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Quantum dots (QDs) are pivotal for the development of quantum technologies, with applications ranging
from single-photon sources for secure communication to quantum computing infrastructures. Understanding
the electron dynamics within these QDs is essential for characterizing their properties and functionality. Here,
we show how by virtue of the recently introduced quantum polyspectral analysis of transport measurements, the
complex transport measurements of multi-electron QD systems can be analyzed. This method directly relates
higher-order temporal correlations of a raw quantum point contact (QPC) current measurement to the Liouvillian
of the measured quantum system. By applying this method to the two-level switching dynamics of a double QD
system, we reveal a hidden third state, without relying on the identification of quantum jumps or prior assumptions
about the number of involved quantum states. We show that the statistics of the QPC current measurement can
identically be described by different three-state Markov models, each with significantly different transition rates.
Furthermore, we compare our method to a traditional analysis via waiting-time distributions for which we prove
that the statistics of a three-state Markov model is fully described without multi-time waiting-time distributions
even in the case of two level switching dynamics. Both methods yield the same parameters with a similar
accuracy. The quantum polyspectra method, however, stays applicable in scenarios with low signal-to-noise,
where the traditional full counting statistics falters. Our approach challenges previous assumptions and models,
offering a more nuanced understanding of QD dynamics and paving the way for the optimization of quantum
devices.

I. Introduction

Quantum dots (QDs) have become integral to the advance-
ment of nanoelectronics and quantum technologies, serving
as building blocks for a new generation of devices. These
nanoscale structures are utilized in various fields, such as
single-photon sources essential for secure communication in
cryptography and advancements in photonic computing [1–6],
as well as in quantum sensing where they offer high-sensitivity
detection capabilities for fluorescence light [7] and tempera-
ture measurements [8]. When organized into arrays, QDs
provide a scalable infrastructure for quantum computing [9–
11].

The functionality of QDs in these technologies is deeply
rooted in the dynamics of the electrons they host. For instance,
the performance of single-photon sources can be critically
influenced by irregular electron tunneling that leads to blinking
[12, 13]. Moreover, the coherence of photon emission, vital
for photon indistinguishability in quantum key distribution,
is directly tied to the controlled dynamics of electron spin
and interactions [4, 14, 15]. Recently, it was shown in self-
assembled QDs, that the coupling of electrons to host nuclei
can be used to cool the latter leading to a strong increase in spin
coherence times [16]. In quantum computing, the controlled
manipulation of electron spin dynamics within QDs forms the
basis of qubit operations [9, 17]. Electron interactions within
and between dots, along with the influence of the external
environment, dictate qubit coherence and error rates, essential
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for the efficacy of quantum logic gates and robust entanglement
over scalable QD arrays [18, 19].

A QD device is collectively characterized by all aspects
that influence the QD’s temporal occupation dynamics, such
as tunneling couplings, interactions both within a single dot
and between different dots, as well as the effect of external
environments. These properties can hence be accessed via
measurements of the occupation dynamics. For example, in
self-assembled double quantum dots it was shown that spin-
coherence times can even be directly extracted from measure-
ments of the tunneling current [20, 21]. These tunneling cur-
rents are often measured continuously via a quantum point
contact (QPC) in the case of gate defined QD arrays [22] or
via resonance fluorescence in the case of self-assembled QDs
[23]. In the former method, the strength of the probe current
through the contact is related to the state of a QD, while in
the latter method, it is determined by the fluorescence inten-
sity. In the case of a strong coupling between the probe and
the system or a high probe rate (strong measurement), both
methods reveal the state of the QD resulting in a detector out-
put that exhibits telegraph noise due to quantum jumps in the
occupation dynamics. In the case of a weak coupling or a low
probe rate (weak measurement), however, the detector output
is dominated by shot noise and quantum jumps are no longer
visible [24].

Measurement traces containing clear jumps are traditionally
analyzed via the full counting statistics (FCS) [25, 26]. Related
quantities like cumulants [27, 28], factorial cumulants [29, 30]
and waiting-time distributions [31, 32], or second- and third-
order spectra of the frequency-resolved counting statistics [33]
therefore rely on the identification of quantum jumps. Clearly,
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FIG. 1. (a) Scanning electron micrograph of the double quantum dot
(QD) structure under investigation. The gates (yellow) deplete the
underlying electron gas to form two distinct QDs (circles). Electron
tunneling between dots, indicated by red and blue arrows, is detected
through a quantum point contact (QPC) situated below the right QD
by measuring the current 𝐼QPC. (b) The resistance of the QPC is
modulated by the presence of an electron in the right QD, providing
information on its occupation state. (c) 𝐼QPC shows telegraph noise
of the switching between two levels attributed to the charge configu-
rations (2,0) and (1,1). Periods of rapid switching (green) and slower
or no switching (blue) appear.

the FCS requires a high signal-to-noise ratio and a strong,
continuous measurement that induces these jumps. However,
these conditions are not always met, particularly in weak mea-
surement regimes where quantum jumps are obscured by noise
[34]. Even recent advancements, which attempt to account for
misclassifications in jump detection [35], struggle in noisy
weak measurement conditions. Furthermore, strong measure-
ment conditions are not always desirable, as they suppress
coherent dynamics — dynamics that are potentially very in-
teresting, for example, when studying coherent electron and
host nuclei spin dynamics [16]. While there are examples in
which noisy weak measurements on a single QD were evalu-
ated via higher-order correlations up to third order [34], there
is no straightforward way to generalize this method to larger
systems.

Only recently, the analysis of continuous quantum measure-
ments via so-called quantum polyspectra has been shown to
fill this critical gap in traditional methodologies for evaluating
QD dynamics from the strong to the weak measurement regime
even under noisy conditions [36, 37]. Quantum polyspectra
thus provide a solution to many issues discussed in a recent
tutorial by Landi et al. [38]. Our approach uses the raw
output of the detector and compares its polyspectra — higher-
order generalizations of the conventional power spectrum —
with theoretical predictions derived from a device model. This
comparison allows for finding model parameters, thereby char-
acterizing the quantum system without the necessity of iden-
tifying individual quantum jumps. The device model is stated
in terms of the stochastic master equation, an approach that

accommodates general quantum systems under measurement
and allows for the description of coherent quantum and inco-
herent dynamics as well as tuning of the measurement strength
[39–42]. Under low-noise conditions, the quantum polyspectra
method yields results consistent with those of the FCS and has
even been demonstrated to be viable for the analysis of weak
measurements and single-photon measurement on single QDs
[24, 37, 43].

Here, we apply quantum polyspectra to the direct analysis of
more complex, continuous, strong measurements conducted
on a gate-defined double QD system, as depicted in Figure
1(a). The full state structure and dynamics of the system will
be characterized based on a current measurement through a
QPC [excerpt shown in Fig. 1(c)] that is capacitively coupled
to the QDs. Despite apparent binary switching between two
levels, our analysis uncovers a hidden third state. We demon-
strate how a model of the system can be inferred directly from
the data without any prior assumptions about state structures.
Besides revealing an underlying three-state Markov model, we
find that the model is not unique. This contrasts sharply with
previous analyses of a similar system that assumed a phys-
ically motivated five-state model [44]. Our method shows
that assumption-free analysis of the measurement data does
not conclusively require five underlying states. Therefore, our
analysis approach being free from prior assumptions ensures
that no potential explanations for the system dynamics are over-
looked and is particularly promising for exploring systems with
previously unknown dynamics.

II. Quantum polyspectra of occupation dynamics

The device we are going to study is a Schottky gate defined
double QD based on a GaAs/AlGaAs heterostructure forming
a two-dimensional electron gas approximately 110 nm below
the surface, similar to the device used in [45]. The double QD
is formed electrostatically in the electron gas by applying neg-
ative voltages to the gates. The plunger gate voltages hereby
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FIG. 2. Comparison of waiting-time distributions (WTDs) for elec-
tron configurations (2, 0) and (1, 1) in a double quantum dot. The
WTD 𝑤 (2,0) (𝜏) represented by a thick blue line exhibits a bi-
exponential decay, suggesting involvement of multiple states. In
contrast, 𝑤 (1,1) (𝜏) (thin green line) decays mono-exponentially. Fits
of the WTDs via Eqs. (C1) and (C2) are depicted as dashed lines
along with the resulting decay rates.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of experimental polyspectra 𝑆
(2)
𝐼QPC

, 𝑆 (3)
𝐼QPC

, and 𝑆
(4)
𝐼QPC

calculated from the QPC current 𝐼QPC (𝑡) (measurement) and their
analytic counterparts derived from a three-state Markov model with two output levels (fit). The model spectra show excellent agreement with
all experimental spectra. Notably, each spectrum displays both sharp and broad peak features, which excludes a description of random telegraph
noise by just a simple two-state Markov model.

provide tuning parameters for the energy levels of the QDs,
the tunnel barrier gates allow to manipulate the coupling to the
electron reservoirs as well as between the two QDs. A galvan-
ically separated QPC in the vicinity of the right QD is tuned
into a regime of high sensitivity to local potential changes and
is used as a highly sensitive charge detector. The sensitivity of
the QPC charge detector allows to resolve single electron tun-
neling events in the double QD system and is used for the time
resolved detection of charging events. In order to achieve a
sufficient time-resolution and a high sensitivity, the QPC drain
was connected to a low capacitance (30 pF) line and a low-
noise FEMTO LCA-100K-50M current amplifier. The time
resolved data was acquired using an ADwin-Pro II real-time
controller with a sampling rate of 400 kHz. All measurement
were performed at temperatures of 𝑇 = 1.5 K.

The double QD is set up to be an isolated double QD sys-
tem [45] charged with exactly two electrons via a controlled
loading procedure. In a first step, the right QD is hereby fully
depleted, i.e., the lowest level of the QD lies above the reser-
voir potentials. By applying highly negative voltages to the
right tunnel barrier gate, the double QD is then isolated from
the right electron reservoir. The left plunger gate is then used
to fine tune the electron number in the left QD before using a
ramp of the left tunnel barrier gate voltage to also decouple the
double QD from the left reservoir and thus effectively isolating
the double QD with a fixed number of electrons. The num-
ber of electrons in the left QD then defines the total number
of electrons trapped inside the double QD. A voltage ramp at
the left tunnel barrier gate with a rate of 0.5 V/s was used to
initialize the system before starting the time resolved measure-
ments. The endpoint of the ramp was chosen such, that the
cross coupling of the tunnel barrier gate on the energy levels
tunes the system close to the degeneracy between the (2, 0)
and the (1, 1) configuration, where (𝑁𝐿 , 𝑁𝑅) are the electron
numbers in the left and right QD.

Figure 1(c) displays a segment of the charge detector current
𝐼QPC (𝑡). A lower current indicates a more negative potential
at the detector, suggesting an electron occupation close to the
detector, which is situated in the vicinity of the right QD.
Consequently, we associate the lower and higher current levels
with the (1, 1) and (2, 0) charge configurations, respectively.

The data also shows periods of rapid transitions (highlighted in
green) and periods without transitions (highlighted in blue). A
preliminