifier adds no phase on resonance.
We write this relation with an approximation sign as the
amplifier’s magnitude response is not guaranteed to be
symmetric far from resonance, and this may cause the
integral in eq. (3) to differ slightly from zero. Then, to
leading order, the (minimum) phase response is

ϕ[Ω0 + ω] = τGω +O(ω2). (5)

Here, τG is some characteristic constant with the dimen-
sion of time. This constant has to be positive: indeed,
eq. (3) implies that

dϕ[Ω0 + ω]

dω
=

1

π
P

∫ log
∣∣∣ G[Ω0+ω]

G[Ω0+ω
′
]

∣∣∣
(ω′ − ω)2

dω′; (6)

for an amplifier log
∣∣G[Ω0]/G[Ω0 + ω′]

∣∣ ≥ 0 (since |G[Ω]|
has a local maximum at Ω = Ω0), and so dϕ[Ω0+ω]/dω >
0. The last inequality is strict since an amplifier must
have

∣∣G[Ω0]/G[Ω0 + ω′]
∣∣ > 1 for some ω′. As a result the

coefficient of the first-order term in the Taylor expansion
of ϕ[Ω0 + ω] will always be positive for an amplifier, i.e.
τG > 0 in eq. (5). In the following sections, it will turn
out that τG is the bare lifetime of the gain medium i.e.
its lifetime if it were not placed inside a feedback loop.
The input-output relation of the oscillator, obtained

by solving eq. (2), can be put in the form

âout = H0[Ω]â0 +HG[Ω]âG, (7)

where H0, HG are the transfer functions from the two
essential input noises â0 and âG respectively, the for-
mer from the open port of the out-coupler and the lat-
ter from the (phase-insensitive) amplifier’s internal noise
mode [20, 21]. The general forms of H0,G depend on
the amplifier’s gain G[Ω]. For the relevant case where
the magnitude and phase of G[Ω] are given by eqs. (4)
and (5), and for frequency shift ω small around the res-
onance (i.e. |ω|(τG + τF) ≪ 1) [22], we have

H0[Ω] ≈ HG[Ω] ≈
√
η − 1/

√
η

iω(τG + τF)
. (8)

The linewidth of the emitted output is given in terms
of the noise spectrum of its phase quadrature by [3], Γ =

(ω2/2|α|2)S̄out
pp [Ω0 + ω], where |α|2 is the mean photon

flux out of the oscillator and S̄out
pp is noise spectrum of

the output’s phase quadrature, which is related to the
spectrum of the input noises as

S̄out
pp [Ω] =|H0[Ω]|

2S̄0
pp[Ω] + |HG[Ω]|

2S̄G
pp[Ω]

− 2Re
[
H0[Ω]

∗HG[Ω]S̄
0,G
pp [Ω]

]
.

(9)

Assuming the noise modes are in thermal states, i.e.

S̄0
pp[Ω] =

1
2 + n̄0, S̄G

pp[Ω] =
1
2 + n̄G, and S̄0,G

pp [Ω] = 0,
we have

S̄out
pp [Ω] =

(
√
η − 1/

√
η)2

ω2(τG + τF)
2 (1 + 2n̄th) , (10)

where n̄th = (n̄0 + n̄G)/2 is the mean thermal occupa-
tion of the two noise modes. Using this expression for
the phase noise spectrum, the linewidth takes the simple
form

Γ =
ℏΩ0

2P

1 + 2n̄th

(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )2
. (11)

Here, P = ℏΩ0|α|
2
is the mean power of the output;

the linewidths of the feedback loop and that of the gain
medium are κF,G ≡ (1−η)τ−1

F,G (we assumed that 1−η ≪
1 and the feedback loop has high quality factor).
The above expression for the linewidth applies equally

to good or bad cavity oscillators depending on whether
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κF is greater than or less than κG. Indeed, the linewidths
of the amplifier and feedback loop “add in parallel”, so
that the resulting oscillator’s output linewidth is set by
the narrower of the gain medium and the feedback loop.
For example, when the gain is broadband, i.e. κG ≫ κF,
the above expression reduces to the usual Schawlow-
Townes formula, ΓST ≈ (ℏΩ0κ

2
F/P )( 12+n̄th), that applies

to good-cavity lasers. For this reason, the expression in
eq. (11) will henceforth be referred to as the generalized
Schawlow-Townes linewidth, and denoted ΓGST. Our re-
sult also agrees with calculations specific to more general
lasers [23, 24]. Importantly, our expression applies even
more broadly since our model is agnostic to the specific
amplifying mechanism and only relies on the barest essen-
tial requirements imposed by the principles of causality
and quantum mechanics.

Standard quantum limit for feedback oscillators. The
generalized Schawlow-Townes linewidth for feedback os-
cillators is one facet of a standard quantum limit (SQL).
To wit, when no quantum enhancement is employed,
the uncertainty principle for the output field, quanti-
fied in terms of the product of the noise spectra of the
quadratures of the output can be bounded as [25, §IV.C]

S̄out
qq [Ω]S̄out

pp [Ω] ≥ 1
4 (|H0[Ω]|

2 + |HG[Ω]|
2)2. Explicitly,

S̄out
qq [Ω]S̄out

pp [Ω] ≳
(
ω(κ−1

F + κ−1
G )

)−4

; (12)

this inequality can be interpreted as an SQL for gener-
alized feedback oscillators. (Here the approximation is
valid for η − 1 ≪ 1.) Comparing eq. (12) to eq. (10),
we see that the Schawlow-Townes limit arises from the
SQL in the case that the uncertainty in either quadrature
equally splits the lower bound.

The SQL can be evaded by engineering an asymmetry
between the two quadratures, or by modifying the oscil-
lator’s dynamics and hence its transfer functions. For
instance, if the in-coupled and amplifier’s noise modes
are phase-squeezed with squeezing parameters r0 and
rG respectively, the oscillator has a linewidth given by
Γ = ΓGST(e

−2r0 + e−2rG)/2.
Application to super-radiant lasers. In what follows,

we show that super-radiant lasers can saturate the “bad-
cavity” Schawlow-Townes linewidth limit and explore
how the linewidth of such a laser can be narrowed beyond
this limit by squeezing or entangling its atoms and/or in-
cident electromagnetic field.

A super-radiant laser can be modeled as a collec-
tion of N spin-1/2 systems, almost entirely in their
excited state, interacting with an optical cavity mode
such that the atomic transition is much narrower than
that of the cavity. The effective spin-N/2 system, de-
scribed by the collective angular momentum operators
{Ŝx, Ŝy, Ŝz}, resonantly interacts with a single cavity
mode via the Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian [15, 26],

Ĥint = iℏg(âŜ+ − â†Ŝ−). Here, Ŝ± = Ŝx ± iŜy are the

spin raising and lower operators, and â†, â are those of
the cavity mode. In a super-radiant laser, the atoms

are almost entirely in the excited state. It is then use-
ful to use the Holstein-Primakoff mapping to relate the

atomic spin operators to an effective bosonic mode b̂ by

[27–29], Ŝ+ =
√
2N

√
1− b̂†b̂/(2N) b̂ = Ŝ†

−. Since the

atoms are almost all in the excited state, by assumption,

b̂†b̂/(2N) ≪ 1, in which case the interaction Hamiltonian

Ĥint describes a non-degenerate parametric amplifier.
To describe fluctuations in the atomic and cavity sub-

systems, we linearize the interaction by taking â = α+δâ

and b̂ = β + δb̂ where δâ and δb̂ represent small quan-
tum fluctuations on top of the large mean field values

α and β. Working to leading order in δâ and δb̂, we

have Ŝ+ ≈
√
2N − |β|2 b̂ etc. A consistent accounting of

the fluctuations requires a description of the spontaneous
emission of the atoms and fluctuations in the field enter-
ing through the laser’s partially reflective mirror. We do
so using input-output theory [30, 31] and find that the
super-radiant laser evolves according to

˙̂a = −κF

2
â−

√
2N − |β|2 gb̂† −√

κFâin

˙̂
b† = −κG

2
b̂† −

√
2N − |β|2 gâ−√

κGb̂
†
in

âout =
√
κF â+ âin.

