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1Institute of Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences,
al. Lotników 32/46, PL 02-668 Warsaw, Poland

(Dated: January 10, 2022)

We consider the spin echo dynamics of a nitrogen-vacancy center qubit based the S = 1 ground
state spin manifold, caused by a dynamically polarized nuclear environment. We show that the echo
signal acquires then a nontrivially time-dependent phase shift. This effect should be observable for
polarization ≈ 0.5 of nuclei within ∼ 1 nm from the qubit, and for the NV center initialized in a
superposition of m=0 and either m=1 or m=−1 states. This phase shift is much smaller when the
NV center is prepared in a superposition of m= 1 and m=−1 states, i.e. when the qubit couples
to the spin environment in a way analogous to that of spin-1/2. For nuclear environment devoid of
spins strongly coupled to the qubit, the phase shift is well described within Gaussian approximation,
which provides an explanation for the dependence of the shift magnitude on the choice of states on
which the qubit is based, and makes it clear that its presence is related to the linear response of the
environment perturbed by an evolving qubit. Consequently, its observation signifies the presence
environment-mediated self-interaction of the qubit, and hence, it invalidates the notion that the
nuclear environment acts as a source of external noise driving the qubit. We also show how a careful
comparison of the echo signal from qubits based on m=0, 1 and m=±1 manifolds, can distinguish
between effectively Gaussian and non-Gaussian environment.

I. INTRODUCTION

When a qubit undergoes pure dephasing due to inter-
action with its environment, while being subjected to an
appropriate dynamical decoupling control sequence, the
measurement of its coherence gives access to an abun-
dance of information about the dynamics of environmen-
tal degrees of freedom [1, 2]. The process of extraction
of this information is particularly straightforward when
dephasing can be described within Gaussian approxima-
tion [1–4], in which the environmental fluctuations affect-
ing the qubit’s phase are fully characterized by the spec-
tral density—the Fourier transform of the relevant au-
tocorrelation function of environmental variables. Such
reconstruction protocols, connecting the observed time-
dependence of coherence to putative spectrum of noise,
have been widely used during the last decade for various
types of qubits [1, 2].

The most commonly encountered qubit-environment
coupling leading to pure dephasing is of the form

Ĥint =
λ

2
σ̂z ⊗ V̂ , (1)

where λ is a dimensionless parameter and eigenstates of
σ̂z = |↑〉〈↑| − |↓〉〈↓| is the z Pauli operator. In an ap-
propriate rotating frame, the off-diagonal element of the
qubit’s reduced density matrix at time t is given in the
Gaussian approximation by

ρ↑↓(t) = 〈↑|TrE(Û(t)ρ̂QE(0)Û†(t)) |↓〉 = ρ↑↓(0)e−λ
2χ(t),

(2)

∗ lcyw@ifpan.edu.pl

where TrE is partial trace with respect to the envi-
ronment, Û(t) is the evolution operator of the qubit–
environment composite system that includes the dynam-
ical control exerted on the qubit, and the real-valued and
non-negative χ(t) that fully describes the evolution is
called the attenuation function.

The discussion presented here is motivated by Ref. [5],
in which the qubit dephasing due to interaction with
an environment composed of non-interacting bosons was
considered. Crucially, a more general form of qubit-
environment coupling leading to pure dephasing was con-
sidered there:

Ĥint =
1

2
λ(η1̂+ σ̂z)⊗ V̂ . (3)

For η 6= 0 (η = 0) we will refer to it as a biased (unbiased)
coupling. It was observed there, that for biased coupling,
the coherence differs form Eq. (2) by a phase factor,

ρ↑↓(t)=ρ↑↓(0)e−λ
2χ(t)e−iηλ

2Φ(t). (4)

The additional bias-induced phase shift Φ(t) has a non-
trivial time-dependence determined by the dynamical
properties of the environment [5], and it disappears when

the state of the environment is maximally mixed, ρ̂E ∝ 1̂.
Hence, in order to observe this shift, the inverse temper-
ature β has to be finite, in the case of thermal equi-
librium. Alternatively, one could intentionally drive the
environment into a non-equilibrium state, and steer its
state away from the maximal mixture. This approach is
especially relevant for this paper, as we will focus here
on the case of nuclear spin environment subjected to the
dynamic nuclear polarization (DNP).

As discussed extensively in [5], when one employs an
approximation where the environment-induced qubit dy-
namics are simulated with an external field (a noise), the
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phase shift Φ(t) cannot appear, and the bias in coupling
has no impact on the evolution. This is simply because
any shift of the energy scale (even a time dependent one)
does not affect the energy splitting between the qubit lev-
els, and thus, has no influence over coherence. In other
words, the observation of nonzero Φ(t) under dynamical
decoupling in Gaussian dephasing regime, signifies that
the influence of the environment cannot be treated as an
external disturbance in form of a noise field.

The biased coupling discussed above, arises in natural
way for a qubit that is based on m = 0 and 1 levels of
spin S = 1 system. This applies to widely investigated
spin qubits based on nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center in di-
amond [6, 7]. A typical environment of such a qubit con-
sist of nuclear spins of 13C [8–10] and the decoherence
process they induce is not necessarily Gaussian. How-
ever, there are regimes of environment sizes, timescales,
and qubit–environment coupling strengths in which the
Gaussian approximation holds [2, 11]. In this paper, we
consider the spin echo dynamics of such a system. We in-
vestigate the effects of DNP applied to the environmental
nuclei; a method successfully implemented in various ex-
perimental settings [12–20]. We calculate the exact echo
signal at magnetic field of 15.6 mT, and analyze the bias-
induced phase shift of the echoed coherence using the
method of cluster-correlation expansion (CCE) [11, 21–
23] that allows for a well-controlled (essentially exact at
timescales relevant for results presented here) account of
inter-nuclear interactions. We show that the phase shift
should be easily observable in experiments: polarization
degree of 0.5 for nuclei located up to≈ 2 nm from the cen-
ter results in a phase that is at least a fraction of π. While
the Gaussian approximation quantitatively describes the
NV center decoherence when there are no nuclear spins
in ≈ 1 nm radius from the qubit, the most relevant for us
here qualitative feature of the Gaussian result—the ap-
pearance of sizable polarization-induced phase for a bi-
ased qubit—apply even in the cases when the Gaussian
approximation is not valid. We discuss a couple of ways
in which the presence of non-Gaussian character of envi-
ronmental influence on the qubit can be ascertained by
comparing echo signals in the biased and unbiased case.

The paper is organized in the following way. In Sec-
tion II we revisit the general theory of pure dephasing
and derive a physically transparent expression for the
phase Φ(t) that arises for biased qubit–environment cou-
pling. This result was given first in [5] for a general multi-
qubit case, and here for completeness we present a sim-
pler derivation in a single qubit case, which is sufficient
for our purposes. Then in Section III we revisit the most
practical approach to calculation of electron spin qubit
decoherence caused by a nuclear environment, the CCE
method, and discuss its generalization to the case of finite
DNP. Subsequently, we discuss in Section IV the quali-
tative conditions that allow for using Gaussian approx-
imation [2] when dealing with an environment that can
be naturally decomposed into weakly interacting subsys-
tems (e.g. a spin bath with weak intra-bath interactions),

and we explain the distinction between dephasing calcu-
lated in the weak-coupling approximation (i.e. when each
of the subsystems is a source of a very small perturbation
to qubit’s coherence) and in the Gaussian approximation.
This sets the foundation for subsequent discussion of Φ(t)
generated by a nuclear spin environment. In Section V we
demonstrate the numerical results for spin echo dynamics
at low magnetic fields (B0 =15.6 mT), for which the most
relevant environmental dynamical process leading to the
decay is the Larmor precession of single nuclear spins.
We compare the results of the full CCE calculations with
Gaussian approximation results, and show that the lat-
ter approximation is applicable for environments that do
not contain spins that are close to the qubit. The phase
shift of the echo signal is shown there to appear whenever
there is finite DNP, and the qubit is subjected to the bi-
ased coupling. Comparison between decoherence of the
qubit based on m = 0 and m = 1 levels of the ground-
state spin S=1 manifold of the NV center (biased), with
the qubit based on m=±1 levels (unbiased) is also given
there. We discuss how by comparing the coherence sig-
nal obtained for these two kinds of qubits one can detect
the non-Gaussian features of environmental fluctuations
leading to qubit decoherence. In the concluding Section
VI we summarize the results and give examples of other
qubits, for which analogous effects could be observed.

II. PURE DEPHASING OF A QUBIT IN
GAUSSIAN APPROXIMATION

Consider a qubit–environment complex where the par-
ties are coupled through interaction Hamiltonian (3),

that commutes with qubit’s free Hamiltonian ĤQ ∝ σ̂z.
In such a case, the qubit undergoes pure dephasing, and
only the off-diagonal elements of its reduced density ma-
trix change during the evolution,

ρ̂Q(t) =

(
ρ↑↑(0) ρ↑↓(t)
ρ∗↑↓(t) ρ↓↓(0)

)
≡
(

ρ↑↑(0) ρ↑↓(0)W (t)
ρ∗↑↓(0)W ∗(t) ρ↓↓(0)

)
. (5)

The so-called coherence function W (t) encapsulates all
the changes in qubit’s state caused by the interaction
with the environment.

In addition, assume that during its evolution, the qubit
can be influenced by an application of external control
fields. The control scheme we focus on in particular is
of the dynamical decoupling [1, 2, 4, 24, 25] type: the
qubit is subjected to the sequence of specifically timed
pulses of transverse field that cause an effectively in-
stantaneous π-rotations of its Bloch vector (spin flips).
For example, the spin echo (which is the main focus of
this paper) is a special case of such a sequence, where
a single pulse is applied at the midpoint of the evolu-
tion. In general, the effects of dynamical decoupling con-
trol defined by the sequence of pulse application timings,
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{τ0 = 0, τ1, τ2, . . . , τn−1, τn = t} (here, t is the total evo-
lution duration), can be conveniently parametrized with
the so-called time-domain filter function f(τ):

W (t) =
Tr
(
σ̂− ⊗ 1̂

(
Û(t|f)ρ̂Q(0)⊗ ρ̂E(0)Û†(t|f)

))
ρ↑↓(0)

(6)

with the unitary evolution operator conditioned by the
choice of pulse sequence given by

Û(t|f) = T e− iλ2
∫ t
0
dτ(η1̂+σ̂zf(τ))⊗V̂ (τ), (7)

where V̂ (τ) = exp(iτĤE)V̂ exp(−iτĤE) is the interac-
tion picture of the environmental operator that couples
to the qubit. See Appendix A for detailed derivation of
this result and the explicit definition of filter f(τ). In the

case of spin echo, the filter has a very simple form

fecho(τ) = Θ(τ)Θ(t/2− τ)−Θ(τ − t/2)Θ(t− τ). (8)

We also assume that the applied pulse sequences are al-

ways chosen so that
∫ t

0
f(τ)dτ = 0; this eliminates the

contribution from ĤQ in Eq. (6).
Defining the symbol 〈•〉 = TrE [•ρ̂E(0)] to denote the

partial trace over environmental degrees of freedom, the
coherence function can be written in a standard form of
averaged ordered exponential, that can in turn can be
expressed in terms of the cumulant series [2],

W (t) = Tr〈Û†(t|f)σ̂−Û(t|f)σ̂+〉 = exp

( ∞∑
n=0

λnκn(t|f)

)
,

(9)

where κn(t|f) is a nth order cumulant. To obtain the
explicit form of cumulants, one can expand both sides of
the above relation and compare the terms of the respec-
tive orders in λ. We will do exactly that, starting with
the left side of the equality

W (t) =

〈(
1 +

iλ

2

∫ t

0

dτ1(η + f(τ1))V̂ (τ1)− λ2

4

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2(η + f(τ1))V̂ (τ1)(η + f(τ2))V̂ (τ2)

)
×
(

1− iλ

2

∫ t

0

dτ2(η − f(τ2))V̂ (τ2)− λ2

4

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2(η − f(τ2))V̂ (τ2)(η − f(τ1))V̂ (τ1)

)〉
+O(λ3) . (10)

Assuming 〈V̂ (τ)〉 = 0, we express the double, equal-

time integrals as the time-ordered ones,
∫ t

0
dτ1
∫ t

0
dτ2 =∫ t

0
dτ1
∫ τ1

0
dτ2 +

∫ t
0
dτ2
∫ τ2

0
dτ1 which allows us to rewrite

the above expression in the terms of averaged commuta-
tor and anticommutator of the coupling operator,

W (t) = 1− λ2

2

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2 f(τ1)f(τ2)Re〈{V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)}〉

− iλ2

2

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2 ηf(τ2)Im〈[V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)]〉+O(λ3),

(11)

where we utilized the symmetries of commutator
〈[V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)]〉∗ = −〈[V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)]〉 (it is purely imag-

inary), and of anticommutator 〈{V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)}〉∗ =

〈{V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)}〉 (it is purely real).
The Gaussian approximation to qubit’s dynamics ter-

minates the cumulant series on the second term, there-
fore, we can write the right hand side of (6) as

W (t) = e−λ
2κ2(t|f) = e−λ

2χ(t)−iλ2Φ(t)

= 1− λ2χ(t)− iλ2Φ(t) +O(λ3). (12)

Comparing Eqs. (11) and (12) we identify the real and
imaginary parts of (11) with the attenuation function

and the bias-induced phase shift, respectively

χ(t) =
1

2

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2f(τ1)f(τ2)Re〈{V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)}〉,

(13)

Φ(t) =
η

2

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2 f(τ2)Im〈[V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)]〉. (14)

These equations simply restate the general result of
Ref. [5] in a single-qubit setting.

If we rewrite the integrand defining Φ(t) as

Φ(t) = η

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ t

0

dτ2 f(τ2)

×
(

1

2
Θ(τ1 − τ2)Im〈[V̂ (τ1 − τ2), V̂ (0)]〉

)
≡ η

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ t

0

dτ2 f(τ2)K(τ1 − τ2), (15)

then we recognize in K(τ) the Green-Kubo susceptibil-
ity. This quantity defines the linear response of envi-
ronmental observable V̂ to external stimulus that probes
the system by coupling to the same observable. There-
fore, the following physical interpretation can be given
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for the origin of the phase shift. The qubit influences the
environment by coupling through variable V̂ . In turn,
this disturbance modifies the “noise” generated by the
environment, which drives the dephasing of the qubit.
In a sense, the phase shift can be understood as a self-
interaction of the qubit mediated by the environment.

Similarly, the anticommutator in the attenuation func-
tion can be also be expressed in the terms of fundamental
physical quantity,

χ(t) =
1

2

∫ t

0

dτ1

∫ t

0

dτ2 f(τ1)f(τ2)

×
(

1

2
Re〈{V̂ (τ1 − τ2), V̂ (0)}〉

)
≡ 1

2

∫ t

0

dτ1dτ2 f(τ1)f(τ2)C(τ1 − τ2), (16)

where C(τ) is the autocorrelation function that describes
the natural temporal fluctuations of environmental ob-
servable V̂ . The two quantities are deeply related;
specifically, for a system that exhibits detailed balance—
such as environment in thermal equilibrium state ρ̂E =

e−βĤE/Tr(e−βĤE )—the Fourier transforms of correlation
function (the spectral density),

S(ω) =
1

2

∫ ∞
−∞

e−iωτ Re〈{V̂ (τ), V̂ }〉 dτ (17)

and of susceptibility,

K(ω) =
1

2

∫ ∞
−∞

e−iωτΘ(τ)Im〈[V̂ (τ), V̂ ]〉 dτ (18)

satisfy the fluctuation-dissipation theorem,

S(ω) = coth

(
βω

2

)
ImK(ω). (19)

Finally, note that the non-zero phase shift (14) exists

only because of operator nature of the coupling V̂ (τ)
and its non-commutativity at distinct times τ1 6= τ2. On
the other hand, the attenuation function (13) is given by
the anticommutator, and the non-commutativity is not
necessary for the result to be nonzero. In fact, within
the external noise approximation to qubit–environment
coupling, when one replaces operator V̂ in Ĥint with a
Gaussian stochastic process ξ(t) and represents the av-
erage over E with the average over trajectories of ξ,
the attenuation function remains in the same form with
Re〈{V̂ (τ1), V̂ (τ2)}〉/2 → 〈ξ(τ1)ξ(τ2)〉, while the phase
simply vanishes. Thus, at least, when decoherence is well
described within the Gaussian approximation (12), the
appearance of nonzero Φ(t) means that the environmen-
tal influence on the qubit cannot be represented by an
external noise.

III. DEPHASING OF NV CENTER
INTERACTING WITH POLARIZED BATH

A. The Hamiltonian of the NV center and the
nuclear environment

The Hamiltonian of spin-1 NV center interacting with
a bath of spin-1/2 nuclei is given by:

ĤNVE = ΩŜz + ∆Ŝ2
z + Ŝz ⊗ V̂ + ĤE , (20)

where Ω is the Zeeman splitting of the qubit, ∆ is the
zero-field splitting, ĤE is the Hamiltonian of the envi-
ronment, and V̂ is the coupling operating in the en-
vironmental subspace. The Zeeman splitting is given
by Ω = −γeB0 with γe = 28.02 GHz/T and B0 is
the magnetic field. The value of zero-field splitting is
∆ = 2.87 GHz. The magnetic field is parallel to the
quantization axis z set by the zero-field splitting, that in
turn, results from the physical shape of the center.

The subspace of the lowest-energy degrees of free-
dom of the center is spanned by spin eigenstates
{|1, 1〉, |1, 0〉, |1,−1〉}, where Ŝ2|s,m〉 = s(s + 1)|s,m〉
and Ŝz|s,m〉 = m|s,m〉. Thus, we have a freedom to
construct two types of effective qubits based on either
{|1, 0〉, |1,±1〉} or {|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} manifold. Most exper-
iments are done employing the former, but the latter was
also used in experiments on decoherence of NV centers
[26, 27].

If we choose {|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} manifold and assign the
basis states as |1, 1〉 → |↑〉, |1,−1〉 → |↓〉, then we obtain
the effective qubit–environment Hamiltonian

Ĥ1−1 = Ω(|↑〉〈↑| − |↓〉〈↓|) + ∆2(|↑〉〈↑|+ |↓〉〈↓|)
+ (|↑〉〈↑| − |↓〉〈↓|)⊗ V̂ + ĤE

= Ωσ̂z + ∆21̂+ σ̂z ⊗ V̂ + ĤE , (21)

so that one gets unbiased coupling with λ = λ1−1 = 2
and η = η1−1 = 0. The second choice, {|1, 0〉, |1,±1〉},
with the assignment |1, 0〉 → |↓〉 and |1,±1〉 → |↑〉, yields
the following Hamiltonian

Ĥ0±1 = (∆2 ± Ω)|↑〉〈↑| ± |↑〉〈↑| ⊗ V̂ + ĤE

= (∆2 ± Ω)|↑〉〈↑| ± 1

2
(1̂+ σ̂z)⊗ V̂ + ĤE . (22)

In this case the coupling is biased with η = η0±1 = 1 and
λ = λ0±1 = ±1. Therefore, by switching between the
manifolds we have the ability to turn the bias on and off.

B. The nuclear environment

The environment of NV center is composed of nuclear
spin-1/2’s of 13C atoms. Its dynamics are modeled with
the following Hamiltonian

ĤE = ω
∑
k

Î(k)
z +

∑
k<l

Bkl(Î
(k)
+ Î

(l)
− + Î

(k)
− Î

(l)
+ − 4Î(k)

z Î(l)
z ),

(23)
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where Î
(k)
α is the α component of spin operator of kth

nucleus, and Î
(k)
± = Î

(k)
x ± iÎ(k)

y .

The first term in (23) describes the Zeeman split-
ting due to external magnetic field, with ω = γB0 =
10.71 MHz/T × B0, where γ is the gyromagnetic ratio
of 13C nuclei. The second term describes the secular ap-
proximation to the dipolar coupling between nuclear spin
pairs, that is justified for the range of magnetic fields con-
sidered here. The pair-wise coupling strengths are given
by

Bkl =
µ0γ

2

4π|rkl|3
(1− 3 cos2 θkl), (24)

where µ0 is the magnetic permeability of the vacuum, rkl
is the vector between the positions of kth and lth nuclei,
and θkl is the angle between the direction of the applied
magnetic field (z axis of NV center) and rkl.

C. NV–environment coupling

The coupling V̂ describes the z component of the hy-
perfine interaction between the electronic spin-1 of the
NV center and the spin-1/2 of the carbon nuclei. Due
to large zero-field splitting ∆ (here, we consider the case
when ∆ dominates over Zeeman splitting Ω), the influ-
ence of transverse terms (i.e., those projected onto x and
y axes) on the qubit is negligible, and hence, they have
been omitted.

The explicit form of the coupling reads

V̂ =
∑
k

∑
α=x,y,z

a(k)
α Î(k)

α , (25)

with the kth coupling strength vector is given in the
terms of the relative position between NV center and the
kth nucleus r(k),

a(k) =
µ0γeγ

4π|r(k)|5

 −3r
(k)
x r

(k)
z

−3r
(k)
y r

(k)
z

1− 3(r
(k)
z )2

 . (26)

D. Dephasing of the effective qubit

For the chosen qubit manifold {|1,m1〉, |1,m2〉}, the
total system is initialized in a product state

ρ̂QE(0) = |↑x〉〈↑x| ⊗ ρ̂E(0), (27)

where |↑x〉 = (|↑〉 + |↓〉)/
√

2 = (|1,m1〉 + |1,m2〉)/
√

2 is
the superposition of the eigenstates of the effective qubit.
The initial state of the environment is assumed to be
prepared with a DNP procedure so that

ρ̂E(0) =

N⊗
k=1

(
1

2
1̂+ pk Î

(k)
z

)
, (28)

where pk ∈ [−1, 1] is the polarization of the kth spin.
We simulate the ensuing evolution of the coherence

function Wm1m2
(t)—including the spin echo realized

with π pulse applied in the midpoint of the duration—
using the CCE method [11, 21–23]. The method allows
for systematic treatment of inter-nuclear interactions by
incorporating the contribution from successively larger
“clusters” of nuclei. However, in the regime of timescales
(t 6 50 µs) and magnetic field intensities (B0 6 0.1 T)
considered here, the influence of the intrabath dipole cou-
pling is expected to be negligible. We have confirmed this
with CCE-2 simulation, where, at most, the clusters of
two nuclei are taken into account [11, 21–23]. There-
fore, the coherence function can be simulated with a
satisfactory precision even with CCE-1 approximation,
where the contribution from each nuclei is treated in-
dependently. Unsurprisingly, it implies a profound conse-
quence for the structure of the coherence function. Recall
the cumulant expansion introduced in Sec. II, Eq. (9)

Wm1m2
(t) = exp

[ ∞∑
n=0

λnm1m2
κn(t|fecho;m1m2)

]
. (29)

(In what follows, for clarity, we will omit the dependen-
cies in cumulants.) The fundamental property of cumu-
lants is their additivity: the cumulant of a system com-
posed of N independent constituents decomposes into

κn =
∑N
k=1 κ

(k)
n , where each κ

(k)
n corresponds to the kth

constituent. Therefore, the coherence function factorizes

Wm1m2
(t) = e

∑∞
n=0 λ

n
m1m2

κn = e
∑N
k=1

∑∞
n=0 λ

n
m1m2

κ(k)
n

=

N∏
k=1

e
∑∞
n=0 λ

n
m1m2

κ(k)
n ≡

N∏
k=1

W (k)
m1m2

(t), (30)

with the single-nucleus contributions given by the follow-
ing exact formula

W (k)
m1m2

(t) = 1− 2λ2
m1m2

(
a

(k)
x

)2
+
(
a

(k)
y

)2(
ω

(k)
+ ω

(k)
−
)2 ω2 sin2

(
ω

(k)
+ t

4

)
sin2

(
ω

(k)
− t

4

)
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+
i

2
pk λ

2
m1m2

(
a

(k)
x

)2
+
(
a

(k)
y

)2(
ω

(k)
+ ω

(k)
−
)2 ω

[
(1 + ηm1m2)ω

(k)
− sin

(
ω

(k)
− t

2

)
sin2

(
ω

(k)
+ t

4

)

−(1− ηm1m2
)ω

(k)
+ sin

(
ω

(k)
+ t

2

)
sin2

(
ω

(k)
− t

4

)]
, (31)

where

ω
(k)
± =

√
1
4λ

2
m1m2

(1± ηm1m2)2
[(
a

(k)
x

)2
+
(
a

(k)
y

)2]
+
(
ω ± 1

2λm1m2(1± ηm1m2)a
(k)
z

)2

(32)

We can see that presence of non-zero polarization leads to an appearance of a term in Eq. (31) that is purely imaginary.

IV. WEAK COUPLING AND GAUSSIAN
APPROXIMATIONS TO NV DEPHASING

The dynamics of the nuclear environment described in
Sec. III D, is an example of a situation in which, from the
point of view of the qubit, the entities constituting the
environment (i.e. nuclear spins) are approximately inde-
pendent. As discussed above, the coherence of the qubit
factorizes into a product of contributions from each indi-
vidual constituent. It will be useful to rewrite Eq. (30)
as

W (t) =

N∏
k=1

W (k)(t) ≡
N∏
k=1

[1− δW (k)(t)] , (33)

where we have defined δW (k)(t). For clarity, we will omit
the effective qubit manifold subscript in this section.

Let us now consider the case in which every con-
stituent of the environment only weakly perturbs the
qubit |W (k)(t)| ≈ 1, or equivalently |δW (k)(t)| � 1 for
every k; we have then

W (t) = e−
∑
k δW

(k)(t)[1 +O(δW 2)]. (34)

We will refer to this as a weak-coupling approximation
result.

For W (k)(t) given by Eq. (31), the weak coupling con-
dition is given by

εk ≡

√(
a

(k)
x

)2
+
(
a

(k)
y

)2
ω

� 1, (35)

as it guarantees that the amplitudes of all the oscillatory
terms in Eq. (31) are small. When this is fulfilled we
have

Wweak(t) ≈ e
∑
k[W (k)(t)−1] = e−

∑
k δW

(k)(t)

= e−
∑
k Re
{
δW (k)(t)

}
e−i

∑
k Im
{
δW (k)(t)

}
≡

N∏
k=1

W
(k)
weak(t), (36)

where the single-nucleus contribution is given by

W
(k)
weak(t) = e−λ

2R(k)(t)e−ipkλ
2I(k)(t). (37)

A specific feature of the weak-coupling approximation is
that the polarization-induced phase I(k)(t) is determined
only by the imaginary part of

∑
k δW

(k), and it does not
affect the coherence when the polarization pk is zero. At
the same time, R(k) is determined by the real part and
it is independent of pk. Of course, this ceases to be the
case when the approximation breaks down.

On the other hand, if instead of weak-coupling, one
applies the Gaussian approximation to each constituent,
then

W
(k)
Gauss(t) = e−λ

2χ(k)(t)e−iηλ
2Φ(k)(t), (38)

with the attenuation function and bias-induced phase
shift given by Eqs. (13) and (14), which, in the case of
nuclear environment consisting of noninteracting spins,
read

χ(k)(t) = 2ε2k sin4

(
ωt

4

)
, (39)

Φ(k)(t) = 2pk η ε
2
k cos

(
ωt

4

)
sin3

(
ωt

4

)
. (40)

Clearly, the results of weak-coupling (37) and Gaussian
(38) approximations do not coincide, e.g., the Gaussian
phase shift is proportional to the bias η, while weak-
coupling predicts a complicated non-linear dependence.
The main differentiating factor between the two approxi-
mations are the frequencies within the corresponding os-
cillating terms

ω
(k)
± = ω

√
1± (1± η)λ

a
(k)
z

ω
+

(1± η)2λ2

4

(a(k))2

ω2

= ω ± (1± η)λ a
(k)
z

2
+O

(
(1± η)2λ2 (a

(k)
α )2

ω

)
≡ ω + δω

(k)
± . (41)

Consequently, the Gaussian and weak-coupling coherence
functions will eventually desynchronize—they will pass
through their local extrema at different times, and the
delay will only increase over the number of cycles.

When compared on a level of the contribution from
single nucleus, the two approximations will not converge
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naturally. Indeed, the Gaussian approximation is typi-
cally justified with the central limit theorem, that has
two essential requirements for it to work: (i) the inde-
pendent constituents have to be weakly-coupled (which
we already assume), (ii) the number of constituents have
to be large. The second point implies that we should in-
vestigate the impact of N—the number of nuclei coupled
to the effective qubit. To this end, let us examine the
coherence function as a whole

|WGauss(t)| =
∣∣∣ N∏
k=1

W
(k)
Gauss(t)

∣∣∣ 6 e−2λ2ε20N sin4(ωt4 ) (42)

where ε0 = mink εk. As we can see, even though each
single-nucleus contribution W (k)(t)≈1, as we already as-
sumed that ε0 � 1, the cumulative effect, indicated by
the amplifying factor N � 1, is stronger by orders of
magnitude. The same is true for collective contribution

from W
(k)
weak(t). Hence, if we wish to keep the magni-

tude of the coherence on the level where it can still be
observed, then we have to restrict the duration of the
evolution t so that the time-dependent part of the atten-
uation function can temper the amplification from the
number of nuclei N . To quantify this, let us define the
time-scale tc on which the magnitude of the coherence
function is still appreciable

N sin4

(
ωtc
4

)
= 1 ⇒ tc 6

4N−
1
4

ω
� 1

ω
. (43)

Then, on this time-scale, the frequency differences are
negligible

δω
(k)
± tc

4
= ±(1± η)λN−

1
4
a

(k)
z

ω
+O

(
(a

(k)
α )2

N
1
4ω2

)
� 1,

(44)

and both R(k)(t) = χ(k)(t) and pkI(k)(t) = Φ(k)(t) in the

lowest-order of a
(k)
α /ω.

Beyond the time-scale tc, the coherence function
sharply decays below the measurability threshold, where
any differences between approximation schemes are ir-
relevant. However, this changes when the duration t is
allowed to reach a multiple of the period of the oscil-
latory terms and the coherence function revives (close)
to its initial state. For Gaussian approximation, these
revival times are given by

ωtn
4

= nπ ⇒ tn = n
4π

ω
, (45)

where n is a natural number. When compared with the
weak-coupling we get

(ω + δω
(k)
± )tn

4
= nπ ± π(1± η)λn

a
(k)
z

ω
+O

(
n

(a
(k)
α )2

ω2

)
,

(46)

which means that the desynchonization between revivals
of Gaussian and weak-coupling results would become no-

ticeable after n ∼ (a
(k)
z /ω)−1 cycles. Moreover, since

the frequencies δω
(k)
± depend on the magnitude of cou-

plings a
(k)
α , the revival timings are desynchonizing at

sightly different rates. As a result, the shape of the re-
vival peak (its width, height, kurtosis, etc.) will be dis-
torted in comparison to ideally periodic revivals present
within Gaussian approximation. Nevertheless, each re-
vival event—i.e., when the coherence raised from below
the measurability threshold up to its local maximum, and
then back below the threshold—takes place over time-
scale tc. Hence, while they remain in sync, the Gaus-
sian and weak-coupling approximations predict the same
course of the evolution when the number of nuclei is large.

V. RESULTS FOR ECHO SIGNAL IN
PRESENCE OF POLARIZED NUCLEAR

ENVIRONMENT

We consider a diamond sample with natural concen-
tration of spinful nuclei, i.e., the ratio of 13C isotope to
12C is on the level of 1.1%. The magnetic field is set to
B0 = 15.6 mT—the standard intensity value used in ex-
periments with the nuclear environment, when one wants
to focus on single-nucleus dynamics effects on dephasing
[28–31]. For such a field intensity, the spin echo signal
exhibits prominent oscillations, or revival cycles [22, 32],
that occur with a period of ∼ 10 µs; the extent of evo-
lution duration considered here encompasses up to three
such periods. As we have discussed in Sec. III D, we have
verified with CCE-2 simulations that, on this time scale,
the inter-nuclear interactions can be omitted, and each
nucleus can be treated as an independent contributor.
Due to the strong dependence of the NV–nucleus cou-
pling on the distance between them, on this timescale we
can neglect the contributions from nuclei located further
than 10 nm from the NV center, which means that, on
average, there are N ∼ 600 contributing nuclei.

The positions of nuclear spins within the crystal lattice
are chosen at random from uniform probability distribu-
tions. In our simulations we utilize four spatial realiza-
tions (enumerated with Roman numerals I-IV) drawn in
such a way. The key feature of these realization is that
there are no nuclei “nearby” the NV center. The most
interesting, and simultaneously, the most challenging as-
pect of nuclear environment is the difficulty in defining
what “nearby” actually means. The culprit is the dom-
inant NV–nucleus dipole interaction, that is not only
anisotropic, but also has a power-law dependence on the
distance [see Eq. (26)]. Because of that, it is impossi-
ble to define a sharp border between “nearby” and “far
away” distance scales. Therefore, we had to resort to the
trial-and-error method, where by discarding those real-
izations for which the removal of single strongly coupled
nearest neighbor of the center caused a substantial dif-
ference in the decoherence process, we have found the I-
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FIG. 1. The modulus |W | and the phase Φ of the spin echo coherence function of the effective qubit based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉}
manifold of the NV center. Each plot compares the results of the exact CCE-1 given by Eqs. (30) and (31) (red dotted line),
the weak-coupling (37) (blue dashed line), and the Gaussian (38) (green dashed line) approximations. The columns correspond
to the spatial realizations I-IV of the nuclear environment, and in each case all environmental spins are polarized pk = 0.5 for
each k. In the row (a) there are no nuclei with 0.5 nm distance from the qubit (the original realization), and in the row (b) the
realizations have been modified—the moderately coupled nuclei within 1 nm distance form the qubit have been removed.

IV realizations and determined that “nearby” is, no less,
than the distance around 0.5 nm. For natural concen-
tration of 13C spins, about 50% of random realizations
count as being free of strongly coupled nearest neighbors.
In the remaining cases, the NV center together with one
(or more) nearest neighbors should rather be treated as a
multi-qubit register [33–38], rather than a typical exam-
ple of qubit undergoing decoherence process caused be
a mesoscopic nuclear bath. Since, we are interested in
the latter, we only consider realizations without strongly
coupled nuclei, or, equivalently, the realizations with only
weakly coupled nuclei.

A. Tests of the accuracy of Gaussian
approximation

In Fig. 1 we compare the exact CCE-1 echo signal

W01(t) =
∏
kW

(k)
01 (t) given by (31), with its weak-

coupling (37) and Gaussian (38) approximations. The
environment realizations are initialized in a polarized
state with pk = 0.5 for each k. Note that, for the effec-
tive qubit based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉} manifold, the coupling
is biased η01 = 1 and λ01 = 1.

As we have discussed previously, the spatial realiza-
tions I-IV consist of only weakly coupled nuclei, and

hence, the weak-coupling approximation predicts the be-
havior of the modulus with high accuracy. The predic-
tion of the phase shift is comparably accurate, except for
the regions where the coherence drops to zero. However,
those exceptions are irrelevant, because in those cases, it
is impossible to accurately estimate the phase from any
measurement in the first place.

As expected based on considerations from Sec IV, the
Gaussian and the weak-coupling approximations match
up closely while the coherence undergoes the initial de-
cay, and start to differ over the subsequent revival cy-
cles. We have found that the duration scale over which
the Gaussian approximation remains accurate is substan-
tially extended when the environment is also purged of
the “moderately” coupled nuclei [row (b) in the figure].
In practice, we have modified the spatial realizations of
the environment by removing all nuclei within 1 nm dis-
tance from the qubit (by doing so, we have effectively
moved the border between “nearby” and “far” away from
the NV center).

B. Biased vs. unbiased couplings

In Fig. 2 we compare the echo signals from qubits
based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉} and {|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} manifolds for
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FIG. 2. The comparison between spin echo coherence func-
tions of qubits based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉} (biased coupling) and
{|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} (unbiased coupling). The environment is set
in II. spatial realization with the moderately coupled nuclei
removed (no nuclei with 1.0 nm radius around the NV cen-
ter). Cyan solid line depicts the modulus and the phase of
W1−1(t), while the red dashed line stands for modulus and
phase of W 4

01(t) (the coherence function is corrected for the
difference between coupling parameters λ1−1 = 2λ01).

fully polarized spatial realization II with the moderately
coupled nuclei removed. Since λ1−1 = 2λ01, assuming
that the Gaussian approximation holds up, the modulus
|W1−1(t)| ≈ |W01(t)|4 (note that this expectation was
analyzed first in [39]). Simultaneously, within the same
approximation, there should be no phase shift in W1−1(t)
because Φ1−1(t) ∝ η1−1 = 0. These predictions (and si-
multaneously, the validity of Gaussian approximation)
are largely confirmed by the results shown in the fig-
ures. The moduli (corrected for the difference in λ) go
in lock-step until the second revival of |W1−1(t)| where
the Gaussian approximation loses its accuracy due to
the desynchronization effect described in Sec. IV. As for
W01(t), based on our previous conclusions (see Sec. V A),
in this case, the Gaussian approximation holds firmly
throughout. Therefore, the phase depicted in the fig-
ure can be identified with the bias-induced Φ01(t). On
the other hand, the phase shift in W1−1(t) indicates the
deviation from Gaussian approximation, that is initially
small and then increases over the course of subsequent re-
vival cycles. Thus, we have obtained a convenient single-
qubit non-Gaussianity witness: if one observes a non-
zero phase shift in the echo signal from qubit based on
{|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} manifold, then the signal for the environ-
ment is not characterized by Gaussian statistic, and the
larger the phase amplitude, the larger the deviation from
Gaussianity.

0.0
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FIG. 3. The effects of limited DNP range on the spin echo
coherence function of qubit based on {|1, 0〉, |1,−1〉} manifold
of the NV center (the biased coupling). The environment is
set in the II. spatial realization with the moderately coupled
nuclei removed (no nuclei with 1.0 nm radius around the cen-
ter). Plots compare the modulus and the phase depending on
the distance Rpol from the qubit, within which the nuclei are
fully polarized: Rpol = 1.5 nm (blue), 2.0 nm (red), 2.5 nm
(green), and 9.0 nm that encompasses the whole bath (cyan).

C. The influence of the DNP range

In practice, the DNP procedure allows to polarize the
initial state of the nuclei only within certain distance
Rpol from the NV center. Here, we investigate how this
limit on the polarization range influences the echo signal
W01(t). Specifically, we consider II. spatial realization
with moderately coupled nuclei removed (i.e., no nuclear
spin within 1 nm from the NV center) where the nuclei
within Rpol from the center are fully polarized , i.e. their
pk = 1, while those outside this range are left unpolarized
with pk = 0. Figure 3 shows the modulus and the phase
of W01(t) for four progressively larger polarization ranges
Rpol, up to Rpol = 9 nm which encompasses the whole
bath.

The results given in Sec. V A tell us that the Gaussian
approximation holds up in this case, and so, the polar-
ization of nuclei is expected to affect only the phase of
W01(t)—this is confirmed in the plot of |W01(t)| which
is essentially independent of the value of Rpol. On the
other hand, the amplitude of the phase increases as the
distance Rpol is extended and more nuclei are allowed to
contribute their polarization. The trend saturates when
Rpol extends past 2 nm and polarizing more distant nu-
clei does not lead to a visible modification of the phase.
We see, thus, that the polarization of nuclei closer with
≈2 nm radius around the NV center fully determines the
amplitude of the phase of the echo signal.
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FIG. 4. The expectation values of transverse spin components 〈σ̂x/y(t)〉 of qubit based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉} manifold (biased
coupling) for the spin echo dynamics. (The modulus and the phase of qubit’s coherence function are shown for reference.) The
environment is set in II. spatial realization, with the moderately coupled nuclei retained [column (a)] or removed [column (b)].
The plots compare the results obtained for different degree of polarization p of the bath (pk = p for all k): p = 0.0 (green),
0.25 (red), 0.5 (green), and 1.0 (cyan).

D. Measurability of the bias-induced phase shift

In order to gain access to the spin echo signal in prac-
tice, one typically measures the transverse components
of qubit’s spin 〈Sx(t)〉 ∝ 〈σ̂x(t)〉 ∝ Re{Wm1m2(t)} or
〈Sy(t)〉 ∝ 〈σ̂y(t)〉 ∝ Im{Wm1m2(t)}. For qubit initial-

ized in |↑x〉 = (|↑〉 + |↓〉)/
√

2 state, and the environ-
ment in a completely mixed state (zero polarization),
the measured spin components have a very simple form
〈σ̂x(t)〉 = Wm1m2(t) = |Wm1m2(t)| and 〈σ̂y(t)〉 = 0.
However, when the environment is polarized, Wm1m2

(t) is
no longer purely real, 〈σ̂y(t)〉 is non-zero, and the course
of 〈σ̂x(t)〉 is modified.

Here, we investigate to what extent this effect can be
measured for the qubit based on {|1, 0〉, |1, 1〉} manifold
(it is much weaker for {|1, 1〉, |1,−1〉} manifold because
of the unbiased coupling). In Fig. 4 we showcase the
results obtained for II. spatial realization with the mod-

erately coupled nuclei retained [column (a)] and removed
[column (b)], and for a spread of bath polarization values
(all nuclei equally polarized). As we can see, when the
contribution from moderately coupled nuclei is retained
(and thus, non-Gaussian effects become important), as in
column (a), there is a strong signature of large polariza-
tion in 〈σ̂x(t)〉: it acquires negative values on both sides
of the revival peaks. When the moderately coupled nu-
clei are removed, and Gaussian approximation is in effect
[column (b)], 〈σ̂x(t)〉 ≈ |W01(t)|, as if the bath was not
polarized at all. On the other hand, the effects of polar-
ization on 〈σ̂y(t)〉 are clearly visible within and beyond
the regime of Gaussian approximation.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have analyzed the influence of polarization of spin
environment on spin echo signal of the NV center qubit
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based on either m = 0, 1 or m = ±1 levels, refer-
ring to these cases as the biased and unbiased qubit–
environment coupling, respectively. We have considered
the range of magnetic fields (B0 = 15.6 mT) and time
scales (the evolution duration up to ≈ 50 µs) in which
the impact of the intrabath interactions on the course of
qubit’s dynamics is negligible, and the contribution from
each nuclear spin can be treated independently. For an
unpolarized environment (nuclei in a maximally mixed
state), the Bloch vector of the qubit at the end of the echo
sequence is parallel to its initial direction, and the co-
herence function is purely real. Exact calculations show
then when nuclei located up to 2 nm from the qubit have
polarization of the order of 50%, the echoed coherence ac-
quires a nontrivially time-dependent phase, with an am-
plitude ∼ π in the case of biased coupling—i.e., the most
often investigated NV center qubit based on m =0 and 1
levels. For the qubit with unbiased coupling, this phase
is very much smaller. This qualitative difference between
the phase of the echo signal for the two kinds of couplings
can be understood when one analyzes the dephasing in
Gaussian approximation. An analytical, and physically
transparent, expression for the phase shift was obtained
for a strictly Gaussian environment in [5] (recounted here
in Sec. II), and it is found to be proportional to the bias.
Consequently, when Gaussian approximation is valid, one
should expect the above coupling-dependence, as the fi-
nite value of phase in the unbiased coupling case can only
come from non-Gaussian corrections.

We have analyzed the conditions for qubit–nucleus cou-
plings and the evolution duration that allow one to claim
that the Gaussian approximation to the NV center de-
phasing is in qualitative or quantitative agreement with
an exact result. We have also explained the distinction
between weak-coupling and Gaussian approximations—
the former only requires that the influence from each in-
dividual nuclei is weak, while the latter also needs large
number of nuclei. The necessary condition for applicabil-
ity of either of these approximations is for the ≈ 0.5 nm
neighborhood of the NV center to be devoid of any spin-
ful nuclei. The coupling of such a nearby nucleus with the
center would be strong enough to dominate the echo dy-
namics. Therefore, assuming the natural concentration
of 13C isotope in the diamond, around 50% of NV centers
satisfy this condition. The phase shift of the echo signal
can be then very well described using the weak coupling
approximation If we remove also the moderately coupled
nuclei located with 1 nm distance from the center, the
Gaussian approximation becomes almost exact and the
phase shift of unbiased qubit becomes negligible.

The main practical consequence of these results is the
following: if dynamic nuclear polarization is intentionally
created, or if one suspects that some polarization could
have been unintentionally generated, one should measure
both components of the echoed Bloch vector of the qubit
(both real and imaginary part of the coherence). Mea-
suring only the component along the initial vector can
lead to apparent inconsistencies, especially when one uses

theoretical model for dephasing in which all the above
physics is neglected, see e.g. [40].

Furthermore, if the presence of nuclear polarization is
unclear, or its magnitude is not well characterized, one
can use the measurement of phase shift of the echo sig-
nal to gain information on this polarization. In Gaussian
regime, the bias-induced phase shift depends linearly on
the polarization of the nuclei within its immediate vicin-
ity (∼ 2 nm). Therefore, the measurement of the phase
of the echoed coherence, most conveniently accessed by
measurement of the Bloch vector component perpendic-
ular to the direction of the initial state, turns the qubit
into a local probe of nuclear polarization.

A careful analysis of the phase of echoed coherence in
the unbiased coupling case allows for checking to what
extent the decoherence can be described as Gaussian: if
it is, the phase shift can only appear when the coupling
is biased. Therefore,s a measurement of a finite phase
of the echo signal of the qubit with unbiased coupling
proves the non-Gaussian character of the environment.

