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Spin squeezing has been explored in atomic systems as a tool for quantum sensing, improving
experimental sensitivity beyond the spin standard quantum limit for certain measurements. To op-
timize absolute metrological sensitivity, it is beneficial to consider macroscopic spin ensembles, such
as nuclear spins in solids and liquids. Coupling a macroscopic spin ensemble to a parametrically-
modulated resonant circuit can create collective spin squeezing by generating spin correlations me-
diated by the circuit. We analyze the squeezing dynamics in the presence of decoherence and finite
spin polarization, showing that achieving 7 dB spin squeezing is feasible in several nuclear spin sys-
tems. The metrological benefit of squeezing a macroscopic spin ensemble lies in the suppression of
technical noise sources in the spin detection system relative to the spin projection noise. This ex-
pands the experimental sensitivity bandwidth when searching for signals of unknown frequency and
can improve the resonant signal-to-noise ratio. Squeezing macroscopic spin ensembles may prove
to be a useful technique for fundamental physics experiments aimed at detecting spin interactions
with oscillating background fields, such as ultralight dark matter.

I. INTRODUCTION

The tools of quantum science have found applications
in a variety of precision experiments, including the use
of non-classical states of light in gravitational wave de-
tectors, spin squeezed states in atomic clocks, squeezed
microwave states in searches for axion dark matter and in
electron paramagnetic resonance [1–7]. The present work
focuses on experiments with ensembles of spin qubits.
Because the signals detected from such ensembles usu-
ally scale with the number of spins N , precision exper-
iments often seek to maximize the ensemble size [8–10].
A fundamental limit to the sensitivity of such experi-
ments is the spin projection noise, leading to the spin
standard quantum limit (SQL) that scales as 1/

√
N [11].

Several experimental platforms have achieved the sensi-
tivity sufficient to reach the spin projection noise limit,
including ultracold atoms, atomic vapor cells, color cen-
ters in solids, and inductively-detected nuclear magnetic
resonance (NMR) [12–15].

Several approaches have been suggested to surpass the
SQL in spin-based measurements. The SQL is valid for
an ensemble of uncorrelated spins and can be evaded by
creating spin correlations. Examples include GHZ states
that acquire a quantum phase faster than uncorrelated
spins [16–18] and squeezed states that have reduced spin
noise along a particular projection [19, 20]. Notably, spin
correlations do not have to be quantum: a ferromagnetic
gyroscope, whose angular momentum is dominated by
atomic spins, can evade the SQL, as well as the energy
resolution limit [21, 22].

Squeezed spin states in particular have been explored
in several platforms, especially cold atom and atomic va-
por systems, where the spin projection noise has been
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squeezed by up to a factor of 100 [2, 7, 23–27]. However,
atomic experiments have so far been limited to meso-
scopic ensembles of up to 1010 atoms, with the notable
exception of proposed experiments with 3He atoms in
vapor cells [28]. Such relatively small systems are im-
portant for applications such as high-spatial-resolution
sensors and fundamental physics experiments that use
radioactive atoms and molecules [29]. But their absolute
metrological sensitivity, defined, for example, as the an-
gular variance of the collective spin, is limited, even if
improvement beyond the SQL is achieved. Experiments
that use NMR of solids and liquids have considerable
sensitivity potential, by virtue of making measurements
on macroscopic spin ensembles, with N on the order of
a mole [30–32]. Let us note that realizing this poten-
tial requires significant technical effort, since reaching the
SQL-limited sensitivity necessitates suppression of ther-
mal and technical noise below this level, which becomes
more difficult for large N [33]. It is also important to
achieve large spin ensemble polarization, which often re-
quires hyperpolarization techniques [34].

In the present work we focus on macroscopic ensem-
bles of nuclear spins and explore how spin squeezing can
be used to maximize their metrological potential. As
a macroscopic NMR experiment approaches the SQL-
limited sensitivity and exhausts the means of increasing
the signal with classical techniques, we explore how the
tools of quantum science can be leveraged to improve
the experiment further. Previously, the NMR platform
has been used to simulate spin squeezing using inter-
nal states of molecules and nuclei [35–37]. Techniques
for squeezing nuclear spins have been proposed in quan-
tum dots [38, 39] and vapor cells filled with gaseous
3He [28, 40]. We analyze the method of creating spin-
squeezed states in a macroscopic ensemble of nuclear
spins, inductively coupled to a resonant radiofrequency
(RF) circuit. Our approach is inspired by stroboscopic
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quantum non-demolition techniques that have achieved
squeezing in atomic and optomechanical systems [25, 41].
We determine the technical requirements to create sig-
nificant squeezing and show that it is feasible to achieve
≈ 7 dB of squeezing for several nuclear spin systems.

For sensing schemes such as Ramsey spectroscopy, spin
squeezing cannot significantly improve the sensitivity of
an optimized experiment limited by Markovian spin de-
coherence [14, 42–44]. It is therefore necessary to de-
termine what measurements can benefit from squeezing.
We focus on steady-state continuous-wave (CW) NMR
experiments sensing a weak oscillating field, such as that
created by ultralight wave-like dark matter interacting
with the spin ensemble [45]. We show how spin ampli-
fication can improve the sensitivity of such experiments
limited by technical noise sources, and how squeezing can
improve the sensitivity bandwidth of experiments even if
they are limited by quantum spin projection noise. Such
approaches have been previously analyzed in the context
of magnetometry and cavity QED [46–52]. For squeezed
modes of the electromagnetic field, analogous approaches
have been used in a search for the electromagnetic inter-
action of axion dark matter [53, 54]. Our analysis is
motivated by fundamental physics experiments aimed at
detecting spin interactions with oscillating background
fields, such as the Cosmic Axion Spin Precession Experi-
ment (CASPEr) [32]. The CASPEr-e and CASPEr-g ex-
periments use precision magnetic resonance with macro-
scopic nuclear spin ensembles in solids and liquids to
search for the EDM and the gradient interactions of ax-
ion dark matter [55, 56]. Implementing spin squeezing in
these experiments could significantly enhance their po-
tential for discovery.

II. CREATING SQUEEZING IN NMR

Motivated by precision experiments with macroscopic
nuclear spin ensembles in solids and liquids, we note that
the relevant magnetic resonance frequencies are in the
radiofrequency (RF) range. Therefore we consider a res-
onant RF circuit that consists of a capacitor C and a
solenoidal inductor L, with the number of turns η, radius
r, and length 2r, Fig. 1. The resonant angular frequency
of the circuit is given by ωc = 1/

√
LC and the circuit

quality factor is Q = ωc/κ, where κ is the rate of energy
dissipation due to effective circuit resistance. The circuit
electromagnetic field mode can be quantized in the usual
way [57], by writing the hamiltonian

Hc = LI2/2 + Q2/2C, (1)

where the circuit current I and capacitor charge C can
be expressed in terms of photon creation and annihilation

FIG. 1: Setup schematic that shows a macroscopic spin
ensemble, inductively coupled to a resonant circuit.

Spin-spin correlations are created by photon emission
and absorption terms â†S− and âS+, indicated by wavy

dashed blue lines.

operators â† and â:

I =
√

ℏωc

2L
(â† + â),

Q = i

√
ℏωcC

2 (â† − â). (2)

The circuit hamiltonian then becomes

Hc = ℏωc

(
â†â + 1

2

)
. (3)

The solenoidal coil is filled with the cylindrical sam-
ple that hosts a paramagnetic ensemble of N nuclear
spins, each with gyromagnetic ratio γ and spin 1/2. The
collective spin is given by S =

∑
j σj , where the sum

is over all the spins σj in the ensemble. A bias mag-
netic field B0, along the z-axis, sets the spin Larmor
frequency ωs = γB0, which is tuned close to resonance
with the circuit. The solenoid axis is aligned with the
x-axis. A current I in the circuit produces a magnetic
field Bx ≈ µ0ηI/(2r) inside the solenoid. This magnetic
field produces the interaction between the circuit and the
spin ensemble:

H ′ = ℏγBxSx/2 = ℏg(â† + â)(S+ + S−), (4)

where S+ and S− are the collective spin raising and low-
ering operators, and we introduced the single-spin cou-
pling constant g. We are also assuming spin interaction
with the co-rotating component of the oscillating field
Bx. The solenoid coil has equal length and diameter,
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thus we approximate its inductance as L ≈ µ0η2r. Then
the single-spin coupling constant is given by

g = γ

4r

√
µ0ℏωc

2r
. (5)

Let us write out the total lab-frame system Hamilto-
nian of the coupled spin-circuit system:

Hlab/ℏ = ωsSz + ωcâ†â + g(â† + â)(S+ + S−) (6)

This is the Dicke model, often used in cavity and circuit
QED [58]. Table I lists numerical estimates for the single-
spin coupling constant g for three nuclear spin systems,
assuming r = 3 mm and ωc/2π = 30 MHz. We see that
the values are small and may appear negligible. Never-
theless, squeezing is a collective effect and the effective
coupling strength is greatly enhanced.

A. Spin squeezing by modulating the circuit
coupling

There are several approaches one can pursue to cre-
ate spin-squeezed states using the coupled spin-circuit
system described in the previous section. For example,
squeezing can be created via feedback, by amplifying and
feeding back the resonant circuit current to the spin en-
semble [23, 59]. In this work, we focus on the scheme
that achieves spin squeezing by modulating the coupling
between the circuit and the spin ensemble. In an exper-
iment, this can be realized by using a broadband trans-
former between the resonant circuit and the spin sample,
and modulating the mutual inductance coupling of this
transformer by driving its core between superconducting
and normal states. The transformer can have counter-
wound coils, allowing a change of the sign of the effective
coupling. The experimental details are beyond the scope
of the present work, but experimental realizations are
being explored in our laboratory.

Let us analyze the Hamiltonian in Eq. (6), allowing
the spin-circuit detuning ∆ ≡ ωc − ωs and coupling g to
vary with time. We choose their time dependence to be
periodic and write them in terms of the Fourier series:

∆(t) =
∞∑

l=−∞

∆neilωst (7)

g(t) =
∞∑

l=−∞

gneilωst, (8)

where ∆l and gl are the Fourier components.
We first consider the case where both ∆ = ∆0 and

g = g0 are constant. Transforming to the frame rotating
at frequency ωs and performing a high-frequency Magnus
expansion in the dominant Larmor term with strength

ωs, the effective rotating frame Hamiltonian is:

Hrot/ℏ = ∆0â†â + g0(â†S− + âS+) + ..., (9)

where we have omitted higher-order terms which are sup-
pressed by powers of the parameter ∆0/ωs. Since the pa-
rameters are constant, this is equivalent to the rotating
wave approximation.

Consider the second term in Eq. (9). It describes emis-
sion or absorption of a resonator photon, accompanied
by a spin flip. Let us tune the system to the disper-
sive regime, where the detuning between the spin and
the circuit is large compared to the collective coupling:
∆0 ≫ g0

√
Nn̄, where n̄ = ⟨a†a⟩ is the mean number of

photons in the circuit. The spin energy shift is then given
by second-order perturbation theory that describes the
subsequent emission and absorption of a cavity photon.
This energy shift can be estimated as follows. Starting
with the initial resonator photon population n, we have
to add two terms. (1) A photon is first emitted into the
resonator, and then re-absorbed; the spin energy shift is
≈ −g2

0(n + 1)S+S−/∆0. (2) A photon is first absorbed
from the resonator, and then re-emitted; the spin energy
shift is ≈ −g2

0nS−S+/(−∆0). Adding these two terms
and dropping the term proportional to Sz, which can
be absorbed into the detuning, we obtain the following
rotating-frame effective spin Hamiltonian:

Hz/ℏ = − g2
0

∆0
S2

z . (10)

Let us note that the number n of photons in the resonator
does not enter the effective coupling, due to the interfer-
ence between the virtual photon emission and absorption.
The derivation of this result is given in Appendix A.

This is the one-axis-twist (OAT) Hamiltonian that cre-
ates a squeezed state if the collective spin is initialized
in the xy-plane. The resulting dynamics have been thor-
oughly studied theoretically and experimentally in cold-
atom platforms [19, 27, 60, 61]. Our squeezing mecha-
nism is equivalent to that of vacuum squeezing in atomic
systems [62], which can be understood via the schematic
in Fig. 1. Due to the detuning ∆, exchanging a single
excitation between the spin and the circuit via a†S− or
aS+ does not conserve energy and is suppressed. How-
ever, the process can maintain energy conservation if it
occurs in pairs where the spins emit a photon to the cir-
cuit while the circuit simultaneously emits a photon back
to the spins. Thus, in second-order perturbation theory,
the circuit mediates effective spin-spin interactions which
lead to squeezing.

Let us estimate the numerical magnitude of the effec-
tive coupling for an ensemble of 1H nuclear spins. If we
choose ∆0/2π = 3 MHz, then g2

0/∆0 ≈ 2π × 10−17 Hz.
This appears to be hopelessly small. However, be-
cause Hamiltonian in Eq. (10) contains the factor S2

z ,
its strength is collectively enhanced. The exact details
depend on the spin state, but the effective enhancement
factor is on order of the number of spins in the ensem-
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ble, N ≈ 1022. Suppose the expectation value of the
collective spin vector is in the transverse xy-plane, so
that the only z-component is the spin projection noise
Sz ≈

√
N . Then the magnitude of the spin Hamiltonian

is Ng2
0/∆0 ≈ 2π × 105 Hz, which is larger than the rel-

evant decoherence rates, as discussed below. Therefore
spin squeezing can be created in this way.

In a macroscopic NMR experiment, the spin ensem-
ble is initially prepared with the collective spin along the
z-axis. In order to use the Hamiltonian in Eq. (10) to cre-
ate spin squeezing, one has to apply a π/2 pulse to rotate
the spins to the x-axis, let them evolve under the OAT
Hamiltonian, and then apply additional pulses to reori-
ent the spin ensemble for readout [27]. However, there
are technical reasons that make this scheme difficult to
realize in practice. Pulse imperfections can create errors
in the manipulation of the collective spin. Spin ensem-
ble decoherence, while the collective spin is in the trans-
verse plane, negates any advantage gained by squeezing,
especially if spin polarization is lost and needs to be re-
stored via slow thermal relaxation or hyperpolarization.
Therefore in the next section we consider an alternative
spin-squeezing scheme, that never tilts the collective spin
vector into the transverse plane.

B. Squeezing in the x-y plane

Several magnetic resonance-based searches for new
fundamental physics, such as CASPEr, operate by
preparing the collective spin along the z-axis and search-
ing for small collective spin tilts due to new interac-
tions [32]. To create spin squeezing in such a setup, we
aim to create the S2

x squeezing Hamiltonian, which allows
for squeezing of the collective spin without exposing the
spin ensemble to pulses or decoherence in the transverse
plane. We can create this Hamiltonian by modulating
the coupling between the resonant circuit and the spin
ensemble at twice the Larmor frequency.

Let us consider the modulation scheme with the time-
variation of the coupling g(t) = g(1 + 2 cos 2ωst), so that
g0 = g2 = g in Eq. (8). Once again we perform the Mag-
nus expansion of Eq. (6) and neglect terms suppressed by
the parameter ∆0/ωs. The rotating frame Hamiltonian
becomes:

Hrot/ℏ = ∆0a†a + g(a† + a)(S+ + S−) (11)
= ∆0a†a + 2g(a† + a)Sx. (12)

Note that only the average detuning, ∆0, appears at the
lowest order, so that effects due to detuning variation
(which could occur as g is modulated) are suppressed.

We once again tune the system to the dispersive regime
∆0 ≫ g

√
Nn̄ and use second-order perturbation theory

to obtain the rotating frame spin Hamiltonian:

Hx/ℏ = −4g2

∆0
S2

x = −geS2
x, (13)

where we defined the effective spin coupling ge = 4g2/∆0.
The detailed derivation of the effective Hamiltonian (13),
based on the Schrieffer–Wolff transformation, can be
found in Appendix A.

The OAT Hamiltonian in Eq. (13) creates spin squeez-
ing in the xy plane, for the collective spin state initially
oriented along the z-axis. Let us note that the rotating-
frame Hamiltonian in Eq. (11) has the same form as the
lab-frame Hamiltonian in Eq. (6). The difference is the
Larmor term which, in the lab frame, rotates the collec-
tive spin much faster than squeezing can be generated
and thus averages it away. By modulating the coupling
at twice the Larmor frequency, we ensure that the spin
squeezing is not averaged away, but can instead be gen-
erated in the rotating frame. Similar methods have been
demonstrated in atomic systems [25].

In an experimental implementation, it may be diffi-
cult to achieve the exact coupling modulation function
g(t) = g(1 + 2 cos 2ωst). The modulation scheme that
may be easier to implement consists of the square-wave
modulation, with the coupling switching between two dis-
crete values with a tunable duty cycle. This suppresses
the effective coupling strength ge by a factor of order
unity, as shown in appendix B.

III. SQUEEZING DYNAMICS

The OAT Hamiltonian in Eq. (13) can create spin
squeezing for the collective spin oriented along the z-
axis. The squeezing parameter ξ2 quantifies the degree
of squeezing by relating the minimum squeezed spin vari-
ance to the spin projection noise of the coherent spin
state. Several squeezing parameters can be defined [43].
Let us use the Kitagawa and Ueda parameter

ξ2 = ∆2S⊥,min

N/4 , (14)

where ∆2S⊥,min is the minimal variance in the direction
perpendicular to the collective spin [19, 43, 61].

Let us first consider an experiment that begins with
the spin ensemble initialized in the Sz = N/2 eigen-
state. The modulation g(t) is switched on at time t = 0,
implementing the OAT Hamiltonian in Eq. (13). The
evolution of the squeezing parameter with time is well-
known [19, 61, 63]. For an intuitive understanding of
spin evolution, we can approximate it as if the spin ex-
periences a magnetic field with magnitude on the order
of ge

√
N along the x-direction. As usual with one-axis

twisting, the spin vectors with initial Sx components
of opposite sign evolve in opposite directions in the z-
y plane. After time t > 1/geN the y-projection evolves
by the angle with magnitude θ ≈ ge

√
Nt. The maximum

transverse spin component is then ∆Smax ≈ getN3/2.
By the Heisnberg uncertainty principle, the minimum
transverse component is ∆Smin ≈ 1/get

√
N . We sub-

stitute into Eq. (14) to obtain the initial squeezing evo-
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lution term of order 1/(Nget)2. The full time evolution
of ξ2 under the OAT Hamiltonian for t > 1/geN is given
by [19]

ξ2 ≈ 1
(Nget)2 + 1

6N2(get)4. (15)

The second term is the so-called over-squeezing term
that is due to the spin state wrapping around the Bloch
sphere. In practice, noise and decoherence limit squeez-
ing long before this oversqueezing term does, and we con-
sider them in the following sections.

A. Spin polarization

As we consider the technical requirements for achieving
spin squeezing in a macroscopic NMR setup, let us first
address the issue of spin polarization. The key advantage
of atomic quantum optics experiments is the high-fidelity
quantum state preparation of atomic ensembles, enabled
by optical pumping. Such near-unity state preparation fi-
delities are not available in macroscopic ensembles of nu-
clear spin qubits. If nuclear spins are thermally polarized
in an applied magnetic field, polarization of order 1% is
possible. Hyperpolarization techniques can improve this
to tens of percent [34, 64].

Let us consider the same experiment as in the previous
section, but the spin ensemble is initialized in a mixed
state with polarization fraction p. In Appendix E we
show that the OAT evolution of the squeezing parameter
is given by

ξ2 ≈ 1
(pNget)2 + 1

6N2(get)4. (16)

We see that the buildup of squeezing is slowed down, as
if instead of N spins we have pN spins. The spin projec-
tion noise, however, is independent of spin polarization.
We note that using the Wineland squeezing parameter
would add factors of 1/p2, however the metrological im-
plications, discussed in Sec. IV, would be unchanged [38].

B. Spin decoherence

We consider the CW NMR scheme, with the collective
spin staying close to the z-axis, which avoids having to
apply error-prone pulses, as discussed in Sec. II A. The
tradeoff is the lack of possibility to refocus spin evolution
due to fluctuating and inhomogeneous magnetic fields, or,
possibly, dipolar interactions. The exact nature of spin
decoherence depends on the environment of the chosen
spin ensemble. Non-Markovian dephasing is less destruc-
tive for metrology with entangled states [44, 65]. Nev-
ertheless, here we conservatively assume the worst-case
scenario of intrinsic spin dephasing caused by uncorre-
lated Markovian noise.

In Appendix D we show that, given an uncorrelated
spin dephasing rate γs, the squeezing parameter degrades
at the rate 2γs. The intuition is that spin squeezing is a
minimal form of entanglement, that consists of pairwise
correlations between spins [43, 66]. If the expectation of
each spin operator decays at the rate γs, then pairwise
spin correlations decay at the rate 2γs [62, 67]. This is
in contrast to highly entangled states, such as the GHZ
state involving N -qubit correlations, whose decay rate
scales as Nγs [68].

C. Circuit backaction

The final source of dephasing that we consider is due
to the backaction of the resonant circuit on the collective
spin. The thermal Johnson-Nyquist noise, sourced by
the dissipative elements in the resonant circuit, creates
magnetic field fluctuations in the inductor that couples
the circuit to the spin ensemble. We assume that read-
out is performed by a weakly-coupled detector, such as
a SQUID, so that the detector backaction is negligible,
compared to the circuit thermal noise.

The interaction between the spin ensemble and the cir-
cuit is described by Eq. (11). If the mean thermal popu-
lation of the circuit is

n̄ ≈ kBT/ℏωc ≫ 1, (17)

then the spin ensemble experiences a fluctuating mag-
netic field with magnitude g

√
n̄, correlation time 1/κ =

Q/ωc, and detuning ∆0 from the spin Larmor frequency.
Here T is the circuit temperature and kB is the Boltz-
mann constant. The random phase acquired by the col-
lective spin in a single correlation time 1/κ is of order
(g

√
n̄/κ)(κ/∆0) = (g

√
n̄/∆0). Therefore the spin de-

phasing rate γc due to the circuit backaction is approxi-
mately given by (g

√
n̄/∆0)

√
κ/γc ≈ 1, resulting in

γc ≈ g2n̄κ

∆2
0

. (18)

A more rigorous theoretical treatment models the dis-
sipation in the circuit at finite temperature as a gener-
alized amplitude damping channel (GADC), which can
be shown by adiabatic elimination of the cavity to lead
to an effective GADC on the collective spin with rates
g2κ(n̄ + 1)/∆2

0 and g2κn̄/∆2
0 for emission and absorp-

tion respectively [69]. Because the coupling is modulated,
the exact behavior of the noise is complicated. However,
since the modulation is periodic with a frequency much
greater than the decay rate, 2ωs ≫ γc we can replace
the oscillating noise strength with an effectively constant
value at its average, γc ≈ γ̄c, so that the circuit noise
rate is given approximately by γ̄c ≈ 0.5g2κn̄/∆2

0. This
agrees with Eq. (18) up to a numerical constant.

For short times t ≪ 1/γc we can use the collec-
tive spin random walk model to estimate the growth of



6

FIG. 2: Projection of the collective spin on the transverse plane. (a) The collective spin is initialized along the
z-axis. The spread in the transverse spin components is the spin projection noise. (b) Transverse collective spin

projection, after evolution under the OAT Hamiltonian, to achieve 10 dB of spin squeezing, with no spin
decoherence. (c) Transverse collective spin projection, after evolution under the OAT Hamiltonian, in the presence

of spin decoherence. The optimal evolution time is given by Eq. (21), corresponding to 7 dB of spin squeezing.

Parameter 1H 207Pb 3He
γ/2π (MHz/T) 42.6 9.03 -32.4

N 3 × 1021 5 × 1020 1019

g/2π (Hz) 5 × 10−5 10−5 3 × 10−5

∆0/2π (Hz) 3 × 106 3 × 105 3 × 105

pNge/2π (Hz) 2 × 104 1500 500
γs/2π (Hz) 1000 100 10

4p2Nγc/2π (Hz) 80 50 20
to (µs) 15 200 700

ξo 0.2 0.2 0.2

TABLE I: Numerical estimates for the optimal
squeezing achievable in three macroscopic nuclear spin

ensembles. We assume the RF circuit resonance
frequency ωc/2π = 30 MHz, spin polarization p = 0.1,

and circuit quality factor Q = 104.

the variance of the transverse spin projection: ∆2S⊥ ≈
(pNg

√
n̄/∆0)2κt ≈ p2N2γct. Thus the squeezing param-

eter degrades at the rate 4p2Nγc.

D. Optimal squeezing

Let us put together the dominant contributions to the
squeezing dynamics under the OAT Hamiltonian:

ξ2 ≈ 1
(pNget)2 + (4p2Nγc + 2γs)t, (19)

where we neglected the over-squeezing term. Up to nu-
merical factors of order unity, this is consistent with re-

sults for squeezing in atomic systems [62, 67]. At short
times the collective spin is squeezed, but at long times
the decoherence mechanisms introduce noise into the col-
lective spin, and the squeezing is degraded. The optimal
squeezing time to minimizes the squeezing parameter at
the minimum value ξo:

ξo ≈
(

4p2Nγc + 2γs

pNge

)2/3

(20)

to ≈
(

1
pNge

)2/3( 1
4p2Nγc + 2γs

)1/3
, (21)

where we dropped factors of order unity.

Table I shows experimentally-relevant parameters that
were chosen for numerical estimates of the optimal
squeezing achievable in three macroscopic nuclear spin
ensembles. Estimates show that it is feasible to achieve
7 dB of squeezing in several macroscopic NMR systems.
Let us note that for solid samples with 1H and 207Pb
nuclei, spin decoherence is dominated by the intrinsic
relaxation γs, due, for example, to dipolar interactions.
For the gaseous 3He sample, however, the intrinsic spin
linewidth is much narrower, due to dipolar averaging,
and the collective spin decoherence is dominated by the
coupling to the RF circuit. Figure 2 shows the results
of a simulation of the evolution of the collective spin
under the action of the OAT Hamiltonian in Eq. (13),
with the parameters chosen so that the optimal squeez-
ing is 7 dB. Transverse spin relaxation is modeled as a
uniformly-distributed stochastic rotation angle of each
spin in the ensemble. Inhomogeneous broadening of spin
couplings does not present an obstacle to squeezing, as
shown in Appendix C. We also note that on these time
scales squeezing does not reduce spin polarization frac-
tion p.
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FIG. 3: Evolution of the collective spin under the OAT Hamitonian and a tilt due to a hypothetical background
field. (a) The collective spin is displaced from the z-axis by a small angle proportional to Rabi frequency Ω1. (b)
Transverse collective spin projection, after evolution under the weak drive Ω1 and the OAT Hamiltonian, with no
spin decoherence. Squeezing amplifies the transverse spin component and the spin projection noise. (c) Transverse

collective spin projection, after evolution under the weak drive Ω1 and the OAT Hamiltonian, in the presence of spin
decoherence. The evolution time is to, given by Eq. (21), corresponding to 7 dB of spin squeezing.

IV. METROLOGICAL GAIN DUE TO
SQUEEZING

We have argued that a squeezed state can be generated
in a macroscopic ensemble of nuclear spins, but it does
not necessarily follow that squeezing is metrologically
useful for improving the sensitivity of an experiment. For
example, it has been argued that spin squeezing does not
improve the sensitivity of an optimized Ramsey interfer-
ometer or atomic magnetometer, limited by Markovian
dephasing [42, 43, 61]. Nevertheless, we will show that,
in certain cases, spin squeezing may offer an advantage
in precision magnetic resonance experiments.

Let us return to the CASPEr CW NMR experimental
scheme, searching for a torque on the collective spin, due
to an interaction with a new background field, such as ul-
tralight dark matter [32, 55]. This interaction is quanti-
fied by a Rabi frequency Ω1. The experiment can search,
for example, for a background field that oscillates at an
unknown frequency and phase, with coherence time that
is much longer than the T2 of the spin ensemble. The
collective spin is initialized along the z-axis, and we start
with the case of no squeezing. If the Larmor frequency
is tuned near the oscillation frequency of the background
field, then the collective spin is tilted by a small angle
proportional to Ω1, Fig. 3(a). The observable is the os-
cillating transverse spin magnetization, measured, for ex-
ample, by a SQUID sensor that is inductively coupled to
a resonant RF circuit. For simplicity, we can assume that
this is a separate, weakly-coupled, receiver circuit from
the one that is used to create spin squeezing, Fig. 1.

Let us consider the readout of the SQUID sensor, re-
ferred to the power spectral density of the voltage cre-
ated in the receiver circuit. The first contribution S

(th)
V V

to this voltage is the thermal Johnson-Nyquist noise due
to the dissipative elements in the circuit. We assume

this white noise is the dominant technical noise in the
experiment. It is indicated by the horizontal dotted line
in Fig. 4(a). The voltage power spectral density created
by the spin ensemble is proportional to (S2

x + S2
y)λ(δ),

where λ is the spin lineshape factor that depends on the
detuning δ between the receiver circuit resonance and
the Larmor frequency. Here we assume that λ is Gaus-
sian and re-scale the detuning by the spin linewidth γs.
Near resonance, the spin projection noise acts as a volt-
age source, creating the second contribution S

(spn)
V V to

the voltage power spectral density, shown as the broad
dashed line in Fig. 4(a). The final contribution is the
collective spin tilt due to the interaction with the hy-
pothetical background field. The corresponding voltage
spectral density S

(1)
V V is shown by the narrow dashed line-

shape in Fig. 4(a). To illustrate a possible metrological
arrangement, we have chosen the simulation parameters
such that, on resonance, the experiment is limited by the
quantum spin projection noise, with the circuit Johnson-
Nyquist noise being a factor of 10 lower. We also set
the oscillation frequency of the hypothetical background
field at one spin linewidth away from spin resonance, and
the linewidth of the background field to one-tenth of the
spin linewidth. The blue-shaded region indicates the fre-
quency band over which the spin projection noise domi-
nates over the circuit Johnson-Nyquist noise.

Let us now consider the readout when we implement
the OAT squeezing (13), as described in Sections II,III.
The OAT spin evolution is now combined with the spin
tilt due to the new background field. The resulting
transverse projection of the collective spin is shown in
Fig. 3(b). We have chosen the same parameters as those
in Fig. 2(b), resulting in 10 dB of squeezing (in the ab-
sence of spin decoherence). In addition to the squeezing
of spin projection noise, the mean collective spin tilt angle
is amplified by the OAT evolution. Let us note, however,
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FIG. 4: Detection of spin ensemble evolution in the presence of spin tilt due to a hypothetical background field. (a)
Detected voltage power spectral density with no squeezing. The dotted horizontal line represents technical noise,

such as the thermal Johnson-Nyquist circuit noise. The broad dashed Gaussian curve represents the quantum spin
projection noise. The narrow dashed curve represents the collective spin tilt due to the hypothetical background

field. The thick solid line is the sum of the three voltage contributions. (b) Detected voltage power spectral density
with 7 dB OAT squeezing. The technical noise is unchanged, while the collective spin transverse components are

amplified. (c) The signal-to-noise ratio for detection without spin squeezing (dashed blue line) and with 7 dB OAT
squeezing (solid red line). Squeezing expands the sensitivity bandwidth and improves the on-resonance SNR.

that the corresponding component of the spin projection
noise is also amplified, along the direction from the origin
to the mean collective spin. Transverse spin relaxation is
again modeled as a uniformly-distributed stochastic rota-
tion angle of each spin in the ensemble. This smears out
the transverse components of the squeezed spin distribu-
tion, Fig. 3(c), reducing the squeezing parameter down
to 7 dB. Importantly, however, transverse spin relaxation
only affects the value of the detected voltage power spec-
tral density via the lineshape λ(δ), and does not affect
the value of (S2

x + S2
y).

The voltage power spectral density, created by the spin
ensemble, is amplified near spin resonance by a factor of
≈ 5, Fig. 4(b). Importantly, the ratio of the voltage
due to the collective spin tilt and the voltage due to the
spin projection noise, S

(1)
V V /S

(spn)
V V , remains unchanged.

However, this gain diminishes the relative importance of
the technical noise sources, such as the circuit thermal
noise S

(th)
V V , which is not amplified. It also expands the

frequency band over which the spin projection noise dom-
inates over the circuit Johnson-Nyquist noise. This band
is indicated by the pink-shaded region in Fig. 4(b).

Let us define the “signal-to-noise ratio” (SNR) as the
ratio of the background field-induced voltage spectral
density to the sum of the voltage spectral densities due
to the thermal noise and the spin projection noise, all
evaluated at the background field oscillation frequency:

SNR = S
(1)
V V

S
(spn)
V V + S

(th)
V V

. (22)

This is proportional, but not identical to the actual
signal-to-noise ratio that would be observed in an opti-
mized experiment, which would depend on other parame-
ters, such as the averaging time. Focusing on the impact

of squeezing, let us consider the following measurement
protocol: (i) prepare the squeezed state for time to, (ii)
measure the receiver circuit signal for time T2/2. We
choose the measurement time based on the assumption
that the squeezing decay is dominated by the rate 2γs

due to spin decoherence. Referring to the numerical esti-
mates listed in Tab. I, we also assume that to ≪ T2/2, so
that the squeezing preparation has a negligible impact on
the measurement duty cycle. In this case, the effective
averaging time is the same with and without squeezing.
Therefore the quantity defined in Eq. (22) captures the
metrological implications of squeezing, Fig. 4(c). We ob-
serve that squeezing (red line) broadens the band of fre-
quencies where SNR is above unity, compared to the mea-
surement without squeezing (blue dashed line). This is
related to the bandwidth gain in measurements that are
performed with entangled spin systems [42, 61, 68, 70].
In the context of ultralight dark matter searches, the ap-
proach of electromagnetic mode squeezing has been used
to accelerate a search for axion dark matter [53, 54].
Spin squeezing can be utilized in the same way: the
broader sensitivity bandwidth implies that fewer spin res-
onance tuning steps are necessary to scan over a range
of background field oscillation frequencies. Specifically,
for the parameters chosen in Fig. 4 where on resonance
S

(spn)
V V = 10S

(th)
V V , the sensitivity bandwidth is broader by

a factor of 1.36, and therefore the scan rate can be im-
proved by this factor. Let us emphasize that the exact
magnitude of the scan rate improvement depends on the
relative magnitudes of the thermal noise and the spin pro-
jection noise. If the thermal noise is relatively more sub-
stantial, say, for example, on resonance S

(spn)
V V = 2S

(th)
V V ,

then the scan rate improvement is larger – a factor of 2.5.
The ultimate gain is determined by the experimental pa-
rameters of the relevant search.

