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Noise is an important concept and its measurement and characterization has been a flourishing
area of research in contemporary mesoscopic physics. Here we propose interaction-free measurements
as a noise-detection technique, exploring two conceptually different schemes: the coherent and the
projective realizations. These detectors consist of a qutrit whose second transition is coupled to a
resonant oscillatory field that may have noise in amplitude or phase. For comparison, we consider
a more standard detector previously discussed in this context - a qubit coupled in a similar way to
the noise source. We find that the qutrit scheme offers clear advantages, allowing precise detection
and characterization of the noise, while the qubit does not. Finally, we study the signature of noise
correlations in the detector’s signal.

I. INTRODUCTION

The main obstacle to realizing large-scale quantum
computers is noise, which hinders the realization of high-
fidelity gates and readout [1–3]. The only known solution
to this problem is quantum error correction, which re-
quires however precise knowledge on the type of noise act-
ing on the system. Phase noise is also an important factor
for another quantum technology: it affects the quantum
bit error rate in cryptography protocols based on weak
coherent states, for example twin-field quantum key dis-
tribution [4] that can be in principle implemented also in
the microwave range. Thus, diagnosing various sources of
noise and the errors they produce is of utmost importance
for the success of fault-tolerant quantum computing [5].
Noise is also an important source of information for the
dynamics of electrons at the nanoscale, as summarized
by the famous dictum of Landauer “noise is the signal”
[6].

Since the noise itself depends strongly on the local
micro-scale electromagnetic environment, a natural idea
would be to use the qubits themselves as detectors of
noise. Indeed, it has been noticed that qubits are in
principle suitable devices as detectors of noise, since in
the first-order perturbation theory the excitation and de-
cay probabilities are proportional to the noise spectral
density at the negative respectively positive qubit fre-
quency [7]. This strategy has been also used successfully
in magnetometry, where Ramsey interferometry with su-
perconducting qubits has been used as a sensitive tool
for measuring magnetic fields. [8–10]. Several techniques
have been proposed, for example using dynamical decou-
pling and its filtering properties to reconstruct the power
spectrum density [11, 12], using the qubit as a vector
network analyzer for characterizing the control lines [13],
identifying long-range correlations and reconstruction of
the error rates observed experimentally [14], methods for
characterization of low-frequency noise, whose correla-
tions can be obtained by repeated Ramsey measurements
[15], the use of spectator qubits and machine learning to
monitor the noise in quantum processors [16]. In explor-

ing the dynamics of electronic transport, signifcant effort
has been put into detectors sensitive to the full counting
statistics: qubit-based detectors could be used for mea-
suring the characteristic function by perfoming Ramsey
measurements at different values of the coupling [17] or
for extracting the third cumulant from changes in their
effective temperature[18].

Here we focus on the detection of oscillator noise, a
paradigmatic type of noise which becomes relevant es-
pecially in quantum control - when attemptimg to drive
resonantly quantum systems which in general may in-
terfere with the intended operations and lead to errors.
We discuss both amplitude and phase noise. We exploit
a recent [19, 20] coherent interaction-free measurement
(cIFM) protocol for the detection of resonant noise in
microwave circuits. This scheme is based on a three-
level quantum system (qutrit) whose basis states are la-
beled as |0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩, and the allowed transition between
levels |0⟩ − |1⟩ and levels |1⟩ − |2⟩ correspond to transi-
tion frequencies: ν01 and ν12 respectively. As per cIFM
protocol, there is a train of identical beam-splitter uni-
taries targeting the |0⟩ − |1⟩ transition, with its consec-
utive blocks being separated by a fixed duration. In-
between each pair of beam-splitter unitaries, |1⟩ − |2⟩
microwave pulses, called B-pulses may be sandwiched;
whose presence is ascertained in an interaction-free man-
ner [19, 20]. There are three possible outcomes of the
protocol which leave the three-level system in one of the
basis states (|0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩) with respective occupation prob-
abilities: p0, p1, and p2. For a qutrit being initialized in
its ground state (|0⟩), and undergoing cIFM protocol, one
can have a successful interaction-free detection of B-pulse
with probability p0, a non-desirable non-interaction-free
detection with a probability p2 and inconclusive results
with probability p1. These probabilities have a direct
correspondence with the populations of the respective
energy levels of the qutrit. A different interaction-free
concept, which we call projective interaction-free mea-
surement, interjects projectve measurements on state |2⟩
after each interaction with the microwave B-pulses [20].
Projective interaction-free measurements have been per-
formed in various quantum-optics experiments that fol-
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lowed the original theoretical proposal. The projective
measurement needed can be implemented as well in cir-
cuit quantum electrodynamics, for example by employ-
ing the switching of a Josephson junction when one of
the excited states in the washboard potential is close to
being delocalized [21–23]. For non-random pulses the co-
herent protocol turns out to be more efficient. Further-
more, it has been shown that coherent protocol reaches
the Heisenberg limit when the Fisher information is eval-
uated at small strengths of the pulses-to-be-detected;
whereas the projective protocol only reaches the stan-
dard quantum limit [20] .

