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Noise is both ubiquitous and generally deleterious in settings where precision is required. This is especially
true in the quantum technology sector where system utility typically decays rapidly under its influence. Under-
standing the noise in quantum devices is thus a prerequisite for efficient strategies to mitigate or even eliminate
its harmful effects. However, this requires resources that are often prohibitive, such that the typically-used
noise models rely on simplifications that sometimes depart from experimental reality. Here we derive a com-
pact microscopic error model for single-qubit gates that only requires a single experimental input - the noise
power spectral density. Our model goes beyond standard depolarizing or Pauli-twirled noise models, explicitly
including non-Clifford and non-Markovian contributions to the dynamical error map. We gauge our predic-
tions for experimentally relevant metrics against established characterization techniques run on a trapped-ion
quantum computer. In particular, we find that experimental estimates of average gate errors measured through
randomized benchmarking and reconstructed via quantum process tomography are tightly lower-bounded by our
analytical estimates, while the depolarizing model overestimates the gate error. Our noise modeling including
non-Markovian contributions can be readily applied to established frameworks such as dynamical decoupling
and dynamically-corrected gates, or to provide more realistic thresholds for quantum error correction.

CONTENTS

I. Introduction 1
A. Summary of the main results 3

II. quantum dynamical map for single-qubit gates 4
A. Stochastic Langevin equations and the

dressed-state master equation 4
B. Ideal tomography for the dynamical error map 8
C. Projection noise, maximum-likelihood, and

analytical estimates of the gate error rate 12

III. Trapped-ion noisy Rabi oscillations: tomography
and randomized benchmarking 14
A. Experimental setup 14
B. Noisy tomography of the dynamical error map and

validation of the analytical error rate estimates 15

IV. Conclusions and outlook 17

Acknowledgments 18

Conflicts of interest 18

Author contributions 18

Data Availability Statement 18

References 19

A. Stochastic processes and Monte Carlo methods 21

∗ jm.sanchez.velazquez@csic.es
† Also at Alpine Quantum Technologies GmbH, Innsbruck, Austria
‡ Currently on sabbatical at Department of Physics, University of Oxford,

Clarendon Laboratory, Parks Road, Oxford OX1 3PU, United Kingdom

B. Time-convolutionless master equations and the
cumulant expansion 24

C. Solution of the dressed-state master equation 26

D. Process error matrix and non-Markovianity 27

I. INTRODUCTION

The prospective advantage of quantum information proces-
sors (QIPs) relies on their ability to tap an exponentially-
large computational space with a limited number of base con-
stituents. However, for the very same reason these processors
might be powerful, they are also fragile and hard to control.
Anyone who wants to run a powerful QIP will have to con-
tend with the fact that an exponentially large computational
space often comes with an exponentially large amount of pos-
sible errors, which must be carefully characterized and min-
imized. The development of QIPs – in particular at scale –
thus requires sufficient knowledge about the device and its
noise. However, demanding full detail in the characteriza-
tion of all noise sources would make any attempt unpractical.
Consequently, there is a large effort within the quantum char-
acterization, verification, and validation (QCVV) community
to devise effective and efficient means of determining errors in
QIPs, and their practical quantum dynamical maps. This en-
deavor should ideally require only a small amount of (exper-
imentally accessible) knowledge, yet still maintain all salient
features to be useful for QCVV at increasing system sizes.

In a digital quantum computation context, we are typically
interested in quantifying the errors affecting the individual op-
erations (gates) that form a so-called universal gate set G . Us-
ing G , any computation can be approximated to arbitrary ac-
curacy so long as the implementation of each gate is ideal, that
is free of errors. For any real system, however, noise can in-
troduce errors that affect the computation. The effect of noise
can be quantified by calculating the average error rate εg per
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gate of a specific type g ∈ G , also commonly referred to as the
average gate infidelity

εg(t) = 1−
∫

dψ0 ⟨ψ0|U†
g (t)Et(ρ0)Ug(t) |ψ0⟩ . (1)

Here, ρ0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| is the initial state described by a pos-
itive semi-definite operator of unit trace ρ0 ∈ D(HS) in the
Hilbert space of the system HS, Ug(t) is the target gate uni-
tary, and Et is the faulty time-evolution operation obtained by
acting on the QIP with a set of controls during the time in-
terval t ∈ T = [0, tf]. Additionally, dψ0 is the uniform Haar
measure used to average over all possible initial pure states.
The error rate can be used to evaluate if the device is below
the error threshold εg(t) < εth [1, 2] of a quantum error cor-
rection (QEC) code [3–6], which will depend on the specific
noise model.

The most generic description of a system’s noisy
time-evolution is that of a quantum dynamical map
Et : D(HS) 7→ D(HS) ∀t ∈ T , namely a one-parameter fam-
ily of completely-positive trace-preserving (CPTP) superop-
erators C(HS) fulfilling E0(ρ) = ρ [7–10]. For each specific
time, a snapshot of the quantum dynamical map is a so-called
quantum channel, which can be expressed in different ways.
Here we use the process χ matrix representation and focus on
the description of the gate errors by writing it as

Et(ρ0) =
d2−1

∑
α,β=0

χ
err
αβ

(t)Eα ρid(t)E
†
β
, (2)

where ρid(t) =Ug(t)ρ0U†
g (t) is the ideal unitary evolution un-

der the target gate, d = 2N is the Hilbert space dimension for
N qubits, and the operators Eα are the orthonormal Pauli basis

Eα ∈BP =
1√
d

{
12,σx,σy,σz

}⊗N
. (3)

The coefficients χerr
αβ

(t) ∈ C form the error process ma-
trix [11], which is a constrained semi-definite positive matrix
that contains all of the information of the dynamical error map

χ
err(t) ∈ Pos(Cd2

), ∑
α,β

χ
err
αβ

(t)E†
β

Eα = 1d . (4)

When errors in QIPs are modeled, assumptions have to be
made in order to keep the problem complexity manageable.
Two major simplifications that are typically found in the lit-
erature are first to restrict to Pauli-type quantum dynamical
maps, and second to ignore any time variations and time cor-
relations for each snapshot. A representative example is the
single-qubit depolarizing channel [12] of rate p, which is re-
lated to the above error εg, and corresponds to a Pauli channel
with a diagonal process matrix and equal error rates

ED(ρ0) =
(
1− pd

)
ρid(t)+ ∑

b=x,y,z

pd

3
σb ρid(t)σb. (5)

Here, x-, y-, or z-type errors occur after the ideal unitary with
the same probability pd/3, while 1− pd is the probability that

no error occurs at all. The connection of this model’s error
probability pd to the average gate infidelity in Eq. (1) comes
from the exact formula for the Haar-measure integral [13],
leading to pd = 3εg/2 for a unique and fixed gate time. As-
suming that all gates within G are characterized by one- and
two-qubit depolarizing channels with a unique depolarizing
rate pd, one finds that the threshold using topological QEC
codes such as Kitaev’s surface code [4, 14] lies in the range
pd < pth ∼ 0.1-1% [6, 15–17]. In spite of its apparent simplic-
ity, the depolarizing channel has been used to predict logical
errors in current QIPs with accuracy similar to more complex
error models [18]. However, this feature depends strongly on
the structure of the underlying task. It is expected that, for
improving error rates, more complex error models will yield
better predictions and provide more reliable accounts of the
threshold. Recent work [19–22] constitutes an ongoing effort
for the realistic assessment of near-term QEC with trapped-
ion quantum computers using noise models with increasing,
yet manageable, levels of detail. This more detailed modeling
can avoid the over- or underestimation of the correcting ca-
pabilities of a QEC strategy, ideally including non-Markovian
effects typically neglected in most studies.

It comes as no surprise that realistic noise sources possess
more structure than the above depolarizing channel. To begin
with, one- and two-qubit gates are typically driven by distinct
mechanisms, and will therefore be subject to distinct error
channels. Additionally, qubits idling during gate operations
will invariably be subject to a noise channel that is different
from that of active qubits, though both do depend on the con-
trol in general. Moreover, the error channels for the various
operations including idling will be dynamical, with time de-
pendence arising via a number of avenues. For instance, the
idle channel must account for the different waiting periods,
including time allocated for non-unitary operations such as
reset, or (re)cooling and ion shuttling. Additionally, including
the time dependence of the process matrix is a requisite if one
aims at modeling noise fluctuations typically characterized by
a non-zero correlation time τc, which leads to colored (cor-
related) noise. These correlations can be responsible for the
non-Markovian dynamics of the QIP, which are not captured
by the oversimplifying depolarizing channel. Spatiotemporal
noise correlations are indeed ubiquitous in all physical hard-
ware platforms, and break base assumptions in much of the
theory work in QEC and QCVV. One way around this has
been to turn correlated noise into uncorrelated Pauli noise on
average through the randomized compiling approach [23]. In
some contexts this average noise channel approach is inappro-
priate; for example in QEC where assumptions on correlations
between errors matter in every shot rather than on average.

A different strategy to deal with correlated noise, which
we pursue in this work, is to provide a more accurate
time-dependent modeling of the underlying errors, including
leading-order non-Markovian effects. In doing so we charac-
terize the full quantum dynamical map {Et : t ∈ T}. We refer
to this collection of quantum channels as the dynamical error
map since this is fully characterized by the time dependence
of the error process matrix in Eq. (4) acting after the ideal uni-
tary gate in Eq. (2). Let us remark that error channels without
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an explicit time dependence provide only a snapshot of the
evolution. Their predictive power is thus limited and, in par-
ticular, their accuracy depends on context, that is, whether or
not they are applied in exactly the same environment as they
were reconstructed in, e.g. using quantum process tomogra-
phy.

Accepting that an error channel’s time dependence and
time correlations are important does not automatically mean
that microscopically-motivated derivations of error channels
are inherently superior. From a pragmatic point of view,
one could apply the tools of quantum process tomography
(QPT) [12, 24–27] to estimate various snapshots of χerr(t) for
the gates using experimental data via e.g. fitting. The chan-
nels Et so reconstructed could then be used in numerical sim-
ulations of the QEC error (pseudo-)thresholds [21]. However,
this approach can be unsatisfactory for a number of reasons:
(i) We often only gain limited knowledge of how the gates
are actually affected by the different noise sources when re-
constructing a single snapshot using the ’black-box’ QPT. In
essence, we receive the (net) effect of the noise but not the
root cause of this effect, which limits diagnostic utility to the
experimentalist. (ii) This reconstruction provides limited in-
crease in predictive capabilities. Time correlation and time
dependence make the channel’s accuracy context-dependent,
which means that one has to trade accuracy in predictions
against the number of reconstruction points. (iii) The standard
QPT toolbox assumes that the system can be perfectly ini-
tialized in a set of informationally complete (IC) pure states,
and measured via an IC set of error-free positive operator-
valued measures (POVMs) [7, 10]. In practice, however, both
steps also require applying imperfect gates, manifesting in so-
called state preparation and measurement (SPAM) errors [28].
SPAM errors contribute to the error channel one is trying to
characterize by QPT. There are tomography techniques that
have built-in self-consistency to SPAM errors such as gate set
tomography (GST) [29–31], but so far assume that the under-
lying noise has no time correlations, that is they work in the
Markovian limit. Additionally, their measurement overhead is
substantial even when compared to standard QPT.

A. Summary of the main results

In this manuscript we present a microscopically motivated
reconstruction of the dynamical error map of single-qubit
gates subject to colored dephasing noise, generally yielding
a non-Clifford and non-Markovian map, and compare it to
depolarizing and Pauli-twirled approximations. Despite its
microscopic origin, our dynamical error map requires only a
single quantity that is accessible in experiments: the power
spectral density of the noise on the phase of the driving field.
Using this reconstruction we tackle problems (i)-(iii) listed
above. In order to overcome the first two limitations, and set
the stage to face the third one, we go beyond a black-box QPT
toolbox that makes no assumptions about the microscopic fea-
tures of the device and its noise. As we show, a more detailed
microscopic modeling allows us to parameterize the dynami-
cal error map in a way so as to infer the root cause of the spe-

cific effects of the noise on single-qubit gates. For instance,
we find that certain filtered noise components are the cause
of a coherent miss-rotation that affects the gate even for a
perfectly-calibrated driving field. Other filtered noise com-
ponents fix the overall decay of the gate fidelity and also set
the weights of an effective biased noise model that includes
non-Markovianity.

Characterizing the errors in the desired high-fidelity regime
of QIPs is made challenging by the presence of SPAM er-
rors at similar levels to gate errors. An added benefit of es-
timating the full dynamical error map rather than a single
snapshot is that we can explore the dynamics at arbitrarily-
large times. The large-time accumulated gate error contri-
bution of the dephasing noise can be distinguished from the
smaller (constant) SPAM errors. The analytic form of the
reconstructed noise model can then be evaluated at shorter
times to assess the errors in the high-fidelity regime of the
QIP, where non-Markovian effects become more important.
In particular, we show that our analysis allows us to pre-
dict the quantum processor’s performance via e.g. gate er-
ror rates in regimes where the dynamics can be proven to be
non-Markovian. These error rates are then verified against
other established but resource-heavier SPAM-consistent tools
or benchmarking routines which only provide partial infor-
mation about the channel. In our work, we apply randomized
benchmarking [32, 33] to experimental trapped-ion QIPs and
find a reasonable agreement with our analytical error rates.
This agreement is in spite of the underlying simplifications,
e.g. our analytical predictions consider dephasing noise as the
sole error source and, moreover, apply a low-order truncation
of a cumulant expansion to arrive at manageable time-local
master equations that can be analytically solved. We present
a Pauli-twirled version of this dynamical error map which, to
the best of our knowledge, provides the most accurate Pauli
approximation to the error map of single-qubit gates subject
to time-correlated noise to date. This channel can be used in
large-scale simulations of noisy Clifford-type circuits, to e.g.
predict more realistic error thresholds of QEC.

Finally, we note that the microscopic non-Markovian dy-
namical error map presented in this work can be used in other
SPAM error-free approaches such as gate set tomography, ex-
tending them to a non-Markovian regime [34]. The techniques
presented here will also be useful to explore the effects of cor-
related noise in dynamically-corrected gates, or to analyze the
practical limitations of dynamical-decoupling sequences for
quantum noise spectroscopy [35].

This manuscript is organized as follows: Sec. II consti-
tutes the bulk of this work, where we revisit the theoretical
framework to describe effects of stochastic processes in the
dynamics of a single qubit. We present a new analytical so-
lution for the quantum dynamical map of the qubit includ-
ing strictly non-Markovian effects in its evolution by com-
bining the formalism of time-local master equations with that
of filter functions and noise power spectral densities. Fur-
ther, we gauge the validity of our analytical methods against
quasi-exact Monte Carlo simulations of the stochastic dynam-
ics, using as a toy model the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process to
model the frequency noise of a laser. Additionally, we discuss
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the effects of shot noise, and how to reconstruct snapshots of
the dynamical error map from data corresponding to a finite
number of shots. This analytical section ends with the expres-
sions for the average dynamical gate error with respect to ideal
unitary dynamics, and a comparison of the non-Clifford and
non-Markovian error map with depolarizing and Pauli-twirled
channel approximations. In Sec. III, we connect our analytical
formalism with experimental data obtained on a trapped-ion
QIP. Here, we abandon the idealized Ornstein-Uhlenbeck de-
phasing and use the specific power spectral density of the fre-
quency noise of the laser driving the ion, which is obtained by
independent experimental techniques base on self-heterodyne
interferometry. We close this manuscript in Sec. IV where we
comment on the relevance, applicability, and extensibility of
our findings to QCVV and QIP generally.

II. QUANTUM DYNAMICAL MAP FOR SINGLE-QUBIT
GATES

The single-qubit gates in G correspond to unitaries Ug(t) ∈
U(2) involving transitions between two states, e.g. the com-
putational basis |0⟩ ↔ |1⟩. These transitions are oscillatory
under continuous drive and are commonly referred to as Rabi
flops [36, 37]. They allow to implement arbitrary single-qubit
unitaries by subjecting the qubit to an external drive that can
be accurately controlled. However, any real gate will be sub-
ject to noise from the controls and the surrounding environ-
ment, which causes deviations from Ug(t). Excluding sys-
tematic mismatches between the target parameters for a gate
and the implemented ones, there are two distinct avenues for
gate errors: the coupling between qubit and its environment,
and control noise in the driving field. While distinct in ori-
gin, their effect on the coupling is indistinguishable, leading in
both cases to decoherence. Which of these effects dominates
depends strongly on the hardware platform. Current state-of-
the-art QIPs are now frequently shielded so well against ex-
ternal perturbations that fluctuations of the control fields can
become the limiting factor to coherence. The description and
study of stochastic noise processes to model those fluctuations
have thus garnered increasing interest in the community.