In addition to the bandwidth gain, spin squeezing am-
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plifies the collective spin tilt [46]. The spin amplification
can be understood by linearizing the spin equations of
motion under the OAT Hamiltonian in Eq. (13). Assum-
ing ⟨Sz⟩ ≈ pN/2, we obtain

dSx

dt
= 0, (23)

dSy

dt
= pNgeSx. (24)

Thus the x-component of the collective spin is mapped
to the y-component with a magnification factor on the
order of pNget. The evolution time t is limited by spin
decoherence, as discussed in Sec. III D. OAT squeezing
amplifies both the spin projection noise and the collec-
tive spin tilt due to the background field. This reduces
the impact of thermal and technical noise on the exper-
imental sensitivity, improving the SNR even when the
hypothetical background field frequency is near spin res-
onance, Fig. 4(c). This improvement depends on the level
of the broadband thermal noise S

(th)
V V , relative to the spin

projection noise S
(spn)
V V . If S

(spn)
V V ≫ S

(th)
V V , then there is

no SNR gain near spin resonance. On the other hand, if
S

(spn)
V V < S

(th)
V V , then the SNR improvement can be sub-

stantial.

V. OUTLOOK

We have shown how coupling a macroscopic spin en-
semble to a parametrically-modulated resonant circuit
can create collective spin squeezing, by creating spin cor-
relations, mediated by the circuit. These correlations
can persist, despite noise and decoherence, with the po-
tential to create squeezing on the order of 7 dB in sev-
eral nuclear spin systems. This approach is equivalent to
vacuum squeezing, explored in experiments with atomic
systems [62]. We are now studying experimental imple-
mentations of this and related squeezing schemes, such as
a driven resonant circuit and measurement-based squeez-
ing. These techniques have the potential to improve the
sensitivity and bandwidth of magnetic resonance exper-
iments, reducing the role of technical and thermal noise
sources that are present in the spin detection system.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the Rotating Frame Hamiltonian

Here we present a brief derivation of the rotating frame Hamiltonian via the Magnus expansion, and the effective
spin Hamiltonian in the dispersive regime via a Schrieffer–Wolff transformation.

We begin with the Dicke model in the lab frame:

Hlab (t) = [ωs + ∆ (t)] a†a + ωsSz + g (t)
(
a + a†) (S+ + S−) (A1)

The Larmor frequency is ωs, the circuit frequency is ωs + ∆ (t) where ∆ (t) is a time-dependent detuning, and the
time-dependent single spin bare coupling is g (t). We transform to the rotating frame defined by the operator:

U = exp
(
−i
[
ωsSz + ωsa†a

]
t
)

(A2)

Which gives a rotating frame Hamiltonian of:

Hu (t) = ∆ (t) a†a + g (t)
(
a exp (iωst) + a† exp (−iωst)

)
(S+ exp (−iωst) + S− exp (iωst)) (A3)

If the time dependent terms ∆ (t) and g (t) are periodic with period ωs, then this problem can be well approximated
with a Magnus expansion which rewrites the time dependent Hamiltonian as a power series in 1/ωs of time independent
Hamiltonians. Thus, we assume ∆ (t) and g (t) are periodic in ωs and define their Fourier expansion:

g (t) =
∞∑

l=−∞

gl exp (ilωst)

∆ (t) =
∞∑

l=−∞

∆l exp (ilωst) (A4)

The Magnus expansion gives:

Heff =
∞∑

n=0
Hn, with Hn+1 ≪ Hn (A5)

Where each Hn is time independent. The first few terms are given by:

H0 = H0

H1 = 1
ωs

∑
l≥1

1
l

[Hl, H−l]

... (A6)

With the Hamiltonian at each order:

Hl = ∆la
†a + gl

[
aS+ + a†S−

]
+ gl+2a†S+ + gl−2aS− (A7)

To get the leading order Hamiltonian, we set the phase of the signal such that g2 = g−2 to give:

Heff = ∆0a†a + g0
(
aS+ + a†S−

)
+ g2

(
a†S+ + aS−

)
(A8)

Which gives Eq. (9) in the main text for g2 = 0, and Eq. (11) when g0 = g2 = g.
Next, we want to derive an effective spin Hamiltonian in the dispersive regime, g0

√
Nn̄, g2

√
Nn̄ ≪ ∆0. When the

detuning is large, the spin and photon modes mostly decouple, allowing for an effective Hamiltonian on just the spins
that arises from spin-spin interactions mediated by the circuit. We start with the leading order Hamiltonian:

Heff
∼= H0 = ∆0a†a + g0

[
aS+ + a†S−

]
+ g2a†S+ + g−2aS− (A9)

Now we perform a Shrieffer-Wolff transformation to derive an effective Hamiltonian HSW

H0 → exp (P ) H0 exp (−P ) = HSW , (A10)
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with the transformation operator:

P = 1
∆0

(
g0
[
a†S− − aS+

]
+ g2a†S+ − g−2aS−

)
. (A11)

Let us drop constant terms and assume the following form for the Fourier coefficients of g(t):

g2 = g−2, g0 = (1 + ε) g2. (A12)

We introduce the small parameter ϵ to allow for small errors in the modulation scheme and explore how such errors
affect the effective Hamiltonian. We find that the Shrieffer-Wolff effective Hamiltonian is:

HSW = g2
2

∆0

[
ε2S2

z − 4 (1 + ε) S2
x

]
(A13)

For the case when g0 = g2, then ε = 0 and we recover the Hamiltonian in Eq. (13). If there are small errors in the
modulation scheme so that 0 < |ε| ≪ 1, then the Hamiltonian is still nearly a OAT Hamiltonian since the other term
scales as ε2 and it can be shown that a maximum squeezing of ξ2 ∼ ε2 can still be achieved. Thus, the scheme is
robust against small errors in the modulation, provided 0 < |g0 − g2| ≪ g0.

Appendix B: Square Wave Modulation Scheme

In the main text we presented a modulation function g(t) = g0(1 + 2 cos(2ωst)) that achieves g0 = g2, giving the
Hamiltonian proportional to S2

x. In practice, this modulation may be difficult to achieve since it requires continuous
variation of the coupling.