As discussed in [5], the appearance of nonzero phase
within the Gaussian approximation, is an unambigu-
ous signature of quantum character of environmental
noise. To be more precise, it means that it is, in gen-
eral, impossible to simulate the dephasing by replac-
ing the coupling to the real environment by the cou-
pling to an external stochastic field. Let us, however,
stress again that this holds true only for biased coupling
Ĥint = λ(η1̂+ σ̂z)⊗ V̂ /2; the stochastic modeling of en-
vironmental influence with Gaussian noise is always pos-
sible for unbiased coupling Ĥint = λ σ̂z ⊗ V̂ /2. In other
words, the “classical vs quantum” nature of environmen-
tal noise is relative to the form of the qubit–environment
coupling. We leave a careful examination of this issue for
future research. It should stressed that a non-Gaussian
external phase noise can lead to appearance of nonzero
nontrivial phase shift in echo of dynamical decoupling
signal, see e.g. [41–43], so before drawing conclusions
on the quantum character of the environmental influ-
ence on the qubit from the presence of the phase shift,
one should carefully check if there is a nonzero Gaussian
(i.e. proportional to λ2) contribution to this shift. Let
us also remark that another witness of quantum charac-
ter of environmental influence (and also of generation of
qubit–environment entanglement during dephasing) was
recently described in [44], and its effectiveness for NV
center qubit interacting with partially polarized nuclear
environment was investigated.

Finally, let us discuss the applicability of the above-
discussed physics to the other kinds of qubits. The biased
coupling, which is necessary for appearance of significant
phase shift related to the “quantum” noise, arises for any
qubit, for which only one of its states is endowed with
dipole moment allowing for coupling to external field.
The NV center qubit based on m=0 (zero magnetic mo-
ment) and m=1 (finite magnetic moment) states of the
spin-1 entity, is only one example. The same coupling
describes an excitonic qubit in quantum dots (|0〉 state
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corresponding to lack of exciton, |1〉 state to its pres-
ence) and its coupling to phonons [5, 45–48], and for a
singlet–triplet spin qubit in a double quantum dot [49, 50]
that is affected by the charge noise. While phonon baths
in thermal equilibrium are exactly Gaussian (provided
that anharmonicity of the lattice vibrations is negligible),
environments composed of charge fluctuators [2, 49] are
less obviously Gaussian, but there are regimes of environ-
ment sizes, timescales and qubit–environment couplings
in which they can be treated as such to a good approx-
imation [2, 11, 51]. The conditions under which an ob-
servable phase shift of an echo signal of a singlet–triplet
qubit can appear remain to be investigated.
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Appendix A: Dynamical decoupling control sequence

The density matrix of the composite
qubit+environment system at time t is given by

ρ̂QE(t) = Ûtρ̂Q(0)⊗ ρ̂E(0)Û†t , (A1)

where the unitary evolution operator is given by standard
time-order exponential,

Ût = T e−i
∫ t
0
dτ(ĤQ+ĤE+Ĥint+Ĥctr(τ)) (A2)

with the total Hamiltonian ofQ+E system consists of the
free environmental Hamiltonian ĤE , free qubit Hamilto-
nian ĤQ ∝ σ̂z, the interaction Ĥint = λ(η1̂+ σ̂z)⊗ V̂ /2,

and the time dependent control Hamiltonian Ĥctr that
is responsible for the application π pulses in a sequence
defined by the pulse timings {τ0 = 0, τ1, τ2, . . . , τn = t}
(τ0 < τ1 < . . . < τn). Assuming that the pulses are
perfectly accrued and effectively instantaneous, we can
approximate the action of the evolution operator with

Ût ≈ ÛctrÛ0(t, τn−1) . . . ÛctrÛ0(τ2, τ1)ÛctrÛ0(τ1, 0)

= (−i)nσ̂xÛ0(t, τn−1) . . . σ̂xÛ0(τ2, τ1)σ̂xÛ0(τ1, 0)
(A3)

where Ûctr = exp(iπσ̂x/2) = −iσ̂x, and Û0(ti, tf ) =

exp{−i(tf − ti)[ĤE + ĤQ + Ĥint]}.
For any function F of Pauli matrix σ̂z we have the

following relation

σ̂xF (σ̂z)σ̂x = F (−σ̂z). (A4)

from which we get that

Ût = e−i(t−τn−1)(−ĤQ+ĤE+λ
2 (η1̂+(−1)nσ̂z)V̂ ) . . .

× e−i(τ2−τ1)(−ĤQ+ĤE+λ
2 (η1̂−σ̂z)V̂ )

× e−iτ1(ĤQ+ĤE+λ
2 (η1̂+σ̂z)⊗V̂ )

= T e−i
∫ t
0
dτ(ĤE+f(τ)ĤQ+λ

2 (η1̂+f(τ)σ̂z)⊗V̂ ) (A5)

where we encounter the time-domain filter function f(τ),
defined as

f(τ) =

n−1∑
k=0

(−1)kΘ(τk+1 − τ)Θ(τ − τk). (A6)

We assume that the dynamical decoupling sequence is

balanced, i.e.,
∫ t

0
dτf(τ) = 0, so that its application re-

moves the trivial phase due to static energy splitting of
the qubit.

After switching to interaction picture, in which V̂ (τ) =

exp(iτĤE)V̂ exp(−iτĤE), we arrive at:

Ût = e−itĤET e− iλ2
∫ t
0
dτ(η1̂+f(τ)σ̂z)⊗V̂ (τ) = e−itĤE Û(t|f).

(A7)

Now we calculate the coherence function

W (t) =
Tr
(
σ̂− ⊗ 1̂

(
Ûtρ̂Q(0)⊗ ρ̂E(0)Û†t

))
ρ+−(0)

=
Tr
(
σ̂− ⊗ 1̂

(
Û(t|f)ρ̂Q(0)⊗ ρ̂E(0)Û†(t|f)

))
ρ+−(0)

,

(A8)

where the environment evolution operators exp(−itĤE)
simplify due to cyclic property of the trace.
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Protecting quantum information against environmental
noise,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 041001 (2016).

[26] Pu Huang, Xi Kong, Nan Zhao, Fazhan Shi, Pengfei
Wang, Xing Rong, Ren-Bao Liu, and Jiangfeng Du, “Ob-
servation of anomalous decoherence effect in a quantum
bath at room temperature,” Nat. Communications 2, 570
(2011).

[27] F. Dolde, I. Jakobi, B. Naydenov, N. Zhao, S. Pezzagna,
C. Trautmann, J. Meijer, P. Neumann, F. Jelezko, and
J.Wrachtrup, “Room-temperature entanglement between
single defect spins in diamond,” Nat. Phys. 9, 139 (2013).

[28] T. Staudacher, F. Shi, S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, J. Du,
C. A. Meriles, F. Reinhard, and J. Wrachtrup, “Nuclear
magnetic resonance spectroscopy on a (5-nanometer)3

sample volume,” Science 339, 561 (2013).
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