When the coupling of the system to the stochastic noise
process is sufficiently weak, or when this process has ad-
ditional properties specified below, then the dynamics can
be described via a power spectral density (PSD) (see Ap-
pendix A). We are interested in particular in the filter function
formalism [38–41], and its more recent adaptations [42–44],
in which the dynamics of the qubit are controlled by the over-
lap of the noise PSDs with appropriate filter functions. The
estimation of PSDs is of great interest to a number of applica-
tions, and thus a wealth of methods to extract them have been
developed over the years. Some of these rely on perform-
ing measurements using qubits as sensors such as in quan-
tum noise spectroscopy [45–70], which includes sophisticated
adaptations [56, 71–73] that exploit the dependence of the
qubit relaxation rates on the filtered noise PSD. Other methods
rely on direct measurement of the noise PSDs in components,
for example the local oscillators used in the driving fields [74–

77].
With the wealth of work already discussed elsewhere, we

in turn address the question of how to estimate the dynamical
error map of single-qubit gates, extending the standard long-
time approach of filtered relaxation rates to the high-fidelity
regime of quantum gates in which the filters act for a shorter
time, and do not resolve a single frequency component of the
noise PSD. Moreover, we note that the filtered relaxation rates
used in quantum noise spectroscopy focus on a particular ini-
tial state while we are interested in the full quantum dynami-
cal map. We combine the cumulant expansions in stochastic
quantum dynamics [78, 79] and the filter function formalism
to go beyond these limitations, capturing the noisy dynam-
ics for high-fidelity gates and for any initial state. We derive
closed analytical expressions for the dynamical error map of
single-qubit gates, showing that the different snapshots depart
from error channels in the Clifford group. Moreover, we find
that additional filters not accounted for previously are respon-
sible for the non-Markovianity of the dynamical map. These
results are then used to address the three challenges outlined
in the introduction. In particular, we present analytical expres-
sions for the gate infidelity in Eq. (1) that go beyond previous
approximations and are valid in the regime of non-Markovian
dynamics. For specificity, we focus on the experimentally rel-
evant case where the leading source of noise in the control is
colored frequency or phase fluctuations leading to dephasing.

A. Stochastic Langevin equations and the dressed-state master
equation

Using a semi-classical approximation [80], the rotating
frame Hamiltonian describing a Rabi flop subject to dephas-
ing noise is given by

H̃(t) =
1
2

Ωσφ +
1
2

δω̃(t)σz, (6)

where we have defined

σφ = cosφσx − sinφσy. (7)

In the above expressions, Ω and φ are the Rabi frequency and
average phase of the drive, respectively, and we have set h̄ =
1. We denote stochastic quantities with a tilde to distinguish
them from deterministic ones from hereon. In particular, the
detuning δω̃(t) is modeled as a stochastic process [78, 81]
with contributions from the fluctuations of both the driving
phase φ̃(t) = φ + δ φ̃(t) and frequency ω̃d(t) = ω0 + δω̃d(t).
Assuming that the average drive frequency is resonant with
the qubit transition ω0, the above dephasing noise appear as

δω̃(t) = δω̃d(t)+
d
dt

δ φ̃(t), (8)

where we note that the frequency fluctuations δω̃d(t) can also
incorporate the effect of noisy external fields shifting the qubit
frequency. Although we could carry on with a general study,
we assume for simplicity that the stochastic processes above
have zero mean, that is E[δω̃(t)] = 0 such that, on average,
the drive induces resonant Rabi oscillations subject to noise.
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Noise of the type in Eq. (8) is generally referred to as
dephasing noise. While the origin of dephasing in ac-
tual hardware is usually predominantly technical, any finite
linewidth oscillator used as a drive inevitably induces dephas-
ing [79, 82, 83]. For well-controlled systems phase fluctua-
tions are typically larger in magnitude than the noise caused
by intensity fluctuations, and persist even in the absence of in-
tensity noise [84]. As an initial modeling of this phase noise,
one may take for example stochastic models of lasers above
threshold, which also appear in the context of Brownian mo-
tion [85]. For instance, in the phase diffusion model [86–89],
δ φ̃(t) fluctuates according to a Wiener process or, alterna-
tively, as the result of white-noise fluctuations in the laser
frequency manifested in the detuning δω̃d(t). As discussed
in Appendix B, this model is the zero correlation-time limit
of an extended phase diffusion model [82, 89, 90] that uses
an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck frequency noise [81, 91], account-
ing for non-Lorentzian PSDs [90]. These models should be
understood as simplified phenomenological models that ap-
pear as limiting cases of a more detailed description of the
laser [79, 82, 83, 92], and are used in our work for numerical
benchmarks of the analytic derivations. These models assume,
in particular, that there is no added technical noise. More-
over, they are meant to characterize the direct laser output,
which will afterwards (un)intentionally be affected by other
elements, changing in this way its spatiotemporal makeup
and the microscopic PSD. Nevertheless, using fairly broad as-
sumptions about general noise properties like Gaussianity or
some form of stationarity, we can progress on the tomogra-
phy of the dynamical error map using a generic PSD of the
noise, that is in particular including technical contributions.
These PSDs are the ones that can actually be accessed by inde-
pendent experimental means as mentioned in the introduction.
The rest of this section aims at substantiating all of the above
claims starting from the effect of the stochastic dephasing on
the qubit’s dynamics.

(i) Stochastic Langevin equations.– When writing the qubit
state in an orthonormal basis, e.g. |ψ̃(t)⟩ = ∑i=0,1 c̃i(t) |i⟩,
the Schödinger equation associated with the Hamiltonian in
Eq. (6) becomes a system of stochastic differential equations
(SDEs) [78, 81] for the vector c̃cc(t) of random amplitudes

dc̃cc(t)
dt

=− i
2

Ωσφ c̃cc(t)− i
2

σzc̃cc(t)δω̃(t). (9)

This type of SDE, which is linear in the noise δω̃(t), is known
as a Langevin equation [81, 93]. The first term in this equa-
tion is called the drift and corresponds in this case to the Rabi
drive, whereas the second one is called the diffusion and is
proportional to the stochastic dephasing. In particular, the dif-
fusion term is a multiplicative Langevin noise (see the dis-
cussion around Eq. (A15) in Appendix A), which turns the
qubit amplitudes into stochastic processes themselves. Ob-
servables Õ(t) = ⟨ψ̃(t)| Ô |ψ̃(t)⟩ are consequently stochastic
quantities, and will thus require an additional statistical aver-
age O(t) = E[Õ(t)] over the process.

Determining these averages requires calculating noise tra-
jectories {δω̃(ti) : i ∈ ZMt}, which may be governed by a sep-
arate Langevin SDE. Here, Mt refers to the number of time

steps used to discretize the time interval T to solve the SDE
(see Appendix A). Obtaining these trajectories can only be
done approximately for a sufficiently small time step ∆t, with
the exception of the simple cases of uncorrelated white noise,
or for colored noise described by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck ran-
dom process. Both of these regimes lead to the two phase dif-
fusion models of the laser mentioned above. Introducing other
stochastic processes in which trajectories cannot be generated
exactly requires a numerical Monte Carlo approach [93]. One
can generate MMC trajectories of δω̃(t) by using MMC ×Mt
independent Gaussian random variables of zero mean and unit
variance. These trajectories are then fed into a system of dif-
ference equations for the amplitudes, which result from dis-
cretizing the time derivatives in Eq. (9) as finite differences,
e.g. via Heun’s method (see Eq. (A6) in Appendix A).

When the specific SDE governing the dephasing noise is
not known a priori, alternative means to generate the noise
trajectories are required. Remarkably, there are situations in
which the knowledge of the auto-correlation function, or the
PSD, suffice for such a goal. The auto-correlation function, or
covariance, of a stochastic process is defined as the statistical
average of the two-time correlation functions

C(t, t ′) = E[(δω̃(t)−δ (t))(δω̃(t ′)−δ (t ′))], (10)

where δ (t) = E[δω̃(t)] is the mean value of the process that
is assumed to vanish in this work. We focus on processes
that are wide-sense stationary or have independent stationary
increments, for which C(t, t ′) = C(t − t ′) [94]. In this case,
the PSD of the noise S(ω), that is the power of the stochastic
process per unit frequency, can be defined as

C(t) =
∫

∞

−∞

dω

2π
S(ω)eiωt . (11)

If the process is Gaussian, such that all moments of the dis-
tribution can be expressed in terms of the two-time func-
tions [81], one can generate trajectories very efficiently with-
out even knowing if there is an underlying Langevin SDE.
One can use a Cholesky-Crout factorization [95] to generate
the trajectories of δω̃(t) by Franklin’s algorithm in Eq. (A19),
noting that the auto-correlation function for discrete time
steps is a positive-definite Hermitian matrix [96]. Alterna-
tively, when the process is also wide-sense stationary, one
can directly work with the PSD via Percival’s algorithm in
Eq. (A23), and obtain a noise trajectory from a Fourier series
with complex random coefficients weighted by the PSD [97].
In the limit of large MMC and small ∆t, the stochastic aver-
ages will have very small approximation errors, and can be
used to benchmark analytical predictions, such as our follow-
ing dressed-state master-equation approach.

(ii) Dressed-state master equation.– The density matrix for
the qubit is defined as ρ(t) = E[|ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|], such that the av-
eraged qubit observables, which do not depend explicitly on
δω̃(t), can be expressed as O(t) = Tr{Ôρ(t)}. It is possible
to derive a master equation for this density matrix resulting
from the average over the stochastic process in analogy to the
theory of open quantum systems [98–102]. In fact, the under-
lying projection operator techniques for open quantum sys-
tems [100, 103] were first developed in the context of SDEs.
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In this work, we truncate the so-called time-convolutionless
approach at second order and go beyond a Lindblad-type mas-
ter equation [104, 105] by considering a time-dependent ker-
nel. Departing from previous approaches, we will consider
a different parameter regime for the kernel, which allows to
use a different expansion of the underlying equations in a way
that captures the role of the noise’s time correlations in the
short-time regime of high-fidelity gates (see Appendix B). In
particular, we achieve this by using a particular instantaneous
dressed frame [89] also known as a toggling frame in the con-
text of filter functions [42, 106].

For concreteness, we set φ = 0 in Eq. (7), although similar
expressions could be found for any drive phase. In this instan-
taneous frame, the second-order time-local master equation
for the density matrix is given by

d
dt

ρ(t) =−
∫ t

0
dt ′C(t − t ′)[Oz(t),Oz(t ′)ρ(t)]+H.c., (12)

where Oz(t) is the Pauli phase-noise operator in the interaction
picture with respect to the perfect unitary Rabi drive

Oz(t) =
1
2

U†
Ω
(t)σzUΩ(t), U

Ω
(t) = e−it Ω

2 σx . (13)

The advantage of working in this frame is that the pertinent
regime in which the qubit undergoes several Rabi flops with
little decoherence is not in conflict with the low-order trunca-
tion of the fast fluctuation expansion of the time-local master
equation, where non-Markovian effects can arise from keep-
ing the full time-dependence of the kernel. Thus we can still
explore short-time regimes of high-fidelity gates, e.g. one
Rabi flop, even if the timescales become comparable to the
correlation time τc of the dephasing noise. We are now ex-
panding in ∆ωτc ≪ 1 instead of relying on small parameter
Ω/∆ω ≪ 1, as in the usual truncation of the SDEs leading to
a Bourret-Markov approximation [82, 103, 107], where ∆ω is
the linewidth of the laser. This master equation can now be
used to characterize microscopically the errors that affect the
gates. The only constraint is that the noise correlation time
must be smaller than an effective dephasing time on the qubit,
which is the case if one is interested in high-fidelity gates. On
the other hand, the correlation time can be sufficiently large
in comparison with the gate time such that the dynamics dis-
play genuine non-Markovian effects, which can be quantified
using non-Markovianity measures [108, 109].

By working in the dressed-state basis, that is the basis of
eigenstates of σφ , we can obtain an accurate analytic solution
to this master equation, and extract the dynamical error map
describing the noisy Rabi oscillations. The analytic solution
derived in Appendix C, can be expressed in terms of the pop-
ulations of the dressed states |±⟩, where we have introduced
|±z⟩= (|0⟩± z |1⟩)/

√
2 for any z ∈ C, namely

ρ±±(t) = 1
2 ±

1
2

(
2ρ++(0)−1

)
e−Γ1(t), (14)

which is rewritten in terms of a filtered integral Γ1(t) of the
noise PSD in Eq. (11), connecting to the formalism of filter

functions [38–44]. The dressed-state coherences evolve as

ξξξ (t) = e−Γ1(t)e−i Θ(t)
2 nnn(t)·σσσ

ξξξ (0), ξξξ (t) =
(

ρ+−(t)+ρ−+(t)
ρ−+(t)−ρ+−(t)

)
.

(15)
where we have defined the rotation angle

Θ(t) =
√

∆2
1(t)−∆2

2(t)−Γ2
2(t), (16)

the Pauli vector σσσ , and the following rotation axis which,
having complex-valued components, accounts for non-unitary
evolutions

nnn(t) =
1

Θ(t)

(
∆1(t),−i∆2(t), iΓ2(t)

)t
. (17)

Altogether, our solution depends on additional filter integrals
{Γ1(t),Γ2(t),∆1(t),∆2(t)}, namely

Γi(t) =
∫

∞

−∞

dω S(ω)FΓi(ω,Ω, t),

∆i(t) =
∫

∞

−∞

dω S(ω)F∆i(ω,Ω, t),
(18)

each of which is expressed in terms of a different filter func-
tion that depends on the Rabi drive. Based on its effect on the
qubit, we refer to FΓ1(ω,Ω, t) as the decay filter function

FΓ1(ω,Ω, t) =
t
4

(
η 2

t
(Ω−ω)+η 2

t
(Ω+ω)

)
. (19)

Here, we have made use of a nascent Dirac delta

ηε(x) =
ε

πx2 sin2
( x

ε

)
(20)

fulfilling ηε(x) → δ (x) as ε → 0+, and
∫

∞

−∞
dxηε(x) = 1.

It then becomes clear that, in the long-time limit where
ε = 2/t → 0+, the function becomes a perfect delta-type filter

FΓ1(ω,Ω, t)≈ t
4
(S(Ω)+S(−Ω)) =

t
2

S(Ω), (21)

where we have used that classical noise PSDs are always par-
ity even, i.e. S(−Ω) = S(Ω) [110]. The qubit coherence
decays with an exponential that depends on the noise PSD
evaluated at the Rabi frequency as follows from Eq. (C3)
in the appendix for sufficiently long driving times t. This
connects directly to some of the aforementioned methods of
relaxation rate quantum noise spectroscopy [49, 51, 54, 55,
61, 62]. If one starts from a qubit dressed state |±⟩, the
so-called spin-locking dynamics yield the density-matrix ele-
ments ρ±±(t) = (1+ e−t/T2,eff)/2, such that the relaxation of
the qubit coherences can give information about the noise
PSD via a renormalized dephasing time T2,eff = 2/S(Ω). By
sweeping the Rabi frequency Ω of the resonant drive, one can
infer S(ω) in a frequency range ω ∈ [Ωmin,Ωmax] by monitor-
ing the coherence decay of the qubit in this long-time limit.
We emphasize that the long-time limit condition is crucial
for the reconstruction of the noise PSD. Spectral leakage oth-
erwise makes PSD estimation a complicated inversion prob-
lem [58]. Active shaping of the filter function can further aid
in this regard [73].
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FIG. 1. Frequency dependence of decay and coherent filter func-
tions. a At short times (t = π/Ω) both filter functions FΓ1 and F∆1 are
broad, and thus allow for a wide range of frequencies components of
the noise PSD to affect the qubit dynamics. Both are finite and close
to their maximum at zero frequency. b At longer times (t = 9.5π/Ω)
the filters get considerably narrower. FΓ1 is strongly concentrated
around the Rabi frequency ω = ±Ω, getting strongly suppressed at
zero frequency, which is responsible for an enhancement of the ef-
fective qubit T2 time if considering the long-term rather than short-
term decay. F∆1 is a dispersive-type function with zero crossings at
ω =±Ω, but remains appreciable at zero frequency.

What may be considered ’long-time’ can be understood
from a comparison of the width of structures in the PSD and
relative to the filter function. Doing so leads to the condition
t ≫ τc, as one can check for the particular case of the extended
phase noise model. This long-time limit would allow to ex-
press the master equation in a Lindblad-type form and yield a
time-independent kernel, as discussed in Appendix B. Taking
the long-time limit is somewhat implicit in the standard ap-
proach to the fast fluctuation expansion in Ω/∆ω ≪ 1, but it is
unnecessary when working in the instantaneous dressed frame
where ∆ωτc ≪ 1. In particular, the toggling frame allows for
gate times outside of t ≫ τc. Therefore, we can go beyond
the long-time limit and explore situations of experimental rel-
evance in which one targets one (half of a) Rabi flop to realize
the desired gate. Our treatment is thus able to extend current
work to shorter times where non-Markovian effects can play
a role, and not only focus on the dynamics of a specific set of
states, e.g. |±⟩, but look into the full dynamical error map,
which requires going beyond a single filter function.

A consequence of our extended model is the emergence of
the additional system parameters of Eq. (18), with associated
additional filter functions. For example, the filter function as-

sociated with ∆1(t) reads

F∆1(ω,Ω, t) =
Ωt

2π(Ω2 −ω2)
+δF∆1(ω,Ω, t), (22)

where we have introduced the parity-even function

δF∆1(ω,Ω, t) =
1

4π

(
sin
(
(ω −Ω)t

)
(ω −Ω)2 −

sin
(
(ω +Ω)t

)
(ω +Ω)2

)
.

(23)
Although this filter also narrows in the long-time limit, it is
qualitatively different to the previous one in Eq. (21). It van-
ishes asymptotically at the Rabi rate in contrast to the (usual)
filter function FΓ1 which is concentrated around the Rabi rate
ω ≈Ω, as shown in Fig. 1. Instead, F∆1 contributes with spec-
tral spread around the Rabi rate and has non-vanishing contri-
butions around zero frequency. Based on the effect of ∆1(t)
which leads to a correction of the coherent Rabi flops, we re-
fer to F∆1 as the coherent filter function. The two remaining
filter functions for the set of four parameters are

FΓ2(ω,Ω, t) =
2cosΩt

π(ω2 −Ω2)
sin
( 1

2 (ω −Ω)t
)

sin
( 1

2 (ω +Ω)t
)
,

F∆2(ω,Ω, t) =
2sinΩt

π(ω2 −Ω2)
sin
( 1

2 (ω −Ω)t
)

sin
( 1

2 (ω +Ω)t
)
.

(24)

We can now gauge the accuracy of our analytical results by
comparing them to Monte Carlo simulations for the stochastic
Langevin equations (9) over a set of MMC trajectories. Our ex-
pressions are valid for any wide-sense stationary (or indepen-
dent increment stationary) noise by virtue of utilizing noise
PSDs in the filter functions. However, for numerical simula-
tions we need to pick a particular process. For demonstration
purposes we use the extended phase diffusion model [82, 89,
90], which is realized by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck frequency
noise (see Appendix A); a stationary Gaussian process that is
fully described by a simple Lorentzian PSD

S(ω) =
cτ2

c

1+(ωτc)2 , (25)

where c is the diffusion constant and τc is the correlation time.
For τc → 0 this turns to the white noise PSD of the standard
phase diffusion model [86–89]. It is important not to confuse
the Lorentzian PSD of the model with the Lorentzian spectral
lineshape of the laser, which arises for a white phase noise
PSD instead. In fact, the extended phase diffusion model
was put forth to account for deviations from the Lorentzian
lineshape for lasers operated well above threshold [90]. Ac-
cording to [89, 90] the full width at half maximum of the
Lorentzian lineshape can be taken as ∆ω = cτ2

c in that regime,
where τc is much smaller than the timescale of interest.

For this specific stochastic process we find excellent agree-
ment between the stochastic (numerical) evolution of Eq. (9)
and our analytical approach based on filter functions accord-
ing to Eqs. (C3) and (C7), as can be seen in Fig. 2. The time
evolution in the computational basis shows the expected Rabi
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FIG. 2. Population and coherence dynamics for resonant Rabi oscil-
lations under Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dephasing noise. a Decay of the
population ⟨σz(t)⟩ in initial states |0⟩ and |1⟩ under noisy drive, either
predicted by the numerical simulations of the stochastic Langevin
equations (markers) or by the analytic dressed-state master equation
approach (lines). b Same for the qubit coherences ⟨σx(t)⟩ for ini-
tial states |±⟩. Both panels use MMC = 104 noise trajectories for the
stochastic simulations, using the update expressions discussed in Ap-
pendix B, with τc = 5×10−4s, c = 2/(10τ3

c ), time step ∆t = 0.05τc
and we consider a Rabi frequency of Ω = 40π/τc. We remark that
these numbers are not related to the specific trapped-ion setting,
where we will use a measured noise PSD inferred from separate ex-
periments. The common feature is that, in both cases, the correlation
time is small in comparison to the timescale of interest.

oscillations (Fig. 2a) damped by dephasing noise. Both mod-
els agree quantitatively on the expected exponential damping
of the coherences (Fig. 2b) which is well-captured by the spin-
locking renormalized dephasing time T2,eff = 2/S(Ω) at long
times. Remaining discrepancies can arise from a number of
factors: The analytical treatment is approximate in arriving at
the dressed-state master equation (12) and in truncating the
Magnus expansion to solve Eq. (C6). The numerical method
has inherent finite sampling errors that become more apparent
in the long-time limit where the coherences are very close to
zero. The agreement shown here is for a set of four cardinal
states. We will show in the section below that the agreement
holds for any initial state via the full dynamical error map.

B. Ideal tomography for the dynamical error map

(i) Error Kraus decomposition.– The goal of this section is
to use the tools of quantum process tomography [12, 24–27]
to give explicit analytic expressions for the dynamical error
map underlying Eq. (2). For each instant in time, the snapshot
of the dynamical error map is described by a CPTP channel
fully characterized by the process matrix χerr

αβ
(t) or, equiva-

lently, by the operator sum representation [111] reading

Et(ρ0) =
d2

∑
n=1

Kn (t)ρid(t)K†
n (t),

d2

∑
n=1

K†
n (t)Kn (t) = 1d . (26)

Here, {Kn(t)} is the set of Kraus operators that encode the
deviations from the target unitary dynamics Ug(t), connect-
ing directly to Eq. (2). QPT aims at estimating the d2(d2 −1)
linearly independent parameters that fully characterize each
snapshot. For this task, the system must be prepared in an
informationally complete set of |S0| = d2 linearly indepen-
dent initial states {ρ0,s : s ∈ S0} ⊂ D(HS), which must then
evolve in time under the noisy stochastic Hamiltonian for a
particular set of times {ti : i ∈ It} ⊂ T at which we want to
estimate the quantum dynamical map. We remark that these
times are not related to the Mt steps of the noise trajectories re-
quired for the numerical simulation of the Langevin SDE (9).
For each of these |It | ≪ Mt times, the evolved states will be
finally measured by an IC set of positive operator-valued mea-
surements (POVMs), which contains |M f | ≥ d2 linearly inde-
pendent elements {Mµ : µ ∈ M f } [112] described by positive
semi-definite operators Mµ ∈ Pos(HS) constrained to resolve
the identity ∑µ Mµ = 1d [10, 12]. For the moment, we assume
that there are no errors in state preparation and measurements,
which will allow us to extract closed expressions for the quan-
tum dynamical map with errors stemming from the colored
noise.

For a single qubit, one possible IC set of initial states cor-
responds to the following |S0|= 4 pure states

ρ0,s ∈
{
|+⟩⟨+| , |+i⟩⟨+i| , |0⟩⟨0| , |1⟩⟨1|

}
. (27)

The POVM elements we use are the |M f |= 6 orthogonal pro-
jectors labeled by µ = (b,mb), corresponding to the outcomes
mb ∈ {+1,−1} for each b ∈ {x,y,z} basis

Mµ ∈ 1
3
{|+⟩⟨+| , |−⟩⟨−| , |+i⟩⟨+i| , |−i⟩⟨−i| , |0⟩⟨0| , |1⟩⟨1|} .

(28)
Following [7, 12], the theoretical probabilities for these mea-
surements ps,i,µ are given by Born’s rule, where we note that
only 12 of them are independent as the binary outcomes for
each measurement basis are mutually exclusive. This equals
the number of real parameters in the process matrix, and leads
to |It | independent systems of equations that can be solved by
matrix inversion after vectorizing the χ(ti) process matrix

ps,i,µ = tr
(
Dsµ χ(ti)

)
, [Dsµ ]βα = tr

(
Mµ Eα ρ0,sE

†
β

)
. (29)

Here, the set of d2 ×d2 matrices {Dsµ : µ ∈ M f ,s ∈ S0} con-
tains all of the information about the state preparation and
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readout. We remark that the estimated χ(ti) is the process
matrix for the complete evolution, and not that for the error
channel that takes place after the ideal unitary gate Ug(ti).
Therefore, it must be diagonalized to obtain the corresponding
error Kraus operators, which are then transformed to express
the full dynamical map at ti as the ideal gate Ug(ti) = UΩ(ti)
followed by the error in Eq. (26) with

Kn(ti) =
√

dn(ti)
d2

∑
α=1

vαn(ti)UΩ
(ti)EαU†

Ω
(ti), (30)

where dn(ti) and vvvn = ∑
d2

α=1 vαn(ti)eα are the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of the process matrix χ(ti).

Remarkably, using the analytical solutions of the dressed-
state master equation that depend on the filtered integrals in
Eq. (18), we have found closed analytical expressions for the
Kraus operators that provide a concise description of the ef-
fect colored noise has on the ideal unitary evolution ∀ti ∈ T ,
which we then label again as t. To limit the complexity of
the expressions, we start by disregarding the contributions of
the last two filter functions in Eq. (24), whose influence can
be vanishingly small in the Markovian limit. This amounts to
setting Γ2(t) = ∆2(t) = 0 in Eq. (C8), such that

ENC(ρ0) =
4

∑
n=1

Kn(t)ρid(t)K†
n (t), (31)

with the Kraus operators found by linear-inversion QPT read-
ing

K1(t) =
1√
2

√
ε(t)(cosΩt |+⟩⟨−|+ i sinΩt |−⟩⟨+|),

K2(t) =
1√
2

√
ε(t)(cosΩt |−⟩⟨+|+ i sinΩt |+⟩⟨−|),

K3(t) =
1√
2

e−
i
4 ∆1(t)σx

(√
1− ε(t) |−⟩⟨−|+ |+⟩⟨+|

)
,

K4(t) =
1√
2

e−
i
4 ∆1(t)σx

(√
1− ε(t) |+⟩⟨+|+ |−⟩⟨−|

)
.

(32)

Here, we have introduced a time-dependent error rate

ε(t) = 1− e−Γ1(t), (33)

although we remark that it can only be considered as a rough
estimate of the average gate error of Eq. (1). We will provide
below an exact expression of the average gate error for this
dynamical error map. We also emphasize that, for general
parameters, the channel does not belong to the Clifford group
of channels.

Let us inspect the form of this map further to connect to the
point raised in the introduction about not only reconstructing
the net effect of the noise on the channel but actually pro-
viding a diagnostic that can identify the cause of the differ-
ent effects of the noise. This will ideally lead to a means or
strategy to minimize noise in the experiment. The first two
operators in Eq. (32) are linear superpositions of jump oper-
ators between the two dressed states |±⟩ ↔ |∓⟩ that depend

on the Rabi frequency of the drive Ω and have a total am-
plitude that is set by the effective error rate ε(t) in Eq. (33).
The time dependence of this key quantity is fully determined
by Γ1(t), and thus by the PSD weighted by the decay filter
FΓ1 according to Eq. (18). If this filter function in Fig. 1 is
highly concentrated, that is in the long-time limit of Eq. (21),
then the effect of this noise would be primarily controlled by
the value of the PSD evaluated at the Rabi frequency of the
drive. Consequently, the incoherent contribution of the col-
ored frequency noise to the error can be minimized by going
to larger Rabi frequencies provided that the PSD decays suf-
ficiently fast with frequency. This is the main idea underlying
spin locking [113, 114] and the schemes for driven relaxation
noise spectroscopy discussed in [49, 51, 54, 55, 59, 61, 115].
As we have shown here, this kind of interplay between the
noise PSD and the driving-induced filters also appears in the
full dynamical error map. It would be natural to introduce
our more realistic, extended filters into the existing techniques
of optimal quantum control such as dynamical decoupling or
dynamically corrected gates, which will be studied in future
work [35]. For specific values of Ωt, the first two Kraus op-
erators in Eq. (32) correspond to simple Pauli matrices, e.g.
σy for Ωt = π/4. It should be noted that our expressions do
not rely on the long-time limit of the filter functions, and thus
allow to extract this effective error rate for any specific gate
time t, regardless of how large or small it is with respect to
the noise correlation time τc. It is worth pointing out that an
inverse scaling of the infidelity with the Rabi frequency also
happens to result for a white noise model.

The second pair of operators in Eq. (32) possesses a co-
herent contribution to the dynamical error map, acting as an
over- or under-rotation controlled by ∆1(t), which might per-
haps appear as surprising given that the underlying noise is
incoherent. We recall that ∆1(t) is controlled by the filtered
PSD via Eq. (18) (see Fig. 1b). As we will explicitly show
below for the extended phase diffusion model, in analogy to
Eq. (21), this filtered integral can also yield a contribution that
grows linearly in time in the long-time limit. In this case, the
extra terms in the Kraus operators can be associated with a
noise-induced shift of the Rabi frequency Ω 7→ Ω+δΩ.

It is also possible to find closed analytical expressions
for the dynamical error map with non-zero Γ2(t),∆2(t) ̸= 0,
which can be expressed in terms of a time-dependent block-
diagonal process matrix derived in Appendix D. This leads to
the following dynamical error map

ENM(ρ0) = ∑
α,β=0,1

[
χ

err
A (t)

]
αβ

Eα ρid(t)E
†
β

+ ∑
α,β=2,3

[
χ

err
B (t)

]
αβ

Eα ρid(t)E
†
β
,

(34)

where the specific block matrices χerr
A (t),χerr

B (t) depend on
the filtered noise PSD via Eqs. (D2)-(D3). Interestingly, in-
corporating the filters FΓ2 ,F∆2 in the dynamics leads to a non-
Markovian quantum dynamical map in Eq. (34) for the qubit.
The extent to which it is can be quantified by a non-zero mea-
sure NCP(t) of non-Markovianity [108, 109]. This measure,
which signals situations in which the overall dynamical map
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FIG. 3. Non-Markovianity measure NCP(Ω, t) as a function of Rabi
rate and evolution time. We depict how it accumulates in a particular
range of Rabi frequencies as time evolves, and eventually becomes
constant at the times in which the canonical decay rate becomes posi-
tive. In this figure, the yellow color indicates the regions in which the
non-Markovian effects in the qubit dynamics is more important. In
this figure we use a Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with τc = 5×10−4 s
and c = 1.6×109 s−3 as the stochastic process.

is not completely-positive divisible, can be expressed as

NCP(t) =
1
2

∫ t

0
dt ′
(
|γ̄−(t ′)|− γ̄−(t ′)

)
. (35)

Thus, the non-Markovianity is defined in terms of a single
canonical decay rate which depends on the noise correlations
via γ1(t),γ2(t),δ2(t) ̸= 0 in Eqs. (C2) and (C5), namely

γ̄±(t) = 1
2 γ1(t)± 1

2

√
γ2

2 (t)+δ 2
2 (t). (36)

Here, γ1, γ2, and δ2 encode the effect of the dephasing noise on
the qubit via its correlation function, as discussed in detail in
Eqs. (C2) and (C5) in Appendix C. The second rate is always
positive γ̄+(t) = − 1

2 ∂t log(1− ε(t)) > 0 ∀t, which means it
never contributes to the value of the integral. Clearly, when
γ2(t) = δ2(t) = 0, one gets γ̄−(t) = γ̄+(t) > 0, such that the
non-Markovianity measure vanishes, signaling a CP-divisible
dynamical map. Hence, including the additional filtered in-
tegrals in Eq. (24) is crucial to model non-Markovian noise
effects in the gates. We depict the non-Markovianity measure
in Fig. 3 for an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process describing the
phase noise. It is interesting to mention that NCP saturates at
the same time for all the Rabi frequencies shown, and that it
possesses a unique maximum at a certain Rabi frequency.

(ii) Numerical comparison for colored frequency noise.–
Having obtained closed analytical expressions for the dynam-
ical error map, we can go beyond the comparison of just car-
dinal states in Fig. 2 and test the validity of our approach
at the level of the complete quantum dynamical map. We
choose again the extended phase noise model for illustration
purposes. The simple form of the noise PSD in Eq. (25) al-
lows computation of all filter integrals analytically, leading to
Eq. (D8) in the appendix. We recall that the long-time limit is

defined as the regime where the evolution time is much longer
than the noise correlation time t ≫ τc, which approaches the
memoryless Markovian limit of t/τc → ∞. In this case, two of
the filtered integrals become approximately linear functions
of time

Γ1(t)≈
t

T2,eff
, T2,eff =

2
S(Ω)

,

∆1(t)≈ δΩ t, δΩ = Ω
τc

T2,eff
.

(37)

The two remaining filter integrals for Γ2(t) and ∆2(t), on the
other hand, do not grow with time and become negligibly
small, which is consistent with our previous characterization
of (non-)Markovianity. For shorter times, however, they play
an important role in capturing non-Markovian effects. The ef-
fective time T2,eff in Eq. (37) connects to our previous discus-
sion of spin locking and quantum noise spectroscopy. A result
that is, to our knowledge, completely novel is that the colored
dephasing noise contributes with a coherent over- or under-
rotation which in the long-time limit can be simply understood
as a shift of the Rabi frequency again controlled by the value
of the PSD at the original Rabi frequency. As with the ef-
fective T2 time, this shift will generically decrease with Rabi
frequency for PSDs falling with frequency such as Eq. (25).

We will gauge the accuracy of our analytical treat-
ments here against the full numerical time evolution un-
der the stochastic Hamiltonian in Eq. (6). Up to numer-
ical precision and finite sampling over the noise, a state
ρst(t) = E(|ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|) so evolved is an exact predictor that
does not depend on any of the additional approximations in
our analytical error map. For this comparison, we compute
the average state fidelity [116] for two mixed states

Fρ0(t) = tr
{√√

ρ(t)ρst(t)
√

ρ(t)
}2

, (38)

where ρst(t) is the stated evolved under the stochastic
Langevin equations. The initial state ρ0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| must be
averaged over a sufficiently large number of noise trajecto-
ries. The second mixed state, ρ(t), can either come from our
closed analytical expressions of (i) the Kraus decomposition
for the non-Clifford dynamical error map ENC in Eq. (31), (ii)
the non-Markovian process-matrix reconstruction of the map
ENM in Eq. (34), or (iii) depolarizing and Pauli-twirled ap-
proximations of the channel that we discuss below.

We compare the different channel descriptions by
using the average channel infidelity, which is de-
fined as ε(t) = 1− 1

4π

∫
dθdϕ sinθFρ0(t). We ap-

proximate this integral by generating N0 = 103

Haar-random pure states, parametrized by angles
θ and ϕ , which in the computational basis read
ρ0(θ ,ϕ) =

1
2 (12 + cosθσz + sinθ cosφσx + sinθ sinφσy).

For each random initial state we compute the time evolution,
the corresponding mixed-state fidelity, and finally average
over all initializations. As shown in Fig. 4, the average
channel infidelity for both the non-Clifford dynamical error
map ENCfrom Eq. (31) (blue), and the non-Markovian process
matrix reconstruction ENM from Eq. (34) (orange) is very
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small for all considered evolution times, and soon drops be-
low 10−4 infidelity. As a baseline comparison, we also show
the average channel infidelity with respect to a depolarizing
channel ED from Eq. (5) (red) which, as remarked in the
introduction, is the typical noise model used in the literature.
As discussed around Eq. (5), this channel depends on a single
time-independent error rate p that, in the present context, can
be upgraded to a dynamical one via p 7→ p(t). The specific
time dependence can be fixed by equating the average gate
error [106, 117] derived in the following section in Eq. (43)
to that of the depolarizing dynamical map. In this way, we
find that it only depends on Γ1(t) via

pd(t) =
3
4
(
1− e−Γ1(t)

)
. (39)

We see that both ENC and ENM outperform this depolarizing
error map by at least one order of magnitude already at short
times. We note that the deviation of the depolarizing noise
model with respect to the exact stochastic dynamics becomes
larger as time evolves, eventually reaching 0.5 for arbitrarily-
long times, whereas the channel infidelity of both ENC and
ENM drops to 10−5 in the long-time limit. Moreover, the quan-
tum dynamical map including non-Markovian effects ENM is,
on average, the most accurate one. We expect that this im-
provement of ENM with respect to ENC will increased further
for a noise with a higher correlation time.

An improvement over the above depolarizing error map of
Eq. (5) can be obtained by performing a Pauli twirl [28, 118,
119] on the microscopically-predicted non-Markovian error
map ENM. The resulting Pauli error map can be expressed as

EPT(ρ0) =
(
1− p(t)

)
ρid(t)+ ∑

b=x,y,z
pb(t)σb ρid(t)σb, (40)

where the time-dependent error probabilities found by
twirling are defined as

px(t) =
1
4

(
1+ e−Γ1(t)−2cos 1

2 Θ(t)e−
1
2 Γ1(t)

)
,

py(t) =
1
4

(
1− e−Γ1(t)+2

∆2(t)
Θ(t)

sin 1
2 Θ(t)e−

1
2 Γ1(t)

)
,

pz(t) =
1
4

(
1− e−Γ1(t)−2

∆2(t)
Θ(t)

sin 1
2 Θ(t)e−

1
2 Γ1(t)

)
,

(41)

where we have introduced p(t) = px(t)+ py(t)+ pz(t). We
thus see how the phase noise enters via the different filtered
integrals, leading to a biased Pauli error channel for each
snapshot t ∈ T , which has partial error weights that evolve
in time. Although this dynamical error map is known to have
the exact same gate fidelity with respect to the ideal unitary,
and is better than the simple depolarizing approximation, we
see that the deviation with respect to the actual stochastic dy-
namics also increases as time evolves, paralleling the behav-
ior found for the depolarizing error map. It is also interest-
ing to note that, in the limit of small Markovian errors where
Γ1(t) ≈ t/T2,eff, px(t) ≈ 0 and py(t) ≈ pz(t) ≈ t/4T2,eff, the
effective noise model has clearly more structure than the de-
polarizing channel, and also differs from a simpler dephasing
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FIG. 4. Comparison of average channel infidelities, capturing the
deviations of the full numerical solutions of the stochastic Langevin
equations with the depolarizing channel (red), the Pauli-twirled chan-
nel (purple), the non-Clifford Kraus channel (blue), and the full non-
Clifford and non-Markovian channel (orange). We average the sim-
ulated Langevin SDEs over MMC = 105 noise trajectories, and aver-
age the channel infidelities by randomly drawing N0 = 5×103 initial
pure states. The simulations use an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dephasing
noise with τc = 20π/Ω, c = 1/(40τ3

c ), a time step ∆t = 0.05τ c, and
a Rabi frequency Ω = 2π × 20kHz, which are chosen for presenta-
tion purposes and are not connected to the experimental trapped-ion
noise of the following section. The local minima appearing in the
effective Kraus channel are due to the over-rotations induced by the
non-Markovian effects that this approximation does not capture.

channel that one could naively guess using perturbative argu-
ments. Essentially phase-flip errors get admixed with an equal
weight of bit-flips through the Rabi driving.

Single-qubit gates are primarily implemented by the short-
time Rabi flop dynamics Ωt ≤ 2π . In this parameter regime,
we can see that the depolarizing channel already performs
worse than any of our microscopically-motivated error chan-
nels. It is interesting to see that the Pauli-twirled error map
performs well in this short-time regime, and can thus be
adopted for large-scale Clifford-group simulations of QEC
codes. The average channel infidelity of the analytic models
in the first flops is larger than for the longer-time evolution,
which we believe is a consequence of the inherent underes-
timation of noise correlations in the second-order truncation
of the cumulant expansion. It rises to a maximum value of
3×10−4 when considering the non-Clifford Kraus decompo-
sition, which neglects all non-Markovian contributions arising
from the interplay of the Rabi drive an the non-zero noise cor-
relation time. The drop in channel infidelity and loss of struc-
ture demonstrates that non-Markovian effects are most impor-
tant for the short-time high-fidelity gates as one would expect.
Therefore, improved descriptions for short times where non-
Markovian effects are stronger will require even higher-order
truncation of the time-convolutionless approach discussed in
Appendix B. The benefit of our non-Markovian treatment over
the depolarizing channel can be further improved by keeping
higher order terms in the truncation.
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C. Projection noise, maximum-likelihood, and analytical
estimates of the gate error rate

Any real implementation of the dynamical error map esti-
mation will be subject to errors in the state preparation and
measurement. Assuming that there are no such SPAM errors
is a problematic idealization under most circumstances, and
can lead to nonphysical reconstructions. There are different
strategies to combat the existence of SPAM errors. As was
mentioned, self-consistent methodologies like gate set tomog-
raphy [29–31] are equipped to handle SPAM. GST has two
main drawbacks for our purpose: (i) the measurement over-
head for amplifying intrinsic gate set noise through increasing
lengths of random sequences, and (ii) the fact that the evalua-
tion assumes Markovian white noise. We have seen, however,
that the noisy dynamics for the driven Rabi flops have a non-
zero measure of non-Markovianity, which is largest at short
times and maximal for some unique Rabi rate.

Our approach, on the other hand, is by construction able to
deal with colored noise and non-Markovian dynamics. Ad-
ditionally, it provides a consistent framework that extends to
arbitrary times. Therefore, it is also possible to amplify the
phase noise we want to characterize simply by applying the
same interaction for longer times as in previous work, but
in a unified theory. Accumulating phase noise errors means
that at some point the relative effect of SPAM contributions
will become negligible, such that we gain direct access to
the noise PSD via Eqs. (37). At that point, we may use
the fact that we have obtained all parameters for our closed
expressions to infer the properties of short gates as used in
the QIP. There are of course other ways to obtain the noise
PSD [49, 51, 54, 55, 59, 61, 62, 74]. However, care has to be
taken to ensure that the information obtained in this fashion
is indeed comparable to what is extracted via long-time chan-
nel reconstruction, for example due to different environment
in the measurement or violation of the base assumptions.

The amplification process does however not solve the esti-
mation errors due to shot noise, which is caused by the finite
amount of collected data points Ni per evolution time ti ∈ T .
This data serves to approximate the probabilities modeled by
Eq. (29) as finite frequencies fs,i,b,mb = Ns,i,b,mb/Ns,i. Here,
Ns,i,b,mb is the number of outcomes associated with the µ-th
POVM element in Eq. (28), starting in the s-th initial state
in Eq. (27), and after an evolution time ti ∈ T . Additionally,
Ns,i,b = ∑mb

Ns,i,b,mb is the number of shots per initial state,
evolution time and measurement basis, and Ns,i = ∑b Ns,i,b. In
order to avoid nonphysical estimations, the linear inversion
algorithm for QPT in Eq. (29) has to be replaced by a non-
linear optimization that constrains the estimated evolution to
be a CPTP map, and will no longer be analytically solvable
∀ti ∈ T . By focusing on a specific time set {ti : i ∈ It}, and
a finite number of shots Ni per time, we will be able to ac-
count for the shot noise and, moreover, infer |It | snapshots of
the dynamical map from experimental data at these evolution
times. The cost function Li to be optimized at each instant of
time follows from a maximum-likelihood (ML) principle [25–
27, 120, 121], and is defined in a way that it would coincide
with the multinomial joint probability distribution associated

to the set of measurement outcomes if the estimated process
matrix agreed exactly with the real one. Taking the negative
logarithm and performing a rescaling , one can formulate the
ML optimization as a non-linear constrained minimization

Minimize: − logLi =−
|S0|

∑
s=1

|M f |

∑
µ=1

fs,i,µ log
(
tr
{

Dsµ χ(ti)
})
,

subject to: χ(ti)≥ 0, ∑
α,β

χα,β (ti)E
†
β

Eα = 1d2 ,

(42)

where we recall that the D-matrix, defined in Eq. (29), only
depends on the set of initial states and POVMs. The price
paid to impose the CPTP constraints is that the estimator is
only asymptotically unbiased, which can have some limita-
tions when the number of shots is not sufficiently large. We
remark that this non-linear minimization must be repeated for
each of the |It | snapshots of the quantum dynamical map.

Shot noise arising from a finite number of measurements in-
troduces stochastic uncertainty in the estimation. Evaluating
the associated confidence regions for the average gate error in
Eq. (1) requires special attention [122, 123]. We perform a
statistical analysis of this error by performing the maximum-
likelihood estimation for different realizations of the projec-
tion noise (see Fig. 5). We consider a total number of mea-
surements Nshots = 2.4 · 107 uniformly distributed in groups
of Nr = 103 repetitions, which allows us to obtain the corre-
sponding relative frequencies fs,i,µ for Ns,i,b = 100. By dis-
tributing the data in this way and repeating the ML optimiza-
tions, we can characterize the statistics of the corresponding
estimate. To perform a numerical study of the effect of shot
noise, we simulate the stochastic outcomes by performing a
set of ν ∈ {1, · · · ,Ns,i,b} simple Bernoulli trials per repetition.
Since there are mutually exclusive outcomes mb = ±1 in the
POVM set in Eq. (28), we only need to sample one of the
outcomes by numerically generating a uniformly-distributed
pseudo-random number uνb ∈U

(
0, 1

3

)
, and comparing it with

the “success” probability pst
s,i,µ ∈

[
0, 1

3

]
that is obtained by

the numerical simulation of the Langevin SDEs (9), where
one averages over all the MMC noise trajectories. In this way,
when uνb ≤ pst

s,i,µ we increase the count Ns,i,µ , which allows us
to obtain the relative frequencies of mutually-exclusive pairs
fs,i,b,+, fs,i,b,− = 1− fs,i,b,+ required to simulate numerically
the tomography under shot noise. Once we have the set of rel-
ative frequencies, we run the log-likelihood minimization in
Eq. (42) for the different instant of time to estimate the snap-
shots of the dynamical map Eti . We thus obtain a statistical
ensemble of estimated processes {Eti} for all the Nr repeti-
tions, which can be used to obtain the mean and, additionally,
find the corresponding confidence regions.

Typically, the maximum-likelihood QPT in Eq. (42) aims at
estimating a full process matrix that is completely unknown.
Estimating the d2(d2 − 1) free parameters of an entirely un-
known process matrix is a daunting task since for an N-qubit
system d = 2N . However, we can exploit our microscopical
dynamical error maps as a priori information to reduce the
number of parameters in the process matrix, facilitating the
QPT reconstruction. This leaves unaffected the asymptotic
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FIG. 5. Reconstruction of the gate error ε(ti) for noisy Rabi os-
cillations under an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise with τc = 5× 10−4 s
and c = 1.6 × 109 s−3. We include shot noise for a total number
of measurements Nshots = 2.4 · 107, which allows us to approxi-
mate the tomographic probabilities ps,i,µ by the corresponding rela-
tive frequencies fs,i,µ . The confidence region (purple shading) and
the mean (purple markers) are estimated by distributing this data
into Nr = 103 repetitions of the maximum-likelihood reconstruction,
leading to Ni = 1200 shots per time step. The analytical predictions
εg,D in Eq. (43) (green), as well as the errors for our Markovian
non-Clifford εg,NC in Eq. (44) (blue) and non-Markovian εg,NM in
Eq. (45) (red) estimates, which depend on the Lorentzian noise PSD
in Eq. (25). Inset: Absolute value of the difference between the ML
reconstruction and the non-Clifford Kraus map (blue) or the non-
Markovian map (red) infidelity.

resource scaling, but can in practice substantially reduce the
parameter space to be searched for larger systems or more
expensive estimation methods [34]. Indeed, combining the
present derivations with a realistic modeling of cross-talk and
two-qubit gates may allow to dramatically reduce the severity
of the exponential scaling in characterizing multi-qubit QIPs,
which will be studied in more detail in the future. For the
present work, we take a more conservative parametrization of
the estimated dynamical error map that would allow to find
further deviations. At the very least, we know that the error
process matrix has a block structure that allows us to halve the
number of free parameters of the maximum-likelihood mini-
mization from 12 to 6 (see Appendix D), simplifying the non-
linear optimization and the complexity of the calculation of
the confidence regions for the reconstructed process matrix.

We now present our statistical analysis of the average gate
error in Eq. (1), which will depend on the ensemble of esti-
mated dynamical maps {Eti} and the ideal target gates Ug(ti)
describing resonant Rabi flops. In this way, we get an ensem-
ble of gate errors at a given time {εg(ti)} by collecting the
errors for each of the Nr repetitions, such that one can easily
calculate the mean ε . If we order these gate errors in increas-
ingly, we can also easily estimate the confidence region that
contains 95% of the estimated values around the mean. We
note that the distribution of gate errors is not Gaussian in gen-
eral. The confidence region obtained in this way is typically
not symmetric about the mean.

Linear inversion and maximum-likelihood estimation both

have distinct shortcomings in the situation where experimen-
tal shots are costly in some way, and are therefore small in
number: The choice is between possible non-physicality or
estimation bias. However, we have found the estimation bias
to be asymptotically vanishing for large numbers of shots,
that is convergence of the mean of the linear inversion and
maximum-likelihood estimation. At the same time, linear in-
version will also provide physical estimates for any finite fi-
delity given a finite number of shots. In our example here,
the bias becomes irrelevant at 105 tomography runs, which
amounts to a total of Ni =∑s,b Ns,i,b = 1.2 ·106 projective mea-
surements per snapshot ti ∈ T , and a total number of shots
Nshots = ∑i Ni = 2.4 ·107 for all times shown in Fig. 5.

Both of these methods share, however, the typical large re-
quirements on total shot count to reduce estimation error bars
substantially. Even for this total number of shots, we see
in Fig. 5 that the stochastic uncertainty due to shot noise is
roughly of the same order of magnitude as the estimated gate
errors. For gates with high fidelities as we typically want to
characterize this means that the process infidelity is entirely
overshadowed by shot noise unless substantially more shots
can be provided. In those regimes, it should be noted that the
asymmetry of the confidence regions around the mean value
will grow, becoming more predominant towards lower gate er-
rors. In the case of only a small number of shots being avail-
able, a different and more efficient route to estimate confi-
dence intervals is discussed in [123], where one works directly
with the standard likelihood prior to taking the logarithm and
rescaling in Eq. (42). In this way, one can approximate the un-
derlying probability distribution using a Monte Carlo Markov
chain algorithm, and obtain more statistical information rather
than focusing solely on the maximum likelihood value.

If we aim at reconstructing the dynamical error map after
many Rabi flops, such that the error reaches high values of or-
der 10−1 as shown in Fig. 5, taking around Ni = 1.2 ·103 mea-
surements per time will approximate the mean behavior with a
noisy reconstruction that varies within the confidence interval.
Many such traces have to be produced to then find the statis-
tics. However, for high fidelity gates with one (half of a) Rabi
flop and errors of order 10−4 as typically reported in state-of-
the-art experiments, at least Ni = 1.2×107 measurements per
time point with additional repetitions to perform the statisti-
cal analysis, should be performed. This overhead in shots can
be prohibitive in terms of time for some (but not all) experi-
mental platforms. For numerical benchmarking purposes we
can still use this maximum-likelihood reconstruction to test
the validity of our dynamical error map estimates for the gate
error in Eq. (1).

We note that approximate expressions for the gate fidelity
in terms of filter functions have been reported in previous ac-
counts [19, 84, 106, 117], in which the ensemble average over
the noise process is applied directly on the unitary time evo-
lution operator, which can be treated using a Magnus expan-
sion [106, 117]. This however does not take into account the
description in terms of the stochastic cumulant expansion, or
the time-local master equation that underlies our treatment,
and leads to an overestimation of the gate errors. Within the
approximation of [19, 84, 106, 117], the gate error only de-
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pends on a single filtered integral

εg,D(t) =
1
2

(
1− e−Γ1(t)

)
, (43)

In particular, this expression is half of the effective error pa-
rameter ε(t) in Eq. (33), which only depends on the decay
filter FΓ1 . As we have already mentioned above, ε(t) is only
a rough estimate of the gate error since the specific form of
the dynamical error map also contain the effect of coherent
over- or under-rotations controlled by the coherent filter F∆1 .
Moreover, there can be non-Markovian effects encoded in the
two filters FΓ2 ,F∆2 that are missed by Eq. (43). As discussed
around Eq. (39), this gate error can be used to fix the error
probability of a depolarizing noise model in Eq. (5), and we
refer to Eq. (43) as the depolarizing error shown in green in
Fig. 5.

Using the specific expressions of the Kraus operators in
Eq. (32) for the non-Clifford dynamical error map ENC (26)
we find instead the following expression for the gate error

εg,NC(t) =
1
2
− 1

6

(
e−Γ1(t)+2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) cos

( 1
2 ∆1(t)

))
. (44)

Comparing this expression to Eq. (43), we see that in this ap-
proach the error rate does account for the effect of the over-
or under-rotations, which lead to additional oscillations con-
trolled by ∆1(t). In addition to the oscillations the weight-
ing coefficients change completely, leading to quantitatively
different error rates. The non-Clifford error rate in Eq. (44)
agrees much better with the mean of the maximum-likelihood-
derived estimates at all times, as shown in Fig. 5.

So far, both gate errors have implicitly assumed a Marko-
vian CP-divisible dynamical map, neglecting the effect of the
filter functions FΓ2 ,F∆2 that are the ones responsible for the
non-zero measure of Non-Markovianity in Fig. 3. We make
use of the analytical expressions for the corresponding map
ENM(34), and obtain a gate error that also incorporates the
non-Markovian filtered integrals of the noise PSD

εg,NM(t) =
1
2
− 1

6

(
e−Γ1(t)+2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) cos

( 1
2 Θ(t)

))
. (45)

This expression captures better the oscillations of the gate er-
ror, as can be seen in the inset of Fig. 5. We note that the Pauli-
twirled approximation EPT in Eq. (40) has the exact same fi-
delity but, being Pauli-like, can be used in large-scale simula-
tions of Clifford circuits.

III. TRAPPED-ION NOISY RABI OSCILLATIONS:
TOMOGRAPHY AND RANDOMIZED BENCHMARKING

Up to this point we have gauged the validity of our ana-
lytical predictions against numerical simulations with an ad
hoc noise model, namely the extended phase diffusion model
with an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process δω̃(t). We are now at the
point where we can gauge the utility of our approach against
more realistic noise models that include (structured) technical
contributions. When deriving the analytical expressions for

the process matrix and the effective Kraus operators, we have
only assumed that the noise is wide-sense (or independent in-
crement) stationary. As we have discussed, in this scenario
we can express the dynamical map in terms of the filtered in-
tegrals in Eq. (18), so it can describe any scenario in which
the predominant noise of the laser can be characterized using
a power spectral density [94].

In the following section, we will discuss the applicability
of these results in a specific experimental setup: a trapped-ion
QIP. We will begin by describing the experimental setup used
to obtain estimates of the noise PSD, as well as the trapped-
ion QIP itself. We then outline method and results in obtain-
ing experimental estimates for the reconstruction of the snap-
shots of the dynamical error map, yielding the gate error for
both many and few Rabi flops. We compare these estimates
obtained from QPT and randomized benchmarking to our ana-
lytical model for the average gate error in Eq. (45). It is impor-
tant to note that these results rely on the predictive character
of the dynamical error map derived in the previous sections,
which allows us to provide specific expressions for the quan-
tum dynamical map at any time with the sole knowledge of
the laser noise PSD, and evaluate the associated average gate
error.

A. Experimental setup

The trapped-ion QIP used in our experiments features
a macroscopic Paul trap within which linear strings of
40Ca+ ions can be confined. The overall experimental sys-
tem that was used to generate the majority of data in this
study is described in [124]. Optical qubits are encoded in
the ground state |4 S1/2,mJ =−1/2⟩ and excited metastable
state |3 D5/2,mJ =−1/2⟩, which are connected via an elec-
tric quadrupole qubit transition near 729 nm. The electric
quadrupole transition is driven by a frequency-stabilized Tita-
nium:Sapphire laser whose frequency fluctuations lead to the
dephasing noise process δω̃(t) in Eq. (8) that has been studied
above. Projective measurements in the computational basis
are performed by state-selective fluorescence. When qubits in
the electronic |4 S1/2,mJ =−1/2⟩ state are illuminated by a
readout beam near 397nm the states will be rapidly driven on
an electric dipole transition, scattering many photons which
can be collected on a camera. If the qubit is however in the
|3 D5/2,mJ =−1/2⟩ they will not participate in this transi-
tion, such that the qubit state can be inferred by the presence
(absence) of substantial fluorescence signal. We use a sim-
ple threshold-based discriminator between the two qubit states
which leads to measurement infidelity better than 10−3 [124].

Independent measurement of the frequency noise power
spectral density of this laser was performed using a dedicated
optical phase noise measurement setup [74]. The setup per-
forms self-referenced, short-delay self-heterodyne measure-
ments using differential detection and cross-correlation to ex-
tract the noise PSDs of ultra-stable oscillators. The device
noise floor limits the spectral range within which the laser
PSD dominates the signal. Consequently, when calculating
integral quantities weighted by the analytical filter functions
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FIG. 6. Experimental laser frequency power spectral density with
(blue) and without (orange) measurement artifacts. The broad peak at
ω ≈ 400 ·103 rad/s is a servo bump not present at the qubit location.

we have to make some assumptions on the shape and size of
the PSD outside the measurement bandwidth. For Fourier fre-
quencies below the measurement bandwidth we assume the
frequency noise PSD to be constant at the level where the
(acoustic) noise floor intersects the laser PSD, that is the phase
noise PSD diverges with ω−2 towards zero frequency. This is
a reasonable assumption based on typical laser performance
and was verified down to 1 kHz using spin-locking noise spec-
troscopy in [74]. For a laser of ≈ 1Hz linewidth we expect
that below some small frequency ν ≈ 1Hz the frequency noise
PSD rises as ω−2 due to technical noise, but saturate at some
finite value akin to the behavior of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process. However, we have disregarded this minor correc-
tion here. Towards much higher frequencies we assume that
the frequency noise PSD is white, that is ∝ ω0, such that the
phase noise PSD falls as ω−2 for sufficiently high frequencies
which is typical for realistic lasers [84]. Given that the fre-
quency PSD still has structure within the measurement band-
width we do not know what constant level should be used to
approximate the integrand towards infinite frequency, though
a reasonable assumption would be a level similar to the low
frequency plateau. However, the weighting of the filter func-
tion with ω−2 means that the contribution at large frequencies
is strongly suppressed such that these details are not important
for the gate fidelities.

Let us remark that there are artifacts from the above mea-
surement setup within the bandwidth that have to be removed.
These are twofold: Spurs at the phase noise analyzer inter-
ferometer’s free spectral range, and spectral features that are
present on the light at the measurement location but not at the
location where the trapped-ion qubits interact with the laser.
The origin and removal of the former of the two is described
in detail in [74]. For the latter, namely the servo bump of the
fiber noise cancellation feedback connecting the laser to the
measurement setup, we assume that no noise structure is hid-
den below the servo feature and smoothly interpolate the PSD
between the levels outside the bump. The result of this pro-
cedure leads to the PSDs shown in Fig. 6. The PSD structure

is dominated by technical noise sources and deviates substan-
tially from the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck’s Lorentzian centered at
zero frequency. This PSD can still be used to predict the gate
error, which we can then compare against those derived from
tomographic reconstruction or randomized benchmarking, as
we will do below.

B. Noisy tomography of the dynamical error map and
validation of the analytical error rate estimates

Let us finally compare our theoretical results to the exper-
imental tomographic and randomized benchmarking data, fo-
cusing in particular on the predicted and estimated average
gate errors. We will be interested in both the gate error of the
full dynamical map for several time steps, as well as the gate
error of a single π-pulse.

We extract the experimental gate error from the measure-
ment data by applying the QPT framework discussed in
Sec. II C to the set of experimentally obtained relative fre-
quencies. The presence of further sources of noise in the data
necessitates use of the log-likelihood estimator in Eq. (42)
instead of linear inversion to obtain only physically admis-
sible channels. However, statistical treatment presented above
would lead to poor estimates for mean gate error and vari-
ance given the limited amount of shots per time we can obtain
in experiments. It would not be sensible to further subdivide
the data to make statistical predictions of the confidence re-
gions. Therefore, we have followed the alternative method
described in [122, 123]. This method becomes unwieldy for
large amounts of data, but its great advantage is direct access
to the statistics of the distribution. Thus, within our regime
of sparse data it can more accurately and efficiently predict
confidence intervals.

To allow for an efficient Monte Carlo sampling of the distri-
bution of the parameters, one must consider directly a rescaled
multinomial likelihood function rather than the previous neg-
ative log-likelihood (42), that is

Li(χ|D) =
|S0|

∏
s=1

|M f |

∏
µ=1

Ns,i,b

∏
ν=1

[
tr
(
Dsµ χ(ti)

)]ns,µ,ν (ti) , (46)

which is proportional to the confidence that the underly-
ing quantum channels for the snapshots are described by
a given process matrix χ(ti) given the experimental data
set D = {ns,µ,ν(ti)}. Here, ns,µ,ν(ti) ∈ {0,1} are the spe-
cific binary outcomes for each POVM measurement and
time-evolved initial state, taking into account the mutually-
exclusive cases. Note that using Ns,i,µ = ∑ν ns,µ,ν(ti), and tak-
ing the rescaled negative logarithm, connects to the previous
cost function (42). This likelihood function peaks at the ex-
perimental relative frequency as before, but in contrast to the
log-likelihood estimator, the dispersion of the distribution will
narrow with the amount of available data making for a more
precise prediction of the confidence regions.

Given a likelihood function, it is not easy to obtain the un-
derlying probability distribution, as the scaling factor is gener-
ally unknown. However, we can reconstruct this distribution
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using an a Metropolis-Hasting acceptance-rejection Markov
chain Monte Carlo method [125]. For each time step, this al-
gorithm starts from an initial assumption of the process matrix
χ(ti), and, given a proposed new value of the matrix, it either
accepts or rejects it with a certain update probability α set
by the ratio of the above likelihood function (46) evaluated
at both the current and proposed values of the process error
matrix. Note that if we use asymmetrical probability distribu-
tions to propose the new process error matrix from the current
one, the above update probability needs to be corrected by
the ratio of the corresponding probability distributions to not
introduce a bias in the Monte Carlo updates. We impose the
physical constraints of the process error matrix (42) in a differ-
ent way to the maximum likelihood method described above
to perform the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm efficiently in
the context of QPT. In particular, we impose its positivity by
resorting to the Cholesky decomposition, i.e., decomposing
χ(ti) = Lχ(ti)L

†
χ(ti), where Lχ(ti) is a lower triangular ma-

trix, and demanding that all of its diagonal entries are posi-
tive. Taking into account the block-diagonal structure of the
microscopic process error matrix (see the discussion around
Eq. (D1) in Appendix D), we can reduce the number of en-
tries of the lower triangular matrix as

Lχ(ti) =

 ℓ11(ti) 0 0 0
iℓ12(ti) ℓ22(ti) 0 0

0 0 ℓ33(ti) 0
0 0 iℓ34(ti) ℓ44(ti)

 , (47)

where ℓαβ (ti) ∈ R. In addition, the trace-preserving con-
straint (42) amounts to normalizing the entries such that√

ℓ2
11(ti)+ ℓ2

22(ti)+ ℓ2
33(ti)+ ℓ2

44(ti)+ ℓ2
12(ti)+ ℓ2

34(ti) = 1.
(48)

Hence, the reconstruction of the estimator distribution re-
quires us to sample each entry of Lχ(ti) under the above con-
straints for each iteration. We use a truncated Gaussian dis-
tribution in the interval ℓαβ (ti) ∈ [0,1] for the diagonal ele-
ments and ℓαβ (ti) ∈ (−1,1) for the non-diagonal ones. Fur-
thermore, to be sure that the trace-preserving condition holds
for all the proposed matrix elements, we need to normalize
the proposed values using Eq. (48). To reconstruct the distri-
bution of each element, we have used a Metropolis-Hastings
chain of MMC = 105 steps, which allows for sufficient smooth-
ness in the reconstructed histograms that approximate the cor-
responding probability distribution of the estimated process
matrix. Once we have these histograms, we can compute the
corresponding gate error (45) to then calculate its distribution
amenable to discrete statistics. In particular, we can compute
the maximum of the distribution by computing the mode and
the corresponding confidence region by computing the desired
quantiles of the histogram.

For the maximum-likelihood reconstruction of the dynam-
ical error map we need to experimentally estimate the proba-
bilities ps,i,µ of Eq. (29). We perform our measurements with
a register of ions in the trap, where the first serves as qubit for
this study and the others idle. The qubit is prepared in one
of the states {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |+⟩ , |+i⟩}. After the noisy Rabi evo-
lution we measure the expectation values of {σx,σy,σz} for
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FIG. 7. Reconstruction of the gate error from experimental data and
how it compares with the analytical predictions. In a we depict the
95% confidence region of the gate error (shaded area) for the es-
timated snapshots using QPT, as well as the maximum-likelihood
estimate (purple markers, line as guide to the eye). The experimen-
tal data is subject to SPAM errors and shot noise associated with the
Ni = 1200 measurements per time. We depict the analytical error pre-
diction of the gate error (45) (red) due to solely the filtered dephasing
noise PSD of Fig. 6. In b we show the randomized benchmarking es-
timates for the gate error (purple) against our non-Markovian estima-
tion (red) and the standard depolarizing model (green) for a π-pulse
as a function of the Rabi frequency of the system. Error bars of the
data here are below the marker size.

the generated state, where we perform Ns,i,b = 100 measure-
ments, and obtain the data set D = {ns,µ,ν(ti)}, which can be
used to reconstruct the probability distribution underlying the
likelihood in Eq. (46). In Fig. 7, we present the results of ap-
plying this reconstruction to the trapped-ion QPT experimen-
tal data, where we recall that we are performing Ni = 1200
measurements per time. The 95% confidence intervals can be
more accurately predicted with this method compared to with
log-likelihood estimators. However, our analytical treatment
does not fall into the confidence region of the experimental
estimate. We attribute this to a two factors: Firstly, the ex-
perimental data is subject to more than just the pure dephas-
ing we have assumed in the analytical model, which includes
intensity fluctuations, drift in parameters, and correlated and
coherent (miscalibration) errors. Secondly and in this case
predominantly, the relatively low number of shots leads to an
estimation bias on the reconstruction, as well as introducing
substantial projection noise. While the predicted gate error
lies around 10−4 for all the considered times and Rabi fre-
quencies, the shot noise for Ni = 1200 measurements lies at
around 10−2. In a situation where an insufficient number of
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shots available we turn away from QPT to produce a better
estimate of the average gate error.

We therefore use randomized benchmarking as an estab-
lished and frequently used QCVV method, which also im-
proves resolution of the error to be estimated relative to SPAM
by repeated application of the noisy channel. For the exper-
imental estimates we again load a register of ions but only
utilize one as qubit for this study, while the rest idle. We
initialize the qubit in |0⟩ and perform random sequences of
Clifford gates of sequence length 2k up to 2k = 1024, where
the last Clifford gate inverts the action of the sequence to
the identity in the absence of errors. We measure ⟨σz⟩ 100
times for a given sequence and average over 100 realizations
of random sequences at fixed k. We then fit an exponential
decay model to the probability of arriving back at |0⟩, more
accurately the parameter λ in the fully symmetric depolar-
izing channel E N(ρ) = λ Nρ +(1− λ N)/d, as a function of
sequence length to extract the average Clifford gate fidelity
εRB = 4(d −1)λ/3d +1/d [126].

In the Clifford gate decomposition used [127] there are an
average of ≈ 2.2 pulses which we then may use to find a proxy
of average gate fidelity on the pulse level. Note that this fi-
delity estimate is somewhat different to the fidelity obtained
from the dynamical error map. Firstly, the randomized bench-
marking decay is not solely due to phase noise, which means
the estimated error rate is likely higher than those considering
only dephasing. Secondly, the dynamical error map estimate
uses a fixed Pauli axis in the evolution but averages over in-
put states instead. An additional difference is that random-
ized benchmarking is known to provide inaccurate fidelity es-
timates in the presence of correlated errors [128], whereas the
method presented here is robust to this. Lastly, εRB/2.2 is not
a theoretically rigorous estimate of an average gate fidelity on
the pulse level, but we include it as it is very commonly used
in the community. We then compare the theoretical prediction
for a π-pulse and the randomized benchmarking estimate for
a range of Rabi frequencies that can be achieved experimen-
tally. The benchmarking estimates at the different Rabi fre-
quencies are lower-bounded by our analytical estimates which
can be seen in Fig. 7b. This is expected given our treatment
only consider phase noise when the experiment will also ex-
perience other sources of noise. They are notably below the
standard infidelity estimates commonly used in the literature.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work we have provided a microscopically moti-
vated tomography of the dynamical error map of single-qubit
gates subject to colored dephasing noise. We have provided
an efficient parametrization of the dynamical error map that
depends only on various filtered integrals of the underlying
noise power spectral density. By working in a dressed-state
instantaneous frame, we have shown that the cumulant ex-
pansion in the time-convolutionless master equation approach
can be truncated at second order and yet capture the non-
Markovian dynamics of the stochastic quantum system in a
compact completely-positive and trace-preserving map whose

accuracy substantially outperforms a more standard depolar-
izing map. Our derived dynamical error map, valid at arbi-
trary times, is in general not a Clifford-type channel, and pro-
vides predictive power based solely on experimentally acces-
sible power spectral densities. Moreover, it allows to qual-
itatively and quantitatively identify non-Markovian contribu-
tions to the noise, all of which are condensed in various simple
filtered integrals that, to the best of our knowledge, have not
been previously discussed in the literature. We have also pro-
vided a compact Pauli-twirled approximation of the channel,
which maintains the non-Markovian effect during each driv-
ing within a single gate, but can be used in large-scale simu-
lations of noisy Clifford circuits.

We have gauged our analytical approach extensively against
direct numerical simulations of the noisy dynamics as well
as against map reconstructions based on various approximate
models. Comparing the average channel infidelity of single-
qubit gates subject to an extended phase diffusion model of the
laser, we have found that our non-Clifford and non-Markovian
dynamical map outperforms the literature-standard depolariz-
ing noise model. We further see that coherent over-rotations
present in the noise can be explained when including non-
Markovian contributions to the noise that have previously not
been described. Given the broad assumptions of our treatment
we have also used this model’s predictions to compare against
experimental data obtained via quantum process tomography
and randomized benchmarking. For short times, that is the
regime of few Rabi flops in which QIPs typically operate, we
see that non-Markovian contributions arise, although they are
small in comparison to other contributions to the error. How-
ever, we point out that it is expected that non-Markovian con-
tributions will become important in longer sequences of gates
as are encountered in algorithms or QCVV methods that em-
ploy signal amplification. Capturing these contributions will
thus be important in understanding the cumulative effect of
noise correlations in QIPs for QCVV and applications.

In our trapped-ion experiments, we find that our recon-
structed noise model provides a good lower bound for estab-
lished infidelity estimators such as randomized benchmark-
ing. In particular, we find that our model outperforms pre-
vious gate infidelity metrics based on filtered power spectral
densities, and captures the main contributions of experimental
infidelity even if it only considers phase noise on the drive.
We note that the resource overhead of quantum process to-
mography reconstructions and estimation of gate infidelity is
substantial for trapped ions, such that they were entirely dom-
inated by projection noise in our study. However, in experi-
mental platforms where experimental shots are more readily
accumulated, such as in superconducting qubits, this should
remain a viable approach. Our predictions are compared
against (standard) randomized benchmarking, which can be
inaccurate under several circumstances that are experimen-
tally relevant. In the future, other techniques such as cycle
benchmarking [129] could be employed for a more stringent
test.

The toolbox demonstrated in this document presents several
opportunities for extension of established QCVV protocols.
Our analytical model allows for a more efficient microscopic
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parametrizations for gate set tomography, reducing substan-
tially the resource requirements associated with this powerful
but demanding procedure. Our extended filter function find-
ings for the noisy gates may also be used to find improved
dynamically corrected gates to mitigate the effects of noise in
general information processing tasks, or in dynamical decou-
pling sequence for error suppression or quantum noise spec-
troscopy.
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[56] G. A. Álvarez and D. Suter, Physical Review Letters 107,
230501 (2011).
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[71] L. Cywiński, R. M. Lutchyn, C. P. Nave, and S. Das Sarma,
Phys. Rev. B 77, 174509 (2008).

[72] T. Yuge, S. Sasaki, and Y. Hirayama, Physical Review Letters
107, 170504 (2011).

[73] L. M. Norris, D. Lucarelli, V. M. Frey, S. Mavadia, M. J. Bier-
cuk, and L. Viola, Physical Review A 98, 032315 (2018).

[74] R. Freund, C. D. Marciniak, and T. Monz, “A self-referenced
optical phase noise analyzer for quantum technologies,”
(2023), arXiv:2310.08258 [quant-ph].

[75] Z. Yuan, H. Wang, P. Liu, B. Li, B. Shen, M. Gao, L. Chang,
W. Jin, A. Feshali, M. Paniccia, J. Bowers, and K. Vahala,
Optics Express 30, 25147 (2022).

[76] S. P. O’duill and L. P. Barry, IEEE Access 10, 119875 (2022).
[77] Z. Bai, Z. Zhao, X. Chen, Y. Qi, J. Ding, B. Yan, Y. Wang,

Z. Lu, and R. P. Mildren, Applied Physics Express 15, 106502
(2022).

[78] N. V. Kampen, Stochastic processes in physics and chemistry
(North Holland, 2007).

[79] C. W. Gardiner and P. Zoller, Quantum Noise, 2nd ed., edited
by H. Haken (Springer, 2000).

[80] I. I. Rabi, N. F. Ramsey, and J. Schwinger, Rev. Mod. Phys.
26, 167 (1954).

[81] C. W. Gardiner, Handbook of stochastic methods for physics,
chemistry and the natural sciences, 3rd ed., Springer Series
in Synergetics, Vol. 13 (Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2004) pp.
xviii+415.

[82] P. Zoller, “Theoretical Quantum Optics: A practical guide to
stochastic processes & calculus (Master and PhD Course, Uni-
versity of Innsbruck),” (2018).

[83] C. Gardiner and P. Zoller, The Quantum World of
Ultra-Cold Atoms and Light Book I: Foundations of
Quantum Optics (IMPERIAL COLLEGE PRESS, 2014)
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/pdf/10.1142/p941.

[84] M. L. Day, P. J. Low, B. White, R. Islam, and C. Senko, npj
Quantum Information 8, 72 (2022).

[85] M. C. Wang and G. E. Uhlenbeck, Rev. Mod. Phys. 17, 323
(1945).

[86] G. S. Agarwal, Phys. Rev. Lett. 37, 1383 (1976).
[87] H. J. Kimble and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A 15, 689 (1977).
[88] P. Zoller, Journal of Physics B: Atomic and Molecular Physics

10, L321 (1977).
[89] P. Avan and C. Cohen-Tannoudji, Journal of Physics B:

Atomic and Molecular Physics 10, 155 (1977).
[90] S. N. Dixit, P. Zoller, and P. Lambropoulos, Phys. Rev. A 21,

1289 (1980).
[91] G. E. Uhlenbeck and L. S. Ornstein, Phys. Rev. 36, 823 (1930).
[92] H. Haken, Light and matter Handbuch der Physik Encyclope-

dia of Physics (Springer-Verlag, 1970).
[93] R. Toral and P. Colet, “Stochastic numerical methods : an in-

troduction for students and scientists,” (2014).
[94] V. Solo, SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics 52, 270

(1992).
[95] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis (Cambridge

University Press, 1985).
[96] J. N. Franklin, SIAM Review 7, 68 (1965).
[97] D. B. Percival, Computing Science and Statistics , 534 (1993).
[98] C. Cohen-Tannoudji, G. Grynberg, and J. Dupont-Roc, Atom-

Photon Interactions: Basic Processes and Applications (Wi-
ley, New York, 1992).

[99] H. P. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The theory of open quan-
tum systems (Oxford University Press, Great Clarendon Street,
2002).

[100] S. Chaturvedi and F. Shibata, Zeitschrift für Physik B Con-
densed Matter 35, 297 (1979).

[101] S. Nakajima, Progress of Theoretical Physics 20, 948 (1958).
[102] R. Zwanzig, The Journal of Chemical Physics 33, 1338

(2004).
[103] R. Terwiel, Physica 74, 248 (1974).
[104] G. Lindblad, Communications in Mathematical Physics 48,

119 (1976).
[105] V. Gorini, A. Kossakowski, and E. C. G. Sudarshan, J. Math.

Phys. 17, 821 (1976).
[106] T. J. Green, J. Sastrawan, H. Uys, and M. J. Biercuk, New

Journal of Physics 15, 095004 (2013).
[107] R. C. Bourret, Canadian Journal of Physics 43, 619 (1965).
[108] A. Rivas, S. F. Huelga, and M. B. Plenio, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105,

050403 (2010).
[109] M. J. W. Hall, J. D. Cresser, L. Li, and E. Andersson, Phys.

Rev. A 89, 042120 (2014).
[110] A. A. Clerk, M. H. Devoret, S. M. Girvin, F. Marquardt, and

R. J. Schoelkopf, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 1155 (2010).
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Appendix A: Stochastic processes and Monte Carlo methods

In this Appendix, for the sake of completeness, we re-
view some aspects of the theory of stochastic processes and
stochastic differential equations [78, 81] that are important
to understand the results presented in the main text. We dis-
cuss as well various numerical methods to simulate them [93].
The appearance of stochastic processes in physics is related
to a coarse-grained description of the dynamics at a certain
scale, as first considered in the context of Brownian mo-
tion [85, 91, 130, 131]. In this appendix, we recall the un-
derlying mathematical framework, which serves to set our no-
tation.

A random/stochastic process X̃ : T ×E 7→ R can be under-
stood as a function that assigns a real number x ∈ R to each
ordered pair (t,e) ∈ T ×E. Here, t is drowned from the time
interval T = [t0, tf], whereas e ∈ E belongs to the event set.
This set is determined by a particular combination of out-
comes of an experiment, all of which form the so-called sam-
ple space S. In a probability space (S,E,P), which is equipped
with a probability measure P that fulfills Kolmogorov’s ax-
ioms [132], the random process can be understood as a se-
quence of random variables X̃(t, ·) = X̃(t) : E 7→ R, such that
each random variable is assigned to a different time. This
sequence of random variables are characterized by the joint
probability density functions (PDFs) for any finite set of times
pX̃ (xxx) = pt1,t2,··· ,tn(x1,x2, · · · ,xn), ∀n ∈ Z+ : {ti}n

i=1 ∈ T , such
that pX̃ (xxx)≥ 0 and

∫
dnxpX̃ (xxx) = 1. One can then define cer-

tain ensemble averages characterizing crucial aspects of the
stochastic process, such as the mean and the variance

X(t) = E[X̃(t)], ∆X2(t) = E[(X̃(t)−X(t))2], (A1)

where the average is defined in terms of the one-time pdf

E[ f (X̃)] =
∫

dx pt(x) f (x). (A2)

Similarly, the covariance quantifies the auto-correlation of the
stochastic process at different times,

CX (t1, t2) = E[(X̃(t1)−X(t1))(X̃(t2)−X(t2)], (A3)

and requires using the joint PDF for two times t1, t2 ∈ T .
One may carry on this procedure and define the n-th order
moments of the stochastic process, which would require us-
ing n-time PDFs within the so-called Kolmogorov’s hierar-
chy of joint PDFs. When the mean and variance do not de-
pend on time, and the auto-correlation function is such that
CX (t1, t2) = CX (t1 − t2), the stochastic process is said to be
wide-sense stationary. We note that these ensemble averages
can also be understood from a frequentist interpretation as the
relative frequency of individual realizations of the stochastic
process X̃(·,e) : T 7→ R, which are referred to as trajectories.

Instead of dealing with the hierarchy of joint PDFs and their
evolution equations, one can describe the dynamics of the pro-
cess via certain stochastic differential equations (SDEs)

dX̃
dt

= G(X̃(t), t, η̃(t)), (A4)
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where G is a particular function, and the stochastic process
X̃(t) inherits the randomness nature from an external ran-
dom process η̃(t). In the following, we will assume that the
mean of this external noise vanishes η(t) = 0. In spite of
the smoothness of G, the random fluctuations introduced by a
particular trajectory of the external process η̃(t) = η̃(·,e) may
even be non-differentiable, e.g. Wiener process [81]. There-
fore, instead of relying on differentiability, these SDEs should
be interpreted in terms of stochastic integrals, which will be
used according to the so-called Stratonovich prescription [81].

In this work, we will focus on a particular type of SDEs
that are linear in the external random process, the so-called
Langevin SDEs [81, 82, 93]. We will consider a system of
coupled Langevin SDEs equations

dX̃XX
dt

= qqq
(
X̃XX(t), t

)
+ggg
(
X̃XX(t), t

)
η̃(t), (A5)

where X̃XX is a vector composed of the different stochastic pro-
cesses, and qqq,ggg are certain smooth multi-variable functions.
The first term in the Langevin SDE is the so-called drift term,
whereas the second one is the diffusion/noise term, which
can account for additive noise when the external random pro-
cess only affects the inhomogeneous term of the SDE, e.g.
g(X̃ , t) = g0 ∈ R in the case of a single stochastic process.
The diffusion can also account for multiplicative noise, when
ggg(X̃XX , t) has any dependence different from a constant, e.g. lin-
ear g(X̃ , t) = g0X̃(t) in the case of a single stochastic pro-
cess. More generally, one can also have various noise sources,
which can be accounted for by letting η̃(t) 7→ η̃ηη(t), and up-
grading the diffusion term to a matrix.

As briefly noted above, the ensemble averages can be ob-
tained by trajectory averages in the limit of a very large num-
ber of realizations MMC. In analogy with ordinary differential
equations, the numerical approach to the Langevin SDEs [93]
will generate such trajectories by approximating them via
stochastic difference equations that discretize the time vari-
able in Mt steps, such that ti = t0 + i∆t with ∆t = tf/Mt , and
i ∈ ZMt . The main idea is to exploit the smoothness of func-
tions q,g to expand then in a Taylor series of the time step ∆t,
paying special attention to the differences between the drift
and diffusion terms. For instance, Heun’s algorithm uses a
semi-implicit Euler discretization of the time derivatives, and
gets the following formula

X̃XX(ti+1) = X̃XX(ti)+
∆t
2

(
qqq
(
ti, X̃XX(ti)

)
+qqq
(
ti+1, X̃XX(ti)+κκκ + ℓℓℓ

))
+

η∆t(ti)
2

(
ggg
(
ti, X̃XX(ti)

)
+ggg
(
ti+1, X̃XX(ti)+κκκ + ℓℓℓ

))
,

(A6)

where we have introduced the integrated random process

η∆t(t) =
∫ t+∆t

t
dt ′η(t ′), (A7)

as well as the infinitesimal random parameters

κκκ = ∆tqqq
(
ti, X̃XX(ti)

)
, ℓℓℓ= η∆t(ti)ggg

(
ti, X̃XX(ti)

)
. (A8)

One thus sees that, given an initial condition for a single
trajectory X̃XX(0), one can generate the individual sequences of
random variables that form a single trajectory of the stochas-
tic process if one has an update formula for the integrated ex-
ternal noise giving us {η∆t(ti) : i ∈ ZMt}. There are impor-
tant cases where such an update formula is known exactly,
and one can generate the trajectories using a random number
generator, much like in other numerical Monte Carlo methods
that provide solutions to a deterministic problem by exploiting
randomness.

A particular case where this method is exact occurs for a
white noise diffusion term η̃(t) =

√
cξ̃ (t) with diffusion con-

stant c ∈ R. The integral of this process is the aforementioned
Wiener noise W̃ (t) =

√
c
∫

dt ′ξ̃ (s), a random process that dis-
plays statistically-independent increments, as these are given
by the uncorrelated white noise

W̃ (t +∆t)−W̃ (t) = cξ̃∆t(t), Cξ (t1 − t2) = δ (t1 − t2). (A9)

Being the increments statistically independent, we can sam-
ple them using Mt independent Gaussian random variables of
zero mean and unit variance {ũi}, also known as normal unit
random variables N(µ,σ) characterized by a Gaussian PDF
with zero mean µ = 0 and unit variance σ2 = 1. Specifically,
a trajectory of the Wiener process follows from

W (ti) =
√

c∆tũi : ũi ∈ N(0,1), E(ũi, ũ j) = δi, j. (A10)

We thus see that, using a numerical pseudo-random num-
ber generator, the integration of the Langevin SDE sub-
jected to white noise is straightforward when using Heun’s
method (A6) and the above Wiener-process update (A10).

The Wiener process belongs to a type of stochastic pro-
cesses known as Markovian, in which the probability of a fu-
ture event only depends on the present and not on the past
history of the process, which can be formalized using the
joint PDFs and the notion of the conditional probability [81].
Another important Markovian process where the exact up-
date formula is known is the so-called Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
noise [81, 133], which evolves under the Langevin SDE

dη̃OU

dt
=− 1

τc
η̃OU(t)+

√
cξ̃ (t), (A11)

where we have introduced the relaxation/correlation time τc ∈
R (A9), and we recall that ξ̃ (t) stands for white noise, and
that c is the diffusion constant. The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck pro-
cess is also Gaussian, which means that the joint PDF can be
expressed in terms of a multivariate Gaussian function, and
that all higher-order moments can be expressed in terms of
the mean (A1), variance (A1) and auto-correlation (A3) func-
tions. In particular, it can be shown that the auto-correlation
function for this process, for times t1, t2 ≫ τc, that amount to
fully-relaxed conditions [133], reads

CηOU(t1 − t2) =
cτc

2
e−

|t2−t1 |
τc . (A12)

It is clear from this expression that, in this limit, the pro-
cess is wide-sense stationary and, being Gaussian, also strictly
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stationary. The stationarity allows us to describe the whole
process using a power spectral density (11) with Lorentzian
shape (25), as used in the main text. From this expression,
one sees that the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process leads to random
variables that display appreciable correlations for times that
lie approximate on the range |t1− t2|≲ τc, which is the under-
lying reason why τc is called the correlation time. In spite of
being Markovian, which is often associated to a memoryless
random process, the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process does indeed
accounts for non-zero time correlations. In the context of a
noisy quantum system, in which a Markovian noise affects
the qubit multiplicatively (9), the resulting quantum evolution
does not necessarily result in a Markovian qubit evolution. In-
deed, as discussed in Appendix B, one needs to go beyond the
standard Born-Markov approximations in the derivation of a
quantum master equation in order to describe accurately the
qubit dynamics. In fact, the dynamics of the qubit under this
master equation can be characterized by non-zero values of
certain measures of quantum (non-)Markovianity [134–138],
as discussed in Appendix D.

Continuing with the description of the numerical inte-
gration of SDEs with a diffusion term proportional to the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, we note that the Langevin
SDE (A11) can be integrated exactly, finding that the incre-
ments at distinct instants of time are again uncorrelated, and
can be sampled using normal unit random variables. In par-
ticular [133], the update formula for this process is

η̃OU(ti+1) = η̃OU(ti)e
− ∆t

τc +

√
cτc

2

(
1− e−

2∆t
τc

)
ũi, (A13)

where we use Nt unit normal random variables ũi ∈ N(0,1),
which must be statistically independent E(ũi, ũ j) = δi, j. It is
important to note that this update formula is exact and does not
require a small time step ∆t. For the integral of the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process, which is what would appear in the Heun-
discretized system of SDEs (A6), there is also an exact update
formula that is valid for arbitrary time steps. This formula
requires sampling over more independent normal unit random
variables to account for the non-zero correlation time [93]. In
any case, since we are ultimately interested in the discretized
system of SDEs (A6), which is only valid for small time steps,
it turns out that the integral of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process
can be accurately approximated by the process itself

η̃OU,∆t(ti) =
∫ ti+∆t

ti
dt ′ η̃OU(t ′)≈ ∆tη̃OU(ti). (A14)

Once we have reviewed the formalism of stochastic pro-
cesses and the numerical integration of SDEs, we can directly
connect with the stochastic Hamiltonian in Eq. (6), and the
SDEs for the state amplitudes in Eq. (9). As can be seen in
this equation, the vector of qubit amplitudes amplitudes plays
the role of the stochastic processes X̃XX(t) 7→ c̃cc(t) in a Langevin
Eq. (A5), such that the randomness of the qubit amplitudes is
inherited from the underlying dephasing noise η̃(t) 7→ δω̃(t).
The drift and diffusion terms are linear functions without any
explicit time dependence, and depend on the Rabi frequency

and the Pauli operators (7) via

qqq(c̃cc(t), t) =− i
2

Ωσφ c̃cc(t), ggg(c̃cc(t), t) =
i
2

σzc̃cc(t). (A15)

According to the discussion below Eq. (A5), we see that the
qubit dynamics falls into the class of Langevin SDEs with
linear multiplicative noise. Therefore, provided that we have
an update formula for the integral of the dephasing noise, we
can use Heun’s method (A6) to generate MMC trajectories for
the time-evolution of each individual realization of the state
evolution {c̃i,n(t)}MMC

n=1 under the stochastic Hamiltonian. The
corresponding ensemble average yields a density matrix

ρ(t)=E
[
|ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|

]
≈∑

i, j

(
1

MMC

MMC

∑
n=1

c̃i,n(t)c̃
∗
j,n(t)

)
|i⟩⟨ j| ,

(A16)
where the approximation becomes exact in the limit MMC →
∞. With this density matrix, one can obtain any of the observ-
ables and channel fidelities discussed in the main text.

We now discuss some alternative methods to generate the
trajectories of the external noise even when one does not know
its precise SDE, but can ascertain that the process is Gaussian,
and thus entirely described by the n-th moments up to order
n = 2. As customary, we consider that the mean of the process
vanishes, such that all information is contained in the auto-
correlation function. If we know this function Cη(t1, t2), we
can obtain the auto-correlation matrix

Ci j = E
[
η̃(ti)η̃(t j)

]
, ∀ ti, t j ∈ T, (A17)

which is a real symmetric positive-definite matrix Ci j =C ji >
0, and use it to generate trajectories of η̃(t) without actu-
ally going though the Langevin SDE. In particular, one can
use Crout’s factorization to express the correlation matrix as a
product of lower and upper triangular matrices Ci j = (LL†)i j,

L j j =

(
C j j −

j−1

∑
k=1

L2
jk

)1
2

, Li j = L−1
k j

(
Ci j −

j−1

∑
k=1

LikL jk

)
. (A18)

Then, Franklin’s algorithm generates a single trajectory of the
Gaussian external noise by sampling over Mt independent unit
normal random variables ũi ∈ N(0,1), E(ũi, ũ j) = δi, j [96] by
using a simple linear superposition of the random variables

η̃(ti) = ∑
j

Li jũ j. (A19)

This method is designed so that one recovers the original auto-
correlation function after averaging over a sufficiently-large
number of trajectories MMC. It is interesting to note that
Franklin’s method can account for Gaussian processes that
are not stationary, such as the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process for
times within the relaxation window, e.g. ti − t0 ≲ τc.

In case the stochastic process is not only Gaussian, but also
wide-sense stationary, we can generate its trajectories through
the power spectral density (PSD) Sη(ω), which is related to
the auto-correlation function via Eq. (11) of the main text.
More specifically, we will work with the one-sided spectral
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density S1s
η (ω) = 2Sη(ω), for ω > 0, which is defined via a

cosine Fourier transform of the auto-correlation function

S1s
η ( f ) = 4

∫
∞

0
dt Cη(t)cos(2π f ). (A20)

Rather than using an inverse Fourier transform and then ap-
plying the previous Franklin’s algorithm, we can directly gen-
erate the trajectories of the process from the PSD using the so-
called Percival’s method [97], which makes use of a sequence
of unit normal random variables weighted in a specific manner
by the PSD. We sample the one-sided PSD

Sm = S1s
η ( fm) (A21)

with an even number M f = 2m of frequencies fm = f0(m−
1), where f0 = 1/tf and m ∈ {1,2, · · · ,M f /2+ 1}. By using
now the following weighted sequence of unit normal random
variables ũm ∈ N(0,1), E(ũm, ũn) = δm,n,

Ãm =

√
Sm

2
(ũm + iũm+1) , (A22)

we can obtain the specific trajectory of the external stochastic
process using

η̃(t) =

√
1

tf − t0

M f

∑
m=1

ν̃me−i2π fmt , (A23)

where ν̃1 =
√

2Re(A1), ν̃N/2+1 =
√

2Re(AN/2+1), whereas
ν̃m = Am for 1 < m < M f /2+1, and νm = A∗

M f −m for M f /2 <

m < M f . In this way, one finds that the correlation function
of the generated process coincides with the Riemann-sum ap-
proximation of the inverse Fourier transform, leading to the
cosine transform of the one-sided PSD (A20).

Appendix B: Time-convolutionless master equations and the
cumulant expansion

In this Appendix, for the sake of completeness, we review
certain aspects of the derivation of time-convolutionless mas-
ter equations in stochastic quantum systems, and their relation
to the so-called cumulant expansion [103]. This will allow us
to understand the regime of validity of the dressed-state mas-
ter equation (12), which is the starting point of our work.

The Liouville–von Neumann equation for the stochastic
density matrix ρ̃(t) = |ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|, which follows from the
Schrödinger equation under a stochastic Hamiltonian H̃(t),
such as the one in Eq. (6), can be formally solved as ρ̃(t) =
Ũt,t0(ρ0), where ρ0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| is the initial qubit state that
gets mixed as a consequence of the evolution under the fluc-
tuating noise and the corresponding averaging. Here, we have
introduced the super-operators

L̃t ′(ρ) =−i[H̃(t ′),ρ], Ũt1,t2 = T

{
e
∫ t1
t2

dt ′L̃t′
}
, (B1)

where the time-ordering operator T acts by ordering the oper-
ator products that stem from a Taylor series of the exponential
such that their time arguments increase from right to left.

For each individual trajectory of the stochastic process, the
above evolution Ũt1,t2 is purely unitary, and corresponds to
the Dyson series of the Hamiltonian evolution. However, as
one performs subsequent measurements to infer the statistics
of a certain observable, the result will depend on the ensem-
ble average over many trajectories of the stochastic process.
As a consequence of the averaging, the effective dynamics is
no longer described by a unitary but rather by a completely-
positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map Et,t0 [7–10]. Our task
is then to perform this ensemble average ρ(t) := E[ρ̃(t)] =
E[Ũt,t0 ](ρ0) =: Et,t0(ρ0), and find a tractable expansion for the
averaged super-operator Et,t0 . In some special cases, these ex-
pansions can be solved exactly, while in the general case one
must resort to truncations that try to capture accurately the
time evolution.

At the level of the underlying differential equations, this
problem amounts to solving a set of SDEs with multiplicative
noise, as those discussed in Appendix A, namely

dρ̃(t)
dt

= L̃t(ρ̃(t)), (B2)

which could be accomplished using the so-called cumulant
expansion in the context of SDEs [139–141]. An alter-
native, but fully-equivalent approach [103] makes use of
the Nakajima-Zwanzig projection operators P,Q = 1−P ,
where P2 = P [101, 102]. In the context of open quantum
systems, which is more familiar to the topic discussed in this
paper, this projection corresponds to the partial trace over en-
vironmental degrees of freedom [99]. In our work, it is instead
the ensemble average over the noise process

P(ρ̃(t)) := E[ρ̃(t)] = ρ(t) : Q(ρ0) = 0 = P(L̃t). (B3)

By introducing the identity resolution 1=P+Q in Eq. (B2),
one finds the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation for the averaged
density matrix, namely an integro-differential equation

dρ(t)
dt

=
∫ t

0
dt ′K (t, t ′)ρ(t ′), (B4)

where we have set t0 = 0 from now on, and introduced a con-
volution kernel that contains the memory effects

K (t, t ′) = PL̃tŨ
Q

t,t ′QL̃t ′ . (B5)

Here, we have avoided the nested parenthesis for the action of
all subsequent super-operators, and used a projected evolution
operator with anti-chronological time ordering

Ũ Q
t,t ′ = T∗

{
e
∫ t
t′ dt ′′QL̃t′′

}
=

= 1+
∫ t

t ′
dt ′′QL̃t ′′ +

∫ t

t ′
dt ′′
∫ t

t ′′
dt ′′′QL̃t ′′QL̃t ′′′ + · · · ,

(B6)

where the T∗ orders the operator products that stem from the
series expansion with time increasing from left to right.

Equation (B4) is exact provided that the conditions in (B3)
are fulfilled: the initial state is independent of the stochas-
tic process, and the mean of the stochastic process van-
ishes, which are both fulfilled for the problem discussed
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in the main text. However, the form of the convolution
kernel of the integro-differential equation (B5), which de-
pends on all the past history of the stochastic quantum sys-
tem and thus encodes all memory effects, is still too gen-
eral to have a tractable and useful expansion. One pos-
sibility to find a suitable expansion is to expand the anti-
chronological evolution operator in a Taylor series, and then
show that, term by term, one can recover the cumulant ex-
pansion of Kubo and Van Kampen [103]. As discussed
in [100], this expansion can nonetheless mix the contribu-
tions at different orders of the small physical parameter that
underlies the expansion, which is a direct consequence of
the integro-differential nature of the Nakajima-Zwanzig equa-
tion. This ’problem’ can be alleviated by resorting to the so-
called time-convolutionless methods [99, 100], which allow
one to rewrite the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation (B4) as a time-
convolutionless master equation local in time

dρ(t)
dt

= K (t)ρ(t), (B7)

where we have now a kernel K (t) that, in spite of not being
a convolution, still manages to encode all the effects arising
from non-zero time correlations. In order to find this kernel,
one must again make use of the anti-chronological time evo-
lution, but this time without the previous projection (B6) and
with an inverted sign

Ũt ′,t = T∗
{

e−
∫ t
t′ dt ′′L̃t′′

}
, (B8)

which allows us to propagate the density matrix backwards in
time. In this way, all memory effects are directly included in
the time-convolutionless kernel, which reads

K (t) = PL̃t(1− Σ̃(t))−1, (B9)

where we have introduced a super-operator playing the role of
a ’self-energy’ in the evolution kernel

Σ̃(t) =
∫ t

0
dt ′Ũ Q

t,t ′QL̃t ′PŨt ′,t . (B10)

We have now all the ingredients to organize a power series
for the evolution. If the super-operator in Eq. (B1) has a cer-
tain coupling strength α , one can perform a power series in
terms of a multinomial expansion of

Σ̃(t) = ∑
m

α
m

Σ̃m(t), K (t)=∑
n

PL̃t

(
∑
m

α
m

Σ̃m(t)
)n

, (B11)

which leads to the desired expansion [100] of the kernel

K (t) = ∑
n

Kn(t). (B12)

Under the assumptions on the action of the projectors on
the Liouvillian and the initial density matrix in Eq. (B3),
the first non-zero contributions has a very simple expression
K2(t) =

∫ t
0dt ′P(L̃tL̃t ′). As shown in [100], this kernel

series is equivalent to the cumulant expansion of Kubo and
Van Kampen [139, 140], which can be used to derive closed

expressions for the n-th order contribution, which contains
n− 1 time-ordered integrals [99]. An advantage of the time-
convolutionless approach with respect to the cumulant expan-
sion is that one can readily generalize these expressions be-
yond the assumptions in Eq. (B3), and apply them to projec-
tors different from the ensemble average, going beyond SDEs.

Once expressed in this way, it remains to identify the small
parameter that justifies a truncation at a certain n-th order,
which must be obtained by multiplying α by some other rel-
evant timescale related to the noise. For the problem at hand,
one could identify the relevant small parameter by working in
an interaction picture instead of the rotating frame of Eq. (6)

H̃int(t) =
Ω

2
σ+ei

∫ t
0dt ′δω̃(t ′)+H.c.. (B13)

Here, the ladder operators read σ+ = |0⟩⟨1| = (σ−)
†, and we

have used the dephasing noise defined in Eq. (8). The super-
operator evolution in Eq. (B1) is thus

L̃t ′(ρ) =−i[H̃int(t ′),ρ], (B14)

such that the microscopic coupling strength is set by α = Ω.
As discussed in [103, 141], the so-called cluster property of
the n-th contribution to the kernel Kn(t) is crucial to iden-
tify a small truncation parameter. To understand it, let us
start by focusing on K2(t), which depends on the two-time
auto-correlation functions in E[L̃tL̃t ′ ]. We can thus iden-
tify τ̂c as a correlation time such that, for times |t − t ′| ≫ τ̂c,
the auto-correlation functions in K2(t) would become neg-
ligibly small. Here, a hat is used to distinguish this cor-
relation time from that of the previous Appendix, τc. This
correlation time would be used to model a colored dephas-
ing noise δω̃(t) on its own, regardless of its effect on the
qubit. For the phase diffusion model mentioned in the main
text [86–89], a type of phase noise that can be traced back
to the Anderson-Weiss model of random-frequency modula-
tions [142] and to Kubo’s oscillator [143], the laser frequency
fluctuates as a white noise process with diffusion constant c,
such that the detuning in Eq (B13) reads δω̃(t) =

√
cξ̃ (t).

This noise has a vanishing correlation time τc = 0 and, fol-
lowing Eq. (A9), a flat power spectral density S(ω) = c.
Moreover, its time integral is the Wiener random process
W (t) that directly affects the above auto-correlation function
E[L̃tL̃t ′ ]. In fact, using (A9), we find an exponential law
E[ei(W (t)−W (t ′))] = e−

c
2 |t−t ′| controlled by the noise diffusion

constant. This yields the correlation time τ̂c = 2/c, which
clearly differs from that of the white frequency noise. In fact,
it can be connected to the non-zero linewidth of the laser
radiation which, within this model, has a Lorentzian PSD
SL(ω) ∝ E2

0
∫

∞

−∞
dse(i(ωL−ω)− c

2 )s ∝ cE2
0/((ω −ωL)

2+(c/2)2)
that clearly differs from the flat PSD of the dephasing noise
S(ω). The laser linewidth ∆ω , defined as the full width at
half maximum (FWHM) of the PSD, is fixed by the diffusion
constant ∆ω = c = 2/τ̂c, such that τ̂c can be interpreted as the
finite correlation time of a quasi-monochromatic laser [89].

Coming back to the cluster property [103, 141], since α =
Ω and only times |t − s| ≤ τ̂c have an appreciable contribu-
tion to the second-order kernel, one finds that K2(t)∼α2τ̂c =
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αζint, and one can identify the small parameter with

ζint = Ωτ̂c. (B15)

The cluster property for the higher n-th order contributions,
which have (n−1) nested integrals, states that the correspond-
ing kernels scale with Kn(t)∼ αζ

n−1
int , justifying a low-order

truncation when ζint ≪ 1. The series in increasing orders of
ζint is known as the fast-fluctuation expansion [82]. In our
case, truncating Eq. (B7) to second order, one finds a very
simple time-local master equation

dρint

dt
≈
∫ t

0
dt ′P(L̃tL̃t ′)ρint(t) =

∫ t

0
dt ′E[L̃tL̃t ′ ]ρint(t). (B16)

For multiplicative-noise SDEs, this second-order truncation
is known as Bourret’s equation [107]. From the perspective
of open quantum systems, this second-order truncation would
correspond to a Redfield master equation which, according
to [99], can still contain certain non-Markovian effects. In
order to recover a Lindblad master equation, we perform a
change of variables for τ = t−t ′, and extend the integral limits
to τ ∈ R+ = [0,∞), such that the kernel no longer depends on
time. This last step requires considering a long-time limit t ≫
τc, such that one neglects the contributions from extending
the integral limits as they are weighted by auto-correlations
functions that are vanishingly small [98], leading to a Bourret-
Markov approximation in the SDEs [82].

Coming back to the previous phase diffusion model, the
above fast-fluctuation constraint ζint ≪ 1 requires considering
a broadband laser with a very large linewidth, such that the
Rabi flops decohere so fast that one could barely observe any
Rabi oscillations. Indeed, an effective dephasing time due to
the finite laser coherence in this limit, Ω ≪ ∆ω , would make
the Rabi oscillations decohere extremely fast. As we are inter-
ested in the opposite regime of high-fidelity gates, we need to
consider Rabi frequencies larger than the laser linewidth, re-
quiring to go to higher orders of ζ n

int with their corresponding
higher-weight kernels. We note that, for the specific case of
Langevin SDEs with white frequency noise (i.e. phase diffu-
sion model) or Ornstein-Uhlenbeck frequency noise (i.e. ex-
tended phase diffusion model [82, 89, 90]), it is actually pos-
sible to find solutions to any order of ζint [88, 90]. In the
colored-noise case, this solution can be expressed via a matrix
continued fraction solution that can be carried to any desired
order to model high-fidelity gates.

In our work, however, we have chosen a different route that
starts from working in a different picture, called the ’instan-
taneous frame’ in [89] and, more recently, a ’toggling frame’
in the context of the filter-function formalism [42, 106]. This
exchanges the roles of H̃0 and H̃int that lead to Eq. (B13) and,
implicitly, organizes the series expansion in terms of ζint. The
reason for this choice is that, as shown by our results, a low-
order truncation of the master equation in this frame leads to
very accurate results and, importantly, the effective dynamical
error map has a very transparent analytical expression where
one can benefit from the formalism of filter functions [38–
44, 106]. In this frame, which we shall call an instantaneous
dressed for reasons that become clear in the main text, the

qubit Liouvillian becomes

L̃t ′(ρ) =−i
[
δω̃(t ′)Oz(t ′),ρ

]
, (B17)

where the operator Oz(s) is a rotated Pauli operator defined
in Eq. (13). Carrying out the same steps based on the time-
convolutionless master equation and the cumulant expansion,
the second-order truncation leads to Eqs. (12)-(13), which are
the analogue of Eq. (B16), however, will be completely differ-
ent, as rather than a power expansion in the Rabi frequency,
we are directly expanding in powers of the dephasing random
process in the instantaneous dressed frame. Hence, the auto-
correlations appearing in E[L̃tL̃t ′ ] are directly controlled by
those of the phase noise and, thus, depend on the correla-
tion time τc. In this case, an analogue of the cluster property
Kn(t) ∼ αζdress, where α = (E[δω̃2(t)])1/2 is the standard
deviation of the random noise, and one can identify

ζdress = ατc =

√
τc

T2
, (B18)

where the effective dephasing time T2 = 2/S(0) depends on
the value of the noise PSD evaluated at a vanishing frequency,
which is consistent with the fact that the system does not ab-
sorb energy from the stochastic process. The condition of
validity for the second-order truncation dressed-state master
equation (12) is thus ζdress ≪ 1 as higher-order terms will
scale with even smaller ζ n

dress, which hence requires setting
τc ≪ T2 and no longer imposes any condition on the Rabi fre-
quency and the gate duration. In this way, we can explore the
regime of high-fidelity gates and coherent Rabi flops explor-
ing timescales t ∼ 1

Ω
≳ τc. The important difference is that the

effect of the dephasing can still be small for these timescale
t ≪ T2, which is consistent with the regime of validity of our
approximation ζdress ≪ 1. We can thus describe single-qubit
gates with a high fidelity even in fast regimes where the time-
correlation effects in the noise are no longer negligible.

Appendix C: Solution of the dressed-state master equation

In this appendix, we give a detailed account for the ana-
lytic solution of Eq. (12). For φ = 0, the dressed-state basis
is composed of |±⟩ = 1

2 (|0⟩± |1⟩), and the action of the uni-
tary operator that changes the frame on the dressed-state basis
states is UΩ(t) |±⟩= exp{∓i Ω

2 t}|±⟩. Using these expressions
one can rewrite Eq. (12) in the dressed-state basis. After some
algebra, the evolution for the populations, which correspond
to the coherences in the original basis, satisfies

dρ++

dt
=−1

2
γ1(t)(ρ++−ρ−−) =−dρ−−

dt
. (C1)

Here, we have introduced the key quantity

γ1(t) =−
∫ t

0
dt ′C(t − t ′)cos

(
Ω(t − t ′)

)
, (C2)

which encodes the effect of the dephasing noise on the qubit
via its correlation function and its interplay with the ideal
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Rabi oscillations governed by Ω. These ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) are easily solved when imposing the trace-
preserving condition ρ+++ρ−− = 1, yielding a closed ana-
lytical expression with no further approximations than those
underlying the second-order expansion that lead to Eq. (12)

ρ±±(t) = 1
2 ±

1
2

(
2ρ++(0)−1

)
e−Γ1(t), (C3)

where we have introduced Γ1(t) =
∫ t

0 dsγ1(s). On the other
hand, in order to derive closed analytical expressions for the
off-diagonal elements of the density matrix, we will need to
approximate the following system of ODEs

dρ+−
dt

=−1
2
(
γ1(t)+ iδ1(t)

)
ρ+−− 1

2
(
γ2(t)+ iδ2(t)

)
ρ−+,

dρ−+

dt
=−1

2
(
γ1(t)− iδ1(t)

)
ρ−+− 1

2
(
γ2(t)− iδ2(t)

)
ρ+−,

(C4)

where we have introduced the following functions

γ2(t) =−
∫ t

0
dt ′C(t − t ′)cos

(
Ω(t + t ′)

)
,

δ1(t) =−
∫ t

0
dt ′C(t − t ′)sin

(
Ω(t − t ′)

)
,

δ2(t) = +
∫ t

0
dt ′C(t − t ′)sin

(
Ω(t + t ′)

)
.

(C5)

Equations (C1) and (C4) will be referred to as the dressed-
state master equation. Combining both equations in (C4),
and defining the vector ξξξ (t) = (ξ−(t),ξ+(t))t with compo-
nents ξ±(t) = ρ−+(t)±ρ+−(t), we get the following system
of ODEs

dξξξ

dt
=A(t)ξξξ , A(t)=− 1

2

(
γ1(t)− γ2(t) −i(δ1(t)+δ2(t))

i(δ2(t)−δ1(t)) γ1(t)+ γ2(t)

)
.

(C6)
This system has a formal solution in terms of the time-ordered
exponential ξξξ (t) = T {e

∫ t
0 dt ′A(t ′)}ξξξ (0), which can be approx-

imated using the Magnus expansion [144], as we are inter-
ested in deriving a closed analytical expression that provides
a simple yet sufficiently accurate modeling of the effect of the
noise. To lowest order in this expansion, we find

ξξξ (t) = e−Γ1(t)
(
cos 1

2 Θ(t)12 − i sin 1
2 Θ(t)nnn(t) ·σσσ

)
ξξξ (0),

(C7)
where the time-dependent unit vector and angle read

nnn(t) =
1

Θ(t)
(∆1(t),−i∆2(t), iΓ2(t))t,

Θ(t) =
√

∆2
1(t)−∆2

2(t)−Γ2
2(t),

(C8)

which are expressed as integrals of Eqs. (C2) and (C5)

Γi(t) =
∫ t

0
dt ′γi(t ′), ∆i(t) =

∫ t

0
dt ′δi(t ′). (C9)

The total solution can thus be written in terms of these four
functions which, after performing cosine Fourier transforms,
can be rewritten as in Eq. (18) of the main text.

Appendix D: Process error matrix and non-Markovianity

In this Appendix, we present the specific expressions for
the error process matrix χerr(t) obtained from our analytical
treatment of the dressed-state master equation of Sec. II A. We
recall that this master equation is obtained from the second-
order cumulant expansion of the time-convolutionless kernel
presented in B, when one works in an instantaneous frame that
rotates with the Rabi frequency. In the main text, we discussed
the QPT results for the Kraus operators, which have a simple
expression (32) when restricting to a pair of filter functions
leading to Γ1(t), and ∆1(t) in Eq. (18). On the other hand, our
full solutions also depend on the additional pair of filter func-
tions Γ2(t) and ∆2(t) in Eq. (18), which codify additional ef-
fects of the statistical properties of the noise given by C(t− t ′)
via the filtered PSD. In this Appendix, we present the explicit
expressions of the error process matrix taking into account
these contributions and, furthermore, show that these can lead
to a non-zero measure of non-Markovianity [108, 109]. It
should be pointed out that in the quantum case, different defi-
nitions of non-Markovianity exist in the literature that –while
not the present model– may not agree upon whether non-
Markovianity is present in certain open-system dynamics.

At this level of approximation, the error process matrix,
stemming from the linear-inversion quantum tomography ap-
plied to the solution of the dressed-state master equation de-
scribed in the main text, can be expressed as a block-diagonal
matrix in the Pauli basis

χ
err(t) =

1
4

 χerr
A (t) 0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0 χerr

B (t)

 (D1)

where the upper block can be expressed in terms of Pauli ma-
trices as follows

χ
err
A (t) =

(
1+ e−Γ1(t)

)
12 +2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) cos 1

2 Θ(t)σz

−2e−
1
2 Γ1(t) ∆1(t)

Θ(t)
sin 1

2 Θ(t)σy,

(D2)

where we recall that the time-dependent angle is defined in
Eq. (16). The lower block of the error process matrix is

χ
err
B (t) =

(
1− e−Γ1(t)

)
12 −2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) Γ2(t)

Θ(t)
sin 1

2 Θ(t)σz

+2e−
1
2 Γ1(t) ∆2(t)

Θ(t)
sin 1

2 Θ(t)σy.

(D3)

If we further approximate the process by taking Γ2(t) =
∆2(t) = 0, then the resulting process matrix can be diagonal-
ized yielding the Kraus operators (32) we have presented ear-
lier in this work. The expressions for the block-process matri-
ces in this scenario simplify to

χ
err
A (t) = (1+ e−Γ1(t))12 +2e−

1
2 Γ1(t)− i

2 ∆1(t)σx σz,

χ
err
B (t) = (1− e−Γ1(t))12.

(D4)
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As we have already emphasized in the main text, our
analytical approach allows us to describe the noisy gate
from the knowledge of the noise PSD. In fact, we can also
find closed expressions that provide an estimate of the gate
(in)fidelity (D6) depending on filtered integrals of the PSD.
We can take advantage of the analytical expression for the gate
infidelity [13, 145] averaged over all possible initial states

Fg(t) = F (Ug,Et) =
1
2
+

1
12 ∑

b
tr
(
Ug(t)σbU†

g (t)Et(σb)
)
.

(D5)
This expression sums over the Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product
that between the ideal unitary evolution of the Pauli matrices
Ug(t)σbU†

g (t), and the one under the full quantum dynamical
map Et(σb) in Eq. (2), where we recall that the basis is b ∈
{x,y,z}. As we have just derived the analytical expressions
of the process matrix, we can use them to present a closed
expression of the gate fidelity for different levels of our ap-
proximation. We can use either the process matrix depending

on the four functions encoding the PSD of the driving laser,
or the Kraus decomposition, for which Γ2(t) = ∆2(t) = 0. In
the first scenario, after some algebraic manipulations, we get
to the following very simple formula

Fg(t) =
1
6

(
3+ e−Γ1(t)+2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) cos 1

2 Θ(t)
)
. (D6)

By taking Γ2(t) = ∆2(t) = 0, we find the expression that
leads to Eq. (44) of the main text, which can be easily check
to agree with the computation of the gate fidelity that uses the
Kraus decomposition (32), namely

Fg(t) =
1
6

(
3+ e−Γ1(t)+2e−

1
2 Γ1(t) cos

( 1
2 ∆1(t)

))
. (D7)

This approximation relies on the fact that these filtered inte-
grals are indeed negligible in comparison to Γ1(t) and ∆1(t).
Beyond the numerical simulations supporting this in the main
text, we can actually compare their analytical expressions in
the case of an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise

Γ1(t) =
1
2

S(Ω)

(
t − τc

2(Ωτc)

1+(Ωτc)2 e−
t

τc sinΩt − τc
1− (Ωτc)

2

1+(Ωτc)2 (1− e−
t

τc cosΩt)
)
,

Γ2(t) =
1
2

S(Ω)cosΩt
(

1
Ω

sinΩt − τc cosΩt + τce−
t

τc

)
,

∆1(t) =
1
2

S(Ω)

(
t(Ωτc)+ τc

1− (Ωτc)
2

1+(Ωτc)2 e−
t

τc sinΩt − τc
2(Ωτc)

1+(Ωτc)2 (1− e−
t

τc cosΩt)
)
,

∆2(t) =
1
2

S(Ω)

(
1
Ω

sin2
Ωt − τc

2
sin2Ωt + τce−

t
τc

)
.

(D8)

Since these do not have a linear increase with time in the
t ≫ τc limit, they are negligible in comparison to Γ1(t) and
∆1(t). This actually extends to shorter times, as implicitly
shown numerically in the figures of the main text that com-
pare the full evolution with that where Γ2(t) = ∆2(t) = 0.

Let us now discuss how this approximation actually makes
the dynamics Markovian, and going beyond it Γ2(t),∆2(t) ̸= 0
naturally accounts for non-Markovianity effects. To discuss
quantum non-Markovianity, we first need to state a precise
definition of non-Markovianity [134–138]. In the theory of
classical stochastic processes discussed in Appendix A, we
mentioned that a particular type of stochastic processes known
as Markovian are characterized by conditional probability dis-
tribution functions (PDF) that do not depend on the full his-
tory of the process, but only on the value of the process at
the previous time step. This property is connected to the
Chapman-Kolmogorov equation, which can be expressed as
a simple divisibility condition for stochastic transition matri-
ces that contain the conditional probabilities of the Markov
process p(x, t|x0, t0) = Λt,t0(x,x0) fulfilling

Λt,t0 = Λt,t ′Λt ′,t0 ,∀t ′ ∈ [t0, t], (D9)

in which the elements of Λt,t ′ must be positive and their sum

along the columns should be unity. Positivity is responsible
for the stochastic matrix mapping probabilities onto probabil-
ities. In the quantum realm, physically admissible quantum
evolutions must not only be positive an trace-preserving, but
completely positive. Hence, a natural generalization of the
Chapman-Kolmogorov equation (D9) for quantum dynamical
maps is the so-called CP-divisibility

Et,t0 = Et,t ′ ◦Et ′,t0 ,∀t ′ ∈ [t0, t]; Et,t ′ ∈ C(HS), (D10)

where we have introduced the explicit dependence of the ini-
tial time of the CPTP map Et,t0 in Eq. (2). If one can divide
this map by the composition of two CPTP maps at any inter-
mediate time, the time evolution is said to be Markovian.

This condition is clearly satisfied by a time-independent
Lindblad-type generator LL [104, 105], since the dynamical
map leads to a Markovian semi-group Et,t0 = e(t−t0)LL . For
a time-local master equation such as Eq. (B7), the generator
is given by the time-convolutionless kernel generator as fol-
lows LTCL(t) = K (t) (B9), which admits a cumulant expan-
sion (B12). In this case, the infinitesimal quantum dynamical
map is simply given by Et ′+∆t,t ′ ≈ e∆tK (t ′) ≈ 1+∆tK (t ′). As
discussed in [108], since this linear operator must be a CPTP
map for the evolution to be Markovian, one can define a mea-
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sure that builds on the violation of the CPTP condition

Et ′+∆t,t ′⊗1(|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|)∈D(H ⊗2
S ), |Φ+⟩= 1√

2
(|00⟩+|11⟩).

(D11)
In particular, using the trace norm, one defines the non-
Markovianity measure as NCP =

∫ t
0 dt ′g(t ′)

g(t ′) = lim
∆t→0

1
∆t

(∥∥Et ′+∆t,t ′ ⊗1(|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|)
∥∥

1 −1
)
. (D12)

This non-Markovianity measure can be computed explicitly

NCP(t) = ∑
α

∫ t

0
dt ′
(
|γ̄α(t ′)|− γ̄α(t ′)

)
(D13)

for time-local master equations in the canonical diagonal
form [109], namely Lt(ρ) =−i[H(t),ρ]+Dt(ρ), where

Dt(ρ) = ∑
α

γ̄α(t ′)
(
Lα(t)ρL†

α(t)− 1
2{Lα(t)L

†
α(t),ρ}

)
.

(D14)
Here, H(t) is an effective Hamiltonian that does not affect
the non-Markovian effects, and γ̄α(t),L

†
α(t) are the canoni-

cal time-dependent rates and jump operators. In essence, the
above canonical form generalizes the standard Lindblad mas-
ter equation to a dynamical case, and the non-Markovianity
measure is proportional to the integral of the sum of the rates
in regions where they are negative.

Starting from the dressed-state master equation in Eqs. (C1)
and (C4), one can rewrite it in the Pauli basis (3) as

dρ

dt
=−i[H(t),ρ]+

d2

∑
α,β=1

dαβ (t)
(

Eα ρE†
β
− 1

2{E†
β

Eα ,ρ}
)
,

(D15)
where we have introduced H(t) = 1

4 δ1(t)σx, and

d(t) =

0 0 0
0 1

2 (γ1(t)+ γ2(t)) − 1
2 δ2(t)

0 − 1
2 δ2(t) 1

2 (γ1(t)− γ2(t)).

 (D16)

This formulation readily identifies the aforementioned renor-
malization of the Rabi frequency discussed in the main text.
Additionally, by diagonalizing the above orthogonal matrix,
one readily finds that the canonical time-dependent rates are

γ̄α(t) ∈
{

0, 1
2 γ1(t)± 1

2

√
γ2

2 (t)+δ 2
2 (t))

}
. (D17)

By neglecting the terms ∆2(t) = Γ2(t) = 0, one is im-
plicitly assuming that the canonical rates reduce to γ̄α(t) ∈{

0, 1
2 γ1(t)

}
. hence, the non-Markovianity measure is simply

NCP(t) =
1
2

∫ t

0
dt ′
(
|γ1(t ′)|− γ1(t ′)

)
= 1

2

(
|Γ1(t)|−Γ1(t)

)
.

(D18)
Note that Γ1(t) is given by the filtered integral of the noise
PSD (18), where the classical PSD is even and the specific
filter is always positive (see Fig. 1). Hence, Γ1(t) is always
a positive real number, and NCP(t) = 0,∀t > 0. In spite of

considering the qubit evolution under a time-correlated noise,
this approximation leads to a fully Markovian time evolution,
and one can assert that the Kraus decomposition(32) is thus a
Markovian dynamical map. At the level of the error process
matrix, Eq. (D4) leads to a Markovian quantum channel for
each snapshot. On the other hand, the process matrix when
∆2(t),Γ2(t) ̸= 0 in Eqs. (D2)-(D3) can lead to non-Markovian
dynamics, as it requires δ2(t),γ2(t) ̸= 0, such that the measure
reads

NCP(t) =
1
2

∫ t

0
dt ′
(
|γ̄−(t ′)|− γ̄−(t ′)

)
. (D19)

This measure is depicted in Fig. 3, where we see how it in-
creases with time for all the Rabi frequencies until it saturates
at a given time t∗, which is the same one for all the frequen-
cies. It shows that non-Markovianities are bounded to a time
region whose length is modulated by the correlation time τc of
the noise process. It is also remarkable how the importance of
the non-Markovian effects grows with the Rabi frequency un-
til a maximum value around Ω = 5rad/s, and then decreases
again for higher values of the frequency.
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