Experimentally, it may be easier to implement square wave modulation where the coupling g(t) modulates between
two constant values, g and −αg, with duty cycle d at frequency 2ωs, where 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 is a dimensionless constant.
The Fourier components are given by:

g0 = g(d(1 + α) − α) (B1)

g2 = g
1 + α

π
sin(πd) (B2)

For a given choice of α, the value of d can be determined to satisfy g0 = g2, giving a constraint on these parameters.
When the degree of squeezing is limited by dephasing, we want to maximize the squeezing rate to achieve as much

squeezing as possible in as short a time as possible. So, we want to maximize g0 while meeting the constraint g0 = g2.
Performing this constrained optimization numerically, we find optimal values of α = .95 and d = .73 giving g0 = 0.47g

When the degree of squeezing is instead limited by circuit noise, the optimum parameters will change. This is
because the circuit noise rate is proportional to the average squared coupling: γ̄c ∝ g(t)2. Since the squeezing strength
is proportional to g2

0 , we now want to maximize g2
0/g(t)2 to achieve a large squeezing strength but weak circuit noise

strength, while still satisfying the constraint g0 = g2. Performing this constrained optimization numerically, we find
the optimal parameter values are α = .22, d = .50, corresponding to g0 ≈ 0.39g and g(t)2 ≈ 0.52g2.

Although the parameters are quite different in each regime, the values of g0 only differ by about 20%. Thus, for
simplicity we use the latter parameters of α = .22, d = .50 in the main text.

Appendix C: The effect of inhomogeneous spin coupling

Throughout this work we have worked in the collective spin basis which assumes all spin couplings are equal. In
practice, there will be inhomogeneous variation of the spin coupling for different spins in the ensemble. Here, we
examine how this variation in the spin coupling affects squeezing and show that in the large N limit, reasonable
variation in the coupling has negligible effect on the creation of the squeezed state.

In deriving the spin-circuit coupling, Eq. (4), we assumed that the magnetic field generated in the coil is constant
across the entire sample. However, for a finite inductor, the magnetic field will vary radially and axially across the
sample. For example, modeling the inductor as a cylindrical sheet of current, the on-axis field at the ends of the
sample will be smaller than in the middle of the sample by a factor of ≈

√
5/2 ≈ 1.6. Thus, spins at the edges of the

sample will couple less strongly to the circuit, and hence less strongly to other spins in the dispersive regime.
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We model this with the following effective spin Hamiltonian in the rotating frame:

H = −
∑
i ̸=j

gijσi
xσj

x (C1)

Where the couplings gij can vary, though we require gij = gji. When gij = g0, then up to constant terms and factors
of order unity we recover the Hamiltonian H = −geS2

x in Eq. (13).
To determine how variation in the coupling constants will affect squeezing, we will calculate the squeezing parameter

under the Hamiltonian eq. (C1) and then assume for simplicity a Gaussian distribution of the couplings gij and compare
to the case of uniform coupling. We assume the initial spin state is along the z-axis with unity polarization, so that
the expectations of the operators are:〈

σk
x (t = 0)

〉
=
〈
σk

y (t = 0)
〉

= 0,
〈
σk

z (t = 0)
〉

= 1 (C2)

The time evolution operator for the Hamiltonian eq. (C1) is:

U (t) =
∏
i̸=j

exp
(
−iθijσi

xσj
x

)
(C3)

θij = −gijt (C4)

The squeezing parameter along an angle ϕ in the transverse plane is given by:

ξ2
ϕ ≡

〈[∑
i

(
cos (ϕ) σi

x + sin (ϕ) σi
y

)]2〉
N/4 = A

N/4 , (C5)

where the time dependence is implicit in the state. Calculating the expectations of the operators on the time evolved
state, we find:

A = N +
∑
k ̸=l

PlPk sin2 (ϕ)
∏

j ̸=k,l

(cos [4θjk] cos [4θjl] − sin [4θjk] sin [4θjl]) −

−
∑
k ̸=l

PlPk sin2 (ϕ)
∏

j ̸=k,l

(cos [4θjk] cos [4θjl] + sin [4θjk] sin [4θjl]) (C6)

+ 2 sin (2ϕ)
∑
k ̸=l

Pl sin [4θkl]
∏

i ̸=l,k

cos [4θil] .

The optimal squeezing occurs at the angle ϕ which minimizes the squeezing parameter, but we can leave it general
for now.

We now assume that gij is Gaussian distributed, giving a distribution of the phases θij with mean θ0 = g0t and
standard deviation κg0t. This corresponds to the couplings have a typical variation by a factor κ. Additionally, we
assume that the collective spin does not decrease substantially due squeezing [19]. Thus, we calculate the squeezing
parameter averaged over the distribution of couplings:

ξ̄2
ϕ ≡

∫ ∏
i<j

dθijp ({θij}) ξ2
ϕ (C7)

p ({θij}) = N
∏
i<j

exp
(

−α (θij − θ0)2
)

(C8)

N =
(π

α

)N(N−1)
4

, (C9)

where 1/α = κ2θ2
0. After much algebra, we find that the squeezing is parameter is given by:

ξ̄2
ϕ = 1 + sin2 (ϕ) (N − 1) exp

(
−8 (N − 2)

α

)[
cosN−2 (8θ0) − 1

]
(C10)

+ 2 sin (2ϕ) (N − 1) exp
(

−4 (N − 1)
α

)
sin (4θ0) cosN−2 (4θ0) (C11)
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The functional form of squeezing is identical to the case of uniform coupling, except for factors that scale as:

exp
(

−N

α

)
= exp

(
−Nκ2θ2

0
)

(C12)

If the argument of these factors is large, then the degree of squeezing will be exponentially suppressed. However, for
optimal squeezing θ0 = geto, where to ∝ (Nge)−2/3 is given by Eq. (21). Therefore these factors scale as:

exp
(

−κ2(Nge)2/3

N

)
≈ 1 + O

(
1

N1/3

)
≈ 1 (C13)

Thus, variation in the coupling has a negligible affect on the generation of squeezing in the large N limit, at least
in the approximation where the distribution is Gaussian. This ultimately occurs because squeezing occurs on time
scales t ≤ 1/(Nge)2/3, so the relative differences in the phases is small over the squeezing time. For our case, where
the couplings will vary by factors of order unity over the sample due to the non-uniform magnetic field, this variation
can be well ignored. A slightly better estimate of squeezing would use the average coupling over the sample rather
than the max as we used in the main text, but this would change our results by a factor of order unity and hence we
ignore it here for simplicity.