To understand the advantage of interaction-free mea-
surements, we consider for comparison a paradigmatic
detector based on absorption, consisting of a single qubit
interacting resonantly with the field. The simplest detec-
tion scheme is to allow a qubit with transition frequency
to evolve under this noise and read the qubit’s state after
some time. If the noise field has reasonably strong cou-
pling with the detector qubit, then the state of the qubit
will be influenced in the presence of noise. Therefore, a
qubit initialized in its ground state |g⟩ exhibits non-zero
probability to be found in its excited state (|e⟩). Thus
one can use excited state population pe as a marker to
ascertain the presence of noise. This mechanism might
seem simple and useful at first, but this is not so reliable
in practice. Detector qubit evolves randomly under the
influence of this noise leading to arbitrarily varying out-
comes depending upon the qubit-noise coupling. More-
over, if the noisy signal sums arbitrarily close to zero in a
given time, the detector qubit will not be able to detect
the noise.

To study noise in a sytematic manner, we consider a
drive acting resonantly on the second 1-2 transition (in
the case of cIFM and pIFM) or on the g− e qubit transi-
tion. Noise can appear either in the amplitude or in the
phase of the drive. If the correlation time of the noise
is much larger than the total duration T of the sequence
plus the measurment time, the problem of characteriz-
ing the noise is trivial, since each nearly-constant value
of the drive can be detected with high efficiency. The
interesting situation, which we consider in this work, is
when the correlation time is much larger than τB and
much smaller than T . This allows us to sample the noise
in small τB intervals where it is nearly constant. This
arrangement requires, ideally, that N is very large, while
in real experiments N is limited by decoherence.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section II we
intrduce the three detector models - the qubit and the
two interaction-free protocols utilizing the qutrit. We
present our main results in Section III. In Section IV we
discuss the case of binary noise describe by a Poissonian
probability distribution. In Section V we examine the
signatures of autocorrelations in the detector output. We
conclude in Section VI.

II. DETECTOR MODELS

In the following subsections, we describe systematic
and efficient techniques to detect resonant noise, ex-
ploiting qutrit-based protocols. Further, we compare
the efficacies of these qubit-based and qutrit-based mod-
els to detect noise, highligheting the difference between
absorptive and interaction-free measurements. In both
cases we start with a generic oscillatory noisy signal
Ω(t) = Ω0(t) cos[ω0t + χ(t)] at a frequency ω0, which
is coupled resonantly into the corresponding transition
with a generic Rabi coupling Ω0. The phase χ(t) is in
general noisy, and also we can separate a noisy compo-
nent ζ(t) in the Rabi coupling Ω0(t) = Ω0 + ζ(t). As we
shall see, the successful detection is established when the
population pe on the excited state |e⟩ (for the qubit) or
the population p0 of the ground state |0⟩ for the qutrit is
nearly 1. Finding the detector in these respective states
is therefore highly indicative for the presence of noise.
We will refer to these probabilities generically as marker
populations.

(b)

(a)

FIG. 1. The three noise detection schemes studied in this
work: (a) qubit, (b) cIFM, and (c) pIFM.



3

A. Qubit-based detector

Consider a qubit with the computational basis denoted
by ground and excited states |g⟩, |e⟩. The Hamiltonian
under the drive is

Hge = ℏωge|e⟩⟨e|+ ℏΩ(t) cos(ω0t+ χ(t))[|e⟩⟨g|+ |g⟩⟨e|]
(1)

By introducing a unitary Uge = |g⟩⟨g| + eiωget|e⟩⟨e| we
can transform this Hamiltonian into a frame rotating at
the qubit frequency, Hge → UgeHgeU

†
ge + iℏ(dUge/dt)U

†
ge

obtaining, in the rotating wave approximation and at
resonance (ωeq = ω0)

Hge(t) =
ℏΩ0(t)

2

[
e−iχ(t)|e⟩⟨g|+ eiχ(t)|g⟩⟨e|

]
(2)

=
ℏΩ0(t) cosχ(t)

2
σx
ge −

ℏΩ0(t) sinχ(t)

2
σy
ge (3)

=
ℏΩ0(t)

2
n̂χ(t)σge (4)

where σx
ge = |g⟩⟨e| + |e⟩⟨g| and σy

ge = −i|g⟩⟨e| + i|e⟩⟨g|,
σge = (σx

ge, σ
y
ge) and n̂χ(t) = (cosχ(t),− sinχ(t)) is a ro-

tation axis in the xOy plane. In general, the Hamiltonian
above does not commute with itself at different times.
To deal with this issue, we divide the time into N inter-
vals j of duration τB, during which χ(t) is approximately
constant. In this case, the phase of the unitary trans-
formation (φ) is same as the noise phase (χ(t)). During
these intervals, the unitary transformation produced by
the pulses is

B(θj) = e−iθjn̂jσge/2 = Ige cos
θj
2

− i(n̂jσge) sin
θj
2

(5)

where θj =
∫ tj+τB
tj

Ω0(t)dt = Ω0τB +
∫ tj+τB
tj

ζ(t)dt is
the arbitrary angle corresponding to the noisy drive [24],
n̂j = (cosφj ,− sinφj) is the axis of rotation, and Ige is
the unit 2× 2 matrix. Here tj and tj + τB are the initial
and final times of the intervals.

In a more general situation the noise phase χ(t) varies
significantly; in this case the unitary transformation of
duration τB, effective angle θj , and an overall axis of
rotation φj can be written as,

B(θj) = e−iθjn̂jσge/2 =

P∏
p=1

e−iδθpn̂χpσge/2 (6)

where δθp = Ω0(t)δt is the effective angle of rotation
along the axis n̂χp

(t) = (cosχp(t),− sinχp(t)) during
pth transient of duration δt. Here time (δt) is the in-
finitesimal time interval during which the noise amplitude
ζ(t) and the noise phase χ(t) are approximately constant,
which in the worst case, is the inverse of the noise sam-
pling rate, and P is the closest integer to τB/(δt).

B. Qutrit-based detector

Our models to detect noise using a qutrit with compu-
tational basis states (|0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩) are based on the cIFM
and pIFM protocol, using which, we present an efficient
detection of noise resonant with |1⟩ − |2⟩ transition. In
addition, a beam-splitter pulse of duration τbs is realized
by coupling resonantly another field into the |0⟩ − |1⟩
transition. The Hamiltonian under these drives is

H = ℏω01|1⟩⟨1|+ ℏ(ω01 + ω12)|2⟩⟨2|) + (7)
ℏΩ01(t) cos(ω01t)[|1⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨1|] + (8)
ℏΩ(t) cos(ω0t+ χ(t))[|2⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨2|]. (9)

With the unitary U = |0⟩⟨0| + eiω01t|1⟩⟨1| +
ei(ω01+ω12)t|2⟩⟨2| we can again transform this Hamilto-
nian into H → UHU† + iℏdU

dt U
† and apply the rotat-

ing wave approximation under the resonance condition
ω0 = ω01 to get

H(t) =
iℏΩ01(t)

2
[|1⟩⟨0| − |0⟩⟨1|] + (10)

ℏΩ0(t)

2
[e−iχ(t)|2⟩⟨1|+ eiχ(t)|1⟩⟨2|] (11)

The protocol consists of a series of beam-splitter pulses
of duration τbs on the 0-1 transition, intercalated with
detection times τB onto which the noise is sensed. In-
troducing Ikl = |k⟩⟨k| + |l⟩⟨l|, σy

kl = −i|k⟩⟨l| + i|l⟩⟨k|,
σx
kl = |k⟩⟨l| + |l⟩⟨k|, with k, l ∈ {0, 1, 2} and k < l that

are described by the unitary

S(ϕN ) = e−iϕNσy
01/2 (12)

= I01 cos
ϕN

2
− iσy

01 sin
ϕN

2
+ |2⟩⟨2| (13)

Here the beam-splitter strengths ϕN are chosen such
that ϕN = π/(N + 1) by choosing appropriately the
Rabi strengths ϕN =

∫
Ω01(t)dt corresponding to each

pulse. Using again similar notations as for the qubit
detector n̂k = (cosφk,− sinφk) when χ(t) is approxi-
mately constant for the duration τB i.e., χ(t) = φ(t) and
σ12 = (σx

12, σ
y
12), or explicitly

B(θk) = e−iθkn̂kσ12/2 (14)

= |0⟩⟨0|+ I12 cos
θk
2

− i(n̂kσ12) sin
θk
2

(15)

where the same definition for θk as in the qubit case ap-
plies. As in the qubit case, if χ(t) is not constant then,
more generally, the effective unitary transformation for
the duration τB takes a form similar to Eq. 6,

B(θk) =

P∏
p=1

e−iδθpn̂χpσ12/2 (16)

a. Coherent IFM (cIFM) - based protocol As per the
cIFM protocol, we have a train of beam-splitter unitaries
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with frequency ν01, each of them implementing a rota-
tion of angle π/(N +1) around the y axis, where (N +1)
is the total number of beam-splitter pulses. Each beam-
splitter pulse is of duration τbs and consecutive beam-
splitter pulses are separated from each other by time τB.
In addition to these |0⟩ − |1⟩ pulses, there is a noisy
signal resonant at frequency ν = ν12, which may be a
continuous signal acting for a long time. We consider
a smaller part of this noisy signal for a duration of T
= (N + 1)(τbs + τB). We initialize our detector (qutrit)
in state |0⟩ and allow it to evolve with the series of beam-
splitter unitaries in the presence of noise signal. Results
from this protocol are read in a counter-intuitive manner
i.e., if no noise present, qutrit is found in state |1⟩, while
in the presence of noise, state of the qutrit remains the
same (|0⟩) with high probability. We use ground state
probability (p0) of the qutrit as a marker for the detec-
tion of noise. We obtain p0 values at time T from several
implementations with N ∈ [1, 100]. The whole process is
then repeated a total of NR times, and the average value
of p0 i.e., E[p0] is observed.

b. Projective IFM (pIFM)-based model This is also
a qutrit-based model to detect resonant noise. As de-
scribed earlier, in pIFM-based model also there are
(N + 1) beam-splitter unitaries of duration τbs, each im-
plementing a rotation of angle π/(N + 1) around they
axis. Similarly to the cIFM, the noise acts at the fre-
quency ν = ν12. Unlike the cIFM protocol where co-
herences are preserved as an asset to be used later, here
coherences between levels |1⟩ − |2⟩ are dropped via pro-
jective measurements at the end of each noise pulse im-
plementation i.e., at Ti = (Ni + 1)(τbs + τB) where
Ni ∈ [0, N ]. Here also we use ground state population
as marker, a non-zero value of which is the signature of
noise.

III. RESULTS

We simulate qubit-based and qutrit-based detectors to
ascertain the presence of resonant noise, considering dif-
ferent scenarios and comparing the corresponding results.
Here we analyse the noise in three possible situations, (i)
variation of ζ(t) at a constant phase i.e., amplitude noise,
(ii) variation of χ(t) with ζ(t) constant in time, i.e. phase
noise, and (iii) a general case of both ζ(t) and χ(t) vary-
ing with time i.e. amplitude and phase noise. In all these
cases, the noise signal is targeting only one specific fre-
quency ωge (for the qubit case) or ω12 (for the qutrit case)
and we divide this noise signal into several consecutive
intervals of length τB and τbs. In the absence of simulta-
neous |0⟩−|1⟩ operations, the noise signal preceeding the
ith beam-splitter can be assumed as a unitary pulse B(θj)
of duration τB, effective angle θj , and an overall axis of
rotation φj . We asssume that in the cIFM and pIFM
protocols the three-level quantum system undergoes al-
most instantaneous beam-splitter operations, ensured by
the condition τbs << τB. This produces a negligible er-

ror in the case of a continuous noise signal, where τbs is
the time for which there exist simultaneous |0⟩ − |1⟩ and
|1⟩− |2⟩ drivings. Thus the sequence can be simplified to
a series of beam-splitter unitaries and unitary pulses of
arbitrary angles θj .

1. Amplitude noise

In the absence of simultaneous |0⟩ − |1⟩ operations,
the noise signal preceeding the ith beam-splitter can be
assumed as a unitary pulse of duration τB and effective
angle θj = Ω0τB+

∫ tj+τB
tj

ζ(t)dt with fixed axis of rotation
(χ = −π/2 and hence φj = −π/2), where tj = Nj(τbs +
τB) and τB +Nj(τbs + τB) are the initial and final times
of each pulse, with Nj ∈ [0, N ].

For a relatively clear demonstration, we engineer a
noisy signal with its net sum (for a long time) arbitrarily
close to zero and the signal to noise ratio (SNR) being 1.
To be more precise, in this case, we have

∑N
j=1 θj = 0.

The results obtained from this simple model are shown
in Fig. 2(a,b). In Fig. 2(a), we present the mean value
of the marker populations (E[pe] for the qubit and E[p0]
for the qutrit), averaged over 500 replicas of the same
experiment for various different values of N ∈ [1, 100].
Fig. 2(b) presents the corresponding values of variance for
this state. Here, the continuous blue curve corresponds to
the excited state population of the qubit-based detector,
which is nearly zero; therefore the qubit detector misses
completely the presence of noise. Further, the continuous
red curve and the dashed black curve correspond to aver-
age value of p0 resulting from cIFM and pIFM protocols
respectively. In both of these cases, E[p0] approaches 1
for large N , signifying that both cIFM and pIFM based
detectors are almost equally efficient in detecting noise
in such scenarios.

In general the noise may not have its net sum approach-
ing zero over a long time range (≈ T ). In that case, the
qubit detector will evolve with the net sum of the noise
signal, such that pe = sin2(θT), where θT =

∑N
i=1 θi.

Thus the mean value, E[pe] approaches 0.5 after several
repeatitions, which is also consistent with the average
value of sin2(θT) for θT ∈ [0, π]. Such situations are
shown in Fig. 2(c,e,g), which are discussed in the follow-
ing subsections.

We also consider a situation with only positive val-
ues of noise i.e., ζi(t) > 0; we observe that the qubit
detector leads to same outcome, which is expected. In-
terestingly, the pIFM based qutrit detector also has same
outomes, while cIFM protocol leads to improvement in
the average values. In this case, cIFM protocol outper-
forms the pIFM protocol for the detection of positive res-
onant noise. pIFM is independent of the axis of rotation
φ while cIFM is very sensitive to that. Thus we can ac-
quire information about the phase φ from cIFM protocol
but not from pIFM protocol. Next, we consider a situ-
ation with small values of θj ∈ [0, π/6] with φj = −π/2
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as shown in Fig. 2(e,f). In this case, E[p0] from cIFM is
already approaching 1 for N > 20, which is much bet-
ter than pIFM, where E[p0] ≈ 0.25 for N = 100. The
qubit initially oscillates at sin2(

∑
θi) and finally attains

the value 0.5.

2. Amplitude and phase noise

A more general noise signal may have time dependance
for both its amplitude as well its phase. The results from
this general scenario are shown in Fig. 2(c,d). As ex-
pected, the mean values in case of the qubit detetor tend
to stay close to 0.5. For strong enough noise signals,
such that θi ∈ [0, π], both mean and variance values are
independent of the value of N . In fact, the variance in
p1 values of a qubit has almost similar ranges when we
plot it as a function of number of noise pulses (N) or the
number of realizations (NR). Thus we can conclude that
due to quite large variance values, a widely varying out-
put, and having a higher insensitivity, the qubit detector
is less efficient.

We then allow the same noise signal to be accessed
by the qutrit detectors, and the corresponding mean and
variance values are shown with continuous red curve in
case of cIFM and dashed black curve in case of pIFM
in Fig. 2. For large values of N , the variance is quite
close to zero and E[p0] is close to 1, signifying a very
efficient detection of noise. Interestingly, continuous red
and dashed black curves in Fig. 2(c,d) are not very dif-
ferent from that of Fig. 2(a,b). This demonstrates the ef-
ficiency of qutrit-based protocols irrespective of whether
noise sums to zero or not.

3. Phase noise

Here we have a constant amplitude of noise such that
θ = π/2 and arbitrarily chosen phase, φ ∈ [−π, π]. The
corresponding results are shown in Fig. 2(g,h). As ex-
pected, pIFM-based protocol is not sensitive to changes
in φ, so its mean value marker is unchanged for any ar-
bitrary value of φ, and hence the corresponding variance
is zero. Clearly, it is not possible to characterize phase
noise using pIFM-based detectors. While cIFM-based
protocol is highly sensitive to the variations in φ and
hence it can be more useful to infer the nature of noise.
Qubit-based protocol is the least informative about noise,
with its mean value staying close to 0.5 and significantly
high values of variance. Also, the qubit-based protocol
does not detect the presence of phase noise when θ is an
integral multiple of π.

IV. DETECTION OF BINARY PROCESSES

In electronic and communication devices, it is common
to come accross shot noise, which is discrete in nature.

Here we consider shot noise as a binary noise signal and
attempt to detect its presence via IFM-based protocols.
We consider a Poisson point process leading to noise with
steps ±π,

p(m,T ) =
(νT )m

m!
e(−νT ), (17)

where ν = 1/τ is the switching frequency. The correla-
tion time τ is considered in such a way that T ≥ τ > 0,
where T = (N + 1)(τb + τbs). The mean of the distribu-
tion p(m,T ) is λ = νT = T/τ . Thus, as τ increases, the
switching frequency decreases; correspondingly the mean
and variance of the distribution decrease. An example of
noise signal for time T with τ ∈ [τBS, T ], varying linearly
in the given range and with noise amplitude of θ = ±π
is shown in Fig. 3. Here we analyse the case of a noise
signal which can have its phase flipped at the rate of up
to 109 times in one second i.e. a noise sampling rate of
1 G samples/s. We consider an intercept of such noise
signal for a fixed duration of time T and try to detect
it using cIFM and pIFM protocols. Fixing the values of
τBS = 20 ns and T = 10 µs, we arbitrarily choose the
value of N ∈ [1, 40], e.g. N = 1 would mean placing two
beam-splitter unitaries ((π/2)0−1

y ); one in the beginning
and one at the end of this noise signal, such that B-pulse
duration, τB = T . For an arbitrary value of N , we have
N + 1 beam-splitter unitaries ((π/(N + 1))0−1

y ) placed
at intervals of τB = T/N on resonance with |0⟩ − |1⟩
transition frequency, while the noise signal is acting on
resonance with |1⟩ − |2⟩ transition. Ideally, the proto-
col here is designed in such a way that the beam-splitter
pulses should act instantaneously with τBS → 0, however
due to the constraints by quantum speed-limit, and also
for experimental feasibility, τbs is finite. The values of T ,
τBS, and N are chosen in such a way that even for the
largest value of N , τBS << τB and the qutrit’s evolution
under |1⟩ − |2⟩ drive may be ignored during the short
intervals τBS when the beam-splitter unitaries are acting
in the |0⟩ − |1⟩ subspace.

We consider the evolution of our detector qutrit under
such noise (see Fig. 3) as per cIFM and pIFM proto-
cols. When the noise sampling rate is much larger than
N , cIFM and pIFM protocols give rise to similar results.
For large enough θ ≈ π, these protocols are almost in-
dependent of τ with E[p0] almost constant for a wide
range of τ . Further, for small enough values of N (≥ 10),
E[p0] is already greater than 0.8. Therefore, in case of
fast transiting and strongly coupled noise signal, cIFM or
pIFM protocols are quite efficient to confirm the presence
of noise signal even for small values of N . On the other
hand, if this noise signal with θ = π is allowed to interact
with a qubit on resonance, it is very likely for the qubit
to not detect any noise at all as such noise signal is very
likely to sum up to zero.

For relatively weakly coupled noise, from the cIFM
protocol are shown in Fig. 5, where the left panels corre-
spond to τ ∈ [0.01, 10]µs while the right panels present
the results in a narrower range of τ ∈ [0.001, 0.1]µs. The
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FIG. 2. Mean (top row) and variance (bottom row) of the marker populations (pm) i.e., pe for qubit-based detector and p0 for
qutrit-based detectors, extracted from NR = 500 realizations of the protocol, each with Ω0 = 0, and N ∈ [1, 100]. Panels (a),
(b) correspond to the case of amplitude noise with net sum zero i.e.,

∑N
j=1 θj = 0. Results from the general case of the ζ(t)

is shown in panels (c) and (d), with both amplitude and phase noise. Panels (e),(f) correspond to the case of amplitude noise
with small values of arbitrarily chosen θ. Panels (g), (h) show the results from phase noise at constant amplitude of the noise.
The ranges of amplitude (θ) and phase (φ) are given at the top of each column.

top row shows the mean value of the ground state popu-
lation E[p0] obtained from various realizations of the sim-
ulation; the corresponding standard deviations in the p0
values are shown in the bottom row. Here θ = ±π/4, the
noise sampling rate is 109 G samples/s, and N ∈ [1, 40].
So, for weakly coupled noise signals, the marker popu-
lation p0 assumes higher values for larger values of τ ,
which corresponds to the Poisson point process which
has smaller mean and thus the switching frequency of
the noise signal is relatively lower. These weaker noise
signal also swiftly saturate the p0 values for τ ≥ 0.1µs
and N ≥ 15. Beyond a threshold τ , here also we observe
that p0 is almost independent of the correlation time.
Therefore an optimal range of values of N and τ can be
effcienntly detected both via cIFM and pIFM protocols.

V. NOISE CORRELATIONS

The correlations present in the noise can often be used
to reveal the underlying mechanism responsible for the
fluctuations. In this section we first show how a qubit de-
tector could be used to measure the full counting statis-
tics of the noise. Then, we demonstrate that under cer-
tain conditions, correlations of random binary processes
lead to different marker populations in the qutrit detec-
tors.

A. Full counting statistics with a qubit detector

The problem of extracting the correlations of a ran-
dom event is especially relevant in mesocopic physics,

-

0

-

0

 = 
bs(b)

(a)
bs

T

T

Time (t)
-

0

 = T
(c)

FIG. 3. Binary noise for time T, resulting from Poisson point
process with mean λ = T/τ , with correlation time length
τ ∈ [τBS, T ]. A complete matrix representation of one realiza-
tion of this noise is shown in panel (a), while the 1-d traces
shown in (b) and (c) correspond to two extreme values of the
correlation time τ = τBS and τ =T respectively.

where finding a way to measure the statistics of elec-
tronic transport in nanoelectronic devices led to the the
so-called problem of full counting statistics. In full count-
ing statistics, we are interested in the probability distri-
bution P (m) of events m in a given time interval. The
complete information about correlations in encapsulated
into the so-called generating function, which alows us
to calculate arbitrarily high-order cumulants associated
with a probability distribution P (m). The characteris-
tic function is defined as the Fourier transform of P (m).
The compact variable of this transform (called counting
field) can sometimes be understood as the coupling be-
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FIG. 4. The upper panels present the average of p0 while the
lower ones the standard deviations. The right panels show a
narrower range of τ values compared to the left ones.

tween the noise and a detector. For example, in proposals
that use a qubit to characterize the statistics of electrons
transmitted through a quantum point contact, the count-
ing field is the coupling between the current generated by
the electrons and the σz operator of the qubit [17]. Here
we consider the qubit detector, as described above, and
we ask the question: given the cIFM protocol, what is the
signature of higher-order cumulants of amplitude noise in
the measured signal? In this case, a simple setup of the
problem can be achieved by discretizing θ(t) in terms of
θ, which can serve as the counting field and incorporates
the physical dipole coupling between the noise and the
detector. We consider the time interval of a full Ram-
sey sequence T = τbs(N + 1) + NτB and we count how
many times m we had a non-zero θ, with the total angle
accumulated being θT =

∫ T

0
Ω(t)dt =

∑N
i=1 θj = mθ.

The generating function is then

Λ(θ) = ⟨eimθ⟩ =
∑
m

P (m)eimθ. (18)

from which the k-th order momenta Mk of m can be
obtained by

Mk = ⟨mk⟩ = (−i)k lim
θ→0

∂k
θΛ(θ). (19)

For the qubit starting with the state |0⟩ we get for the
probability of ending up in the state |1⟩

Pe(mθ) =
1

2
(1− cos(mθ)) (20)

therefore

Pe(θ) =
∑
m

P (m)
1

2
(1− cos(mθ)) =

1

2
(1−ℜ(Λ(θ)))

(21)

In a similar way, starting with the state (1/
√
2)[|0⟩+ |1⟩],

we obtain

Pe(mθ) =
1

2
(1 + sin(mθ)) . (22)

and therefore

Pe(λ) =
∑
m

P (m)
1

2
(1 + sin(mθ)) =

1

2
(1 + ℑ(Λ(θ))) .

(23)
This means that we can obtain directly both the real and
imaginary part of the momentum generating function by
measuring the probability Pe with two different initial
conditions. We would then repeat this for various values
of θ (which can be varied by tuning the coupling of the
signal into the qutrit, by the use of attenuators, etc),
obtain an approximate functional dependence Λ(θ), and
extract the momenta using Eq. (19).

The full counting statistics offers a different perspec-
tive on characterizing noise than the usual analysis of
correlation, by counting events in a time interval. The
two perspective are, of course, connected to one another,
although the relationship may not always be simple [25].
For example, if we fix the value of θ, the second-oder
momenta can be obtained as

⟨θ2T ⟩ = M2θ
2 =

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

⟨Ω(t1)Ω(t2)⟩dt1dt2 (24)

= T

∫ ∞

−∞
⟨Ω(0)Ω(τ)dτ = TSΩ(f = 0) (25)

where the second row is obtained by a change of variables
T = (t1 + t2)/2, τ = t2 − t1 and T is assumed large.