(13)

The classical steady-state of the laser follows from de-
manding that the expectation values α, β do not evolve
in time. This gives

0 = β

(
2N − κFκG

4g2
− |β|2

)
α = − 2g

κF

√
2N − |β|2 β∗,

(14)

so the system has a lasing threshold at C ≡
8g2N/(κFκG) = 1; here C is the collective cooperativ-
ity. When C < 1, the steady-state amplitude is given by
β = 0 and the system has no macroscopic output. When
C > 1, the steady-state amplitudes are given by

|β|2 = 2N(1− C−1), |α| =
√
κG/κF |β|, (15)

implying that the laser emits a mean photon flux
|αout|

2
= 2NκG(1− C−1).

Fluctuations on top of the steady-state flux can be
computed from eq. (13) by linearizing about the steady-
state in eq. (15). Fourier transforming and solving for
the output field mode fluctuations δâout gives

δâout[ω] ≈ −i
δâin[ω] + δb̂†in[ω]

(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )ω
(16)

This expression is approximated for frequency detunings
small about resonance, which is the regime relevant for
determining the linewidth of the output. The spectrum
of the oscillator’s output amplitude and phase quadrature
fluctuations then follow:

S̄out
xx =

S̄a
xx ± 2S̄ab

xx + S̄b
xx

[(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )ω]2
, (17)
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where all spectra should be evaluated at the frequency
Ω0 + ω and x ∈ q, p is the amplitude or phase quadra-

ture, related to the lowering operator by q̂ ≡ (â†+ â)/
√
2

and p̂ ≡ i(â† − â)/
√
2; here, the ± signs correspond to

q, p. In particular, the spectrum of phase fluctuations
gives the linewidth; assuming the electromagnetic and
atomic incident modes are in thermal states, the oscilla-
tor’s linewidth is

Γ =
ℏΩ0

2P

1 + 2nth

(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )2
(18)

where n̄th is the average thermal population of the atomic

and field sub-systems, and P = ℏΩ|αout|
2
is the mean

output power. Comparing eq. (18) with eq. (11), we see
that the super-radiant laser saturates the “bad-cavity”
Schawlow-Townes linewidth limit.

Quantum-enhanced super-radiant laser. A super-
radiant laser without quantum-engineered inputs and
outputs has a linewidth limited by eq. (18). As appar-
ent from eq. (17), the linewidth of a super-radiant laser
can be suppressed beyond the Schawlow-Townes limit by
either squeezing the atomic and/or cavity field, or cor-

relating the in-coupled noise modes âin and b̂in. While
the optical mode âin represents a single spatial mode,
defined by the cavity, and can be readily squeezed, the

mode b̂in represents the collection of all spatial modes the
atoms emit photons into besides the cavity mode. This
huge collection of modes cannot be readily squeezed with
existing technology.

Instead, we consider directly squeezing the collective
atomic excitation [32–39]. This can be modeled by
adding a spin squeezing term to the interaction Hamilto-
nian, which can either take the form of a one-axis twisting
interaction ℏχ1(Ŝx − Ŝy)

2 [32, 33, 40, 41], or a two-axis

twisting interaction (iℏχ2/2)(Ŝ
2
− − Ŝ2

+) [39, 41–43]. In
either case, after making the Holstein-Primakoff approx-
imation the interaction Hamiltonian in the rotating frame
is

Ĥint = iℏ
√
2N g

(
âb̂− â†b̂†

)
+ iℏNχ

(
b̂2 − b̂†2

)
. (19)

Here χ is either χ1,2 depending on whether the interac-
tion is one or two-axis twisting.

Proceeding as in the case of a conventional super-
radiant laser, we find that the system has a lasing thresh-
old when C = (1 + s)−1, where s ≡ κFχ/(2g

2) is a
dimensionless factor characterizing the strength of the
spin-squeezing interaction [44]. As before, we linearize
about the mean-field values in order to find the spectra
of the oscillators’ quantum fluctuations. The crucial up-
shot of the result is that, in contrast to the case with
no spin squeezing, we now have an asymmetry between
the amplitude and phase quadratures. In the simple case
of Fourier frequencies close to resonance and when spin-
squeezing is weak (see Appendix A for exact expressions),
the output amplitude and phase quadratures are given by

δq̂outa [ω] = −i
δq̂ina [ω]− δq̂inb [ω]

(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )ω
, (20)

-5 0 5
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108

FIG. 2. The phase quadrature spectra for super-radiant
lasers. All curves take κF = κG. The “Schawlow-Townes”
curve plots the generalized Schawlow-Townes limit for such an
oscillator, and the “squeezed modes” curve plots the bound
for an oscillator with highly squeezed vacuum light injected
into its input/output coupler. The “Spin squeezing” curve
plots the spectra for a spin-squeezed super-radiant laser with
the spin-squeezing factor s|C − 2| = 0.002.

δp̂outa [ω] =
δp̂ina [ω] + δp̂inb [ω]

s(C − 2)κF + i(κ−1
F + κ−1

G )ω
. (21)

Notably, the transfer function in this expression no longer
has a pole at ω = 0, allowing the phase-quadrature
fluctuations to be substantially reduced below the gen-
eralized Schawlow-Townes limit. From eq. (21), the
linewidth of the spin-squeezed super-radiant laser’s out-
put is given by (see Appendix B for details)

Γ ≈ ΓGST

[
1−

(
ΓGST

γs2

)−1

tan−1

(
ΓGST

γs2

)]1/2

, (22)

where γ = [4 ln(2)/π2](2−C)2/(κ−1
F +κ−1

G ) characterizes
the linewidth reduction due to spin-squeezing. Clearly,
the linewidth narrows as the level of spin-squeezing in-
creases.
Figure 2 shows the spectra of several types of quantum-

engineered super-radiant lasers. Without quantum en-
hancement, these lasers’ phase quadrature fluctuations
are limited by the generalized Schawlow-Townes limit.
This limit can be evaded by injecting squeezed light
into the device’s input/output coupler, however, such
improvement is limited to at most a halving of the fre-
quency noise. Further improvement requires modifying
the system’s underlying dynamics, for example by spin-
squeezing the atomic excitation that produces gain.
Conclusion. We derived a generalized Schawlow-

Townes limit, applicable to feedback oscillators that op-
erate in the “good” or “bad” cavity regimes, including,
but not limited to, lasers and masers. This limit is a con-
sequence of necessary consistency conditions — arising
from causality and quantum mechanics — that any feed-
back oscillator must obey. Having identified the quantum
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origins of this bound, we find that it is not a fundamen-
tal limit, but a standard quantum limit (SQL). A super-
radiant laser can in principle saturate this SQL, and op-
erate at the generalized Schawlow-Townes limit. Appro-
priate quantum engineering can evade the SQL; in the
case of a super-radiant laser, it can be evaded by atomic
spin squeezing. Given the promise of “bad” cavity lasers,

and in particular super-radiant lasers, as an avenue for
realizing local oscillators that are not limited by techni-
cal noises, our results establish fundamental benchmarks
to gauge their performance against, and a route for their
continued improvement beyond the standard quantum
limit.
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Appendix A: Details of a Super-Radiant Laser with
Spin Squeezing

From the Hamiltonian in eq. (19), we find that the
equations of motion for a spin-squeezed super-radiant
laser are given by

∂tâ =− κF

2
â−

√
2N − |β|2 gb̂† −√

κFâin

∂tb̂
† =− κG

2
b̂† −

√
2N − |β|2 gâ

+ 2χ
(
N − |β|2

)
b̂−√

κGb̂in

âout =
√
κF â+ âin.

(A1)

Assuming β ∈ R such that the macroscopic field is
aligned with the oscillator’s amplitude quadrature [45],
and making the Holstein-Primakoff approximation that
|β|2 ≪ N , we find that the steady-state mean-field am-
plitudes are the solutions to the equations

α = − 2g

κF

√
2N − |β|2β

0 = β
[
2N

(
1 + s− C−1

)
− (1 + 2s) |β|2

]
.

(A2)

We note that these equations reduce to eq. (14) in the
case that χ = 0 and there is no two-axis twisting interac-
tion. We see that as before, the system has a lasing tran-
sition below which β = 0 and the system has no mean
output and above which the system has a macroscopic
output given by

|β|2 = 2N
1 + s− C−1

1 + 2s

|α| =

√
κG(1 + sC)

κF(1 + 2s)
|β|.

(A3)

As expected, these equations reduce to eq. (15) in the
absence of a two-axis twisting interaction.
Using eq. (A3), eq. (A1) tells us that the system’s

quantum fluctuations are governed by

∂t δâ =− κF

2
δâ−

√
2N g

√
s+ C−1

1 + 2s
δb̂† −√

κFδâin

∂t δb̂
† =− κG

2
δb̂† −

√
2N g

√
s+ C−1

1 + 2s
δâ

+
κGs(2− C)

2(1 + 2s)
δb̂−√

κG δb̂†in

δâout =
√
κF δâ+ δâin.

(A4)

We emphasize that we have used the Holstein-Primakoff
approximation here to neglect fluctuation terms in-

side the quantity
√
2N − b̂†b̂ and replace this with√

2N − |β|2. As a result, these equations are only valid
for |β|2 ≪ 2N . Defining the amplitude and phase

quadratures for mode i as q̂i ≡ (â†i + âi)/
√
2 and p̂i ≡

i(â†i − â†i )/
√
2, Fourier transforming, we find that the os-

cillator’s output amplitude quadrature is given by

δq̂outa [ω] =
−iκFκG (1 + Cs)

(κF(1 + 2s) + κG(1 + Cs))ω
δq̂ina [ω]

+
iκFκG(1 + 2s)

√
(1 + 2s)(1 + Cs)

(κF(1 + 2s) + κG(1 + Cs))ω
δq̂inb [ω]

(A5)

As in the main text, we have neglected non-leading terms
in ω since we are primarily interested in the oscillator’s
noise near resonance. Similarly, the oscillator’s output
phase quadrature is given by

δp̂outa [ω] =
(1 + 2s)κFκG + iω(1 + (4− C)sκG)

iω(κF + κG) + s((C − 2)κFκG + 2iκFω − i(C − 4)κGω)
δp̂ina [ω]

+
(1 + 2s)

√
1+Cs
1+2s κFκG

iω(κF + κG) + s((C − 2)κFκG + 2iκFω − i(C − 4)κGω)
δp̂inb [ω],

(A6)

where we have neglected quadratic terms in ω.

Assuming that χ and ω are both small parameters, we
can simplify the preceding equations to

δq̂outa [ω] =
−iκFκG

(κF + κG)ω

(
δq̂ina [ω]− δq̂inb [ω]

)
δp̂outa [ω] =

κFκG

(
δp̂ina [ω] + δp̂inb [ω]

)
s(C − 2)κFκG + iω(κF + κG)

.

(A7)

Appendix B: The Linewidth of a Super-Radiant
Laser with Spin Squeezing

For an oscillator with a flat frequency noise spectrum,
the linewidth is given in terms of the frequency noise
spectrum by Γ = S̄φ̇φ̇/(2π) [46]. For an oscillator with a
frequency noise spectrum that varies with the frequency
offset from resonance, the relation between the frequency
spectrum and linewidth is generally more complicated,
but is given approximately by [46]

Γ =
√

8 ln(2)A, (B1)
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where

A :=

∫ Ωcut

0

ω2

4π2|α|2
S̄out
pp [ω]

dω

2π
(B2)

and Ωcut is determined by

16 ln(2)|α|2

πΩcut

= S̄out
pp [Ωcut]. (B3)

To arrive at a relatively simple expression for the
linewidth, we assume that the amount of spin-squeezing
is sufficiently small that we can approximate S̄out

pp [Ωcut]

by S̄out
pp [Ωcut]|s=0 in eq. (B3). Making this approximation

and evaluating the integral in eq. (B2) using S̄out
pp [ω] from

eq. (A7), we find

Γ ≈

√
Γ2
GST − γΓGSTs

2 tan−1

(
ΓGST

γs2

)
, (B4)

where

γ :=
4 ln(2)(C − 2)2κFκG

π2(κF + κG)
(B5)

characterizes the linewidth reduction due to the spin-
squeezing interaction. As expected, the linewidth reduces
to the Schawlow-Townes linewidth in the absence of a
spin squeezing interaction, i.e. for s = 0.
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