Appendix D: Decay of squeezed states due to dephasing

For nuclear spin ensembles in solids, the most relevant source of decoherence is spin dephasing γs. We model this
dephasing as a Krauss process with Krauss operators:

Ki,I =
√

siI
Ki,0 = √

pi |0i⟩ ⟨0i|
Ki,1 = √

pi |1i⟩ ⟨1i| (D1)

with si = 1 − pi = exp (−γst). Now the total Krauss operator for the density matrix with N spins is given by:

KN
{α} =

N∏
i=1

Ki,αi
(D2)

Where αi = I, 0, 1. Now we wish to compute the expectation value of an arbitrary operator ON under Krauss
evolution, we have that:

⟨ON (t)⟩ =
∑
{α}

Tr

[
ON

N∏
i=1

Ki,αi
ρN (t = 0)

N∏
i=1

K†
i,αi

]

=
∑
{α}

Tr

[
N∏

i=1
K†

i,αi
ON

N∏
i=1

Ki,αi
ρN (t = 0)

]
(D3)

Now we have that

K†
i,Iσ

i
xKi,I = siσ

i
x, K†

i,0σi
xKi,0 = K†

i,1σi
xKi,1 = 0

K†
i,Iσ

i
yK†

i,I = siσ
i
y, K†

i,0σi
yKi,0 = K†

i,1σi
yKi,1 = 0 (D4)

Now for initial states close to z-axis we have that〈
σi

x (t)
〉

= Tr
[
siσ

i
xρN (t = 0)

]
= 0〈

σi
y (t)

〉
= Tr

[
siσ

i
yρN (t = 0)

]
= 0 (D5)

Furthermore we have that:〈
σi

α (t) σj
β (t)

〉
= sisjTr

[
σi

ασj
βρN (t = 0)

]
= sisj

〈
σi

α (t = 0) σj
β (t = 0)

〉
(D6)
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With α, β = x/y and i ̸= j. Now we have that the expectation value of〈[
N∑

i=1

[
σi

x (t) cos (θ) + σi
y (t) sin (θ)

]]2〉
= N +

∑
i ̸=j

〈[
σi

x (t) cos (θ) + σi
y (t) sin (θ)

] [
σj

x (t) cos (θ) + σj
y (t) sin (θ)

]〉
= N +

∑
i ̸=j

sisj

〈[
σi

x cos (θ) + σi
y sin (θ)

] [
σj

x cos (θ) + σj
y sin (θ)

]〉
(D7)

Now we know that at t = 0 we must have that:

Nξ2 = N +
∑
i ̸=j

〈[
σi

x cos (θ) + σi
y sin (θ)

] [
σj

x cos (θ) + σj
y sin (θ)

]〉
⇒
∑
i ̸=j

〈[
σi

x cos (θ) + σi
y sin (θ)

] [
σj

x cos (θ) + σj
y sin (θ)

]〉
= −N

(
1 − ξ2) (D8)

Furthermore we will assume that si = sj = s = exp (−γst), then we have that:

Nξ2 (t) = N − N
(
1 − ξ2) s2

ξ2 (t) = 1 −
(
1 − ξ2) s2

ξ2 (t)
ξ2 = s2 + 1 − s2

ξ2 . (D9)

We see that for t ≪ 1/γs the squeezing parameter degrades at the rate 2γs.

Appendix E: Finite polarization effects

Consider the following initial density matrix.

ρ =
∏

i

(
I + pσi

z

)
, (E1)

where p is ensemble polarization. Now consider acting on the intial state by the following squeezing Hamiltonian

H = −ge

(∑
i

σi
x

)2

(E2)

for a time t and write θ0 = get ≪ 1. Therefore we have that:

ξ2
θ ≡

〈[∑
i

(
cos (θ) σi

x + sin (θ) σi
y

)]2〉
N/4 = (E3)

= 1 − (N − 1) p2 sin2 (θ)
[
cosN−2 (8θ0) − 1

]
+ 2p (N − 1) sin (2θ) sin (4θ0) cosN−2 (4θ0) . (E4)

Now we write sin2 (θ) = 1
2 (1 − cos (2θ)). As such we have that:

ξ2
θ = 1 − (N − 1)

2 p2 [cosN−2 (8θ0) − 1
]

+

+ (N − 1) p

[
1
2p
[
1 − cosN−2 (8θ0)

]
cos (2θ) + 2 sin (2θ) sin (4θ0) cosN−2 (4θ0)

]
(E5)

Now use the trig identity that

A cos (2θ) + B sin (2θ) =
√

A2 + B2 cos (2θ − φ) , s.t. tan (φ) = B

A
(E6)
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Furthermore minφ[cos (2θ − φ)] = −1, so that:

⇒ ξ2
min = 1 − (N − 1)

2 p2 [cosN−2 (8θ0) − 1
]

−

− (N − 1) p

√
P 2

4 (1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))2 + 4 sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)

∼= 1 + (N − 1)
2 p2 [1 − cosN−2 (8θ0)

]
−

− (N − 1)
2 p2 [1 − cosN−2 (8θ0)

]1 + 1
2

(
4 sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)

p2

4 (1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))2

)
− 1

8

(
4 sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)

p2

4 (1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))2

)2

+ ...


= 1 − N − 1

2

(
4
(

sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)
(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))

)
− 32p−2

(
sin4 (4θ0) cos4(N−2) (4θ0)

(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))3

)
+ ...

)

= 1 − 2 (N − 1)
(

sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)
(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))

)[
1 − 8p−2

(
sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)

(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))2

)]
, (E7)

where we have used that θ0 ≪ 1 to make the Taylor expansion. Now we have that:

cos2(N−2) (4θ0) = exp (2 (N − 2) ln (cos (4θ0)))
∼= exp

(
2 (N − 2) ln

[
1 − 8θ2

0
])

∼= exp
(
2 (N − 2)

[(
−8θ2

0
)])

∼= 1 + 2 (N − 2)
[(

−8θ2
0
)]

+ 32 (N − 2)2
θ4

0

cosN−2 (8θ0) = exp ((N − 2) ln (cos (8θ0)))
∼= exp

(
(N − 2) ln

[
1 − 32θ2

0
])

∼= exp
(
(N − 2)

[
−32θ2

0
])

∼= 1 − 32 (N − 2) θ2
0 + 512 (N − 2)2

θ4
0 + 212

3 (N − 2)3
θ6

0 (E8)

This means that:

sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)
(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))

∼=
1

2 (N − 2)

[
1 − (N − 2) 16θ2

0 + 32 (N − 2)2
θ4

0

]
[
1 − (N − 2) 16θ2

0 + 128
3 (N − 2)2

θ4
0

] ∼=
1

2 (N − 1)

[(
1 − (N − 1)2 32

3 θ4
0

)]
sin2 (4θ0) cos2(N−2) (4θ0)

(1 − cosN−2 (8θ0))2 = 1
128 (N − 2)2

θ2
0

∼=
1

128 (N − 1)2
θ2

0
(E9)

This means that:

ξ2
min

∼= 1 −
(

1 − (N − 1)2 32
3 θ4

0

)[
1 − p−2

16 (N − 1)2
θ2

0

]
∼=

1
16p2N2θ2

0
+ 32

3 N2θ4
0 + ....

= 1
16p2N2g2

et2 + 32
3 Ng2

et2 (E10)
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