B. Signatures of correlations in qutrit cIFM

In the previous subsection, we have seen that the re-
sponse of the qubit does not depend on how the m
occurences of θ pulses are distributed in the time in-
terval T : they would just sum up to mθ and the re-
sponse would be a sine or cosine of mθ. This is not
the case for cIFM or pIFM, which are both sensitive
to how these events are corrrelated. To illustrate this,
consider a uniform distribution of θ values over the
N τB-durations. In this case, for the cIFM, we have
S(ϕN )[B(θ)S(ϕN )]N |0⟩ as the final state and we can uti-
lize the results for the probability amplitudes from Ref.
[20]. Let us consider now the opposite situation: we
concentrate all the driving power in one single interac-
tion with the qutrit, occuring after the n’th application
of S(ϕN ) (0 < n < N). We have as the final state
[S(ϕN )]N+1−nB(Nθ)[S(ϕN )]n|0⟩ = c0|0⟩+ c1|1⟩+ c2|2⟩,
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and we obtain the probability amplitudes

c0 = sin(nϕN ) sin2
Nθ

4
(26)

c1 = cos2
Nθ

4
+ cos(nϕN ) sin2

Nθ

4
(27)

c2 = sin
Nθ

2
sin

nϕN

2
(28)

In comparison with the uniform case, the differences are
major. For example, increasing N at fixed m does not
suppress the coefficient c1 as in the uniform case. In fact,
at large N we would get c0 ≃ 0, c1 ≃ 1, c2 ≃ 0, so the
signal produced is the same as for the case when no pulse
is present. In other words, the detector misses completely
the extremely strong Nθ pulse.

This feature means that under certain conditions cIFM
can distinguish between bunched noise signals and other
arbitrarily-correlated noises. To illustrate this we simu-
late binary noise signals with amplitudes ±π, assuming
that the noise amplitude stays constant within a B-pulse
duration. For an arbitrary value of N , we generate N
events using the Poisson point process as described in
Section IV with a noise sampling rate of NτB/T corre-
sponding to different values of τ ∈ [10ns, T ] and observe
the ground state populations for different values of τ and
N . The results are shown in Fig. 5 where upper panel
(a) presents an example of binary noise signal for N = 6
at τ = τmin = 10 ns (left) and at τ = τmax = 6τb = 600
ns (right). The mean value of the Poisson distribution
(λ = T/τ) is quite different in these two situations, which
is reflected in the nature of these noise signals, despite
the average value of θ, which is very likely to be the same
for various values of τ . For larger τ , it is more likely
to have less frequent switching of the noise amplitude
and this case would lead to bunching of the noise pulses.
Fig. 5(b), (c) present the mean value of p0 obtained from
several repetitions of the cIFM protocol as a function of
correlation time τ . Different curves correspond to differ-
ent values of N , as specified in the plot legends. As we go
from left to right, the noise signal ismore likely to have
bunching which leads to a higher p0 values. Note also
that the larger N gets, the more insensitive the detection
becomes to the underlying correlations of the noise.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Characterizing noise at certain frequencies is essential
for the development of quantum technologies. Here we
show how, by using interaction-free measurements imple-
mented with a qutrit, we can sense low-intensity random
signals and also observe features that depend on the cor-
relations. This is compared with the case of a single qubit
used as a detector. The qubit is the simplest example of
an absorption detector - where the noise creates an ex-
citation that can be subsequently observed. In contrast,
the interaction-free detection does not result in any exci-
tations in the qutrit used as detector. We find that, for
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(c)(b)

(a) max

FIG. 5. (a) Illustration of a binary random process for N = 6
for two extreme values of the correlation time τ , where the
trace on the right demonstrates bunching of the pulses. Panels
(b) and (c) show the average of p0 over 2000 realizations as a
function of τ , with different curves corresponding to various
different values of N .

a variety of types of noise, interaction-free measurements
are much more effective. Our cIFM and pIFM protocols
get more efficient with increasing N , which is evident
from the increasing mean values and almost diminishing
values of variance in the marker populations, which sig-
nify that only a few repeatiotions of the detection proto-
col should be enough to detect the presence of noise. Our
results are general, with applicability on any experimen-
tal platform where interaction-free measurements can be
implemented.
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Appendix A: Noise charateristics

For completeness we give a brief presentation of the
notations and concepts related to noise utilized here [26].
In general, for a random time-dependent variable X(t)
we define the two-sided power spectrum density at a fre-
quency f as

SX(f) =

∫ ∞

−∞
RXX(τ)e−i2πfτdτ, (A1)

where RXX(τ) = E{X(t)X(t+τ)}. For ergodic processes
the ensemble average is identical to the time-average,
therefore RXX(τ) = limT→∞

1
T

∫ T/2

−T/2
X(t)X(t + τ)dt.

Moreover, the average power X2 can be obtained as
X(t)2 = RXX(0) =

∫∞
−∞ SX(f)df . If X(t) is a real ran-

dom variable, then it follows directly from the definitions
that both RXX and SX(f) are even and real-valued. The
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power spectral density can more conveniently be obtained
from the windowed Fourier transform

XT (f) =

∫ T/2

−T/2

dtX(t)e−i2πft (A2)

as

SX(f) = lim
T→∞

1

T
|XT (f)|2. (A3)

From here we see that SX(f) is also positive. Since in real
experiments the frequency f is positive, it is convenient
to introduce the single-sideband power spectrum density
defined by SX(f) = 2SX(f) if f > 0 and zero otherwise.

In the case of a generic drive with nominal frequency ω0

and Rabi coupling Ω(t) we can write Ω(t) cos(ω0t+χ(t)),
where χ(t) is the the phase noise. The Rabi coupling is
also noisy, with associated double-sided spectral density

SΩ(f) = lim
T→∞

1

T
|ΩT (f)|2. (A4)

The double-sided spectral density of the phase noise is

Sχ(f) = lim
T→∞

1

T
|χT (f)|2 (rad2/Hz), (A5)

and on a logarithmic scale

L(f) = 10 log10[Sχ(f)] (dBc/Hz). (A6)

The fluctuations can also be characterized by the variance

σχ =

√
(∆χ)2 =

√∫ ∞

−∞
Sχ(f)df =

√∫ ∞

0

Sχ(f)df.

(A7)
It is also convenient to introduce the fractional fre-

quency noise, defined via the random variable y(t) =
∆ω(t)/ω0. Here ∆ω(t) = ω(t)− ω0 and ω(t) = d

dt [ω0t+
χ(t)] = ω0 + χ̇(t). Then the power spectrum density of
the fractional frequency noise is

Sy(f) =
(2πf)2

ω2
0

Sχ(f). (A8)

Different power laws as a function of the frequency f
can be obtained depending on the mechanism causing
it, making one or another type of noise dominant at
low, intermediate, of large frequencies. The most im-
portant types encountered in oscillators are as follows,
in the order mentioned above: random walk of fre-
quency (Sy(f) ∼ 1/f2, Sχ(f) ∼ 1/f4), frequency flicker
(Sy(f) ∼ 1/f , Sχ(f) ∼ 1/f3), random walk of phase or
white noise of frequency (Sy(f) ∼ const, Sχ(f) ∼ 1/f2),
phase flicker (Sy(f) ∼ f , Sχ(f) ∼ 1/f), and white noise
of phase (Sy(f) ∼ f2, Sχ(f) ∼ const).

Our protocol has been tested using different noise col-
ors N ∝ f−α and compared with the projective pro-
tocol using the same noise signatures. In particular, we
have observed the success probabilities at different colors,

i.e. brown (α = 2), pink (α = 1), white (α = 0), blue
(α = −1), and purple (α = −2). Further, by looking at
the power spectrum density (PSD) over these noise sig-
natures and applying successive smoothing of the noise,
we have extracted the leading coefficients a of the best-fit
curve, which are found to be close to the expected values.

Appendix B: Comparison between cIFM and
qubit-based protocols

To understand why cIFM is better than the qubit, con-
sider the case N = 2. In this case S2 is realized by a
Φ2 = π/3 pulse and has the form

S2 =

√
3

2
I01 −

i

2
σy
01 + |2⟩⟨2|. (B1)

Let us assume now that the first B pulse has angle θ > 0
while the second one has angle −θ. For a qubit detector,
this would result in a complete cancellation of the detec-
tion signal. However, in the case of cFM, the state after
the application of the algorithm reads(

3
√
3

8
− 2

√
3

8
cos

θ

2
−

√
3

8
cos2

θ

2
− 1

4
sin2

θ

2

)
|0⟩

+

(
3

8
+

2

8
cos

θ

2
+

3

8
cos2

θ

2
+

√
3

4
sin2

θ

2

)
|1⟩

+

(
2−

√
3

4
sin

θ

2
cos

θ

2
−

√
3

4
sin

θ

2

)
|2⟩ .

(B2)

One clearly sees that the amplitude probability for the
state |0⟩ is not zero. Even when θ ≪ 1 we can approxi-
mate the state as

− θ2

16
|0⟩+

[
1 +

(2 +
√
3)θ2

16

]
|1⟩+ θ

4
(1−

√
3)|2⟩, (B3)

and we can see that the amplitude for |0⟩ is second order
in θ but not zero.

Now, consider the general case of sampling the noise
taking values of θ and −θ with equal probability using
N+1 beam-splitter unitaries. If N = 2 as above, the sam-
pling space consists of (+θ,+θ), (+θ,−θ), (−θ,+θ), and
(−θ,−θ). The alternating-sign situations occurs with the
same probability as the same-sign situations, therefore
there is no clear advantage for cIFM. However, when N
gets large, the number of cases in which the sum of θj =
±θ’s is k, that is

∑N
j=1 θj = (N−k)θ+k(−θ) = (N−2k)θ

is the determined by binomial coefficient CN
k . Specifi-

cally, the probability distribution is the binomial one

p(k) =
1

2N
CN

k . (B4)

In the limit of large N this can be approximated by the
normal distribution

p(k) =
2√
πN

e−2(k−N
2 )

2
/N . (B5)
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We can see that the maximum of p occurs at k = N/2, in which case
∑N

j=1 θj = 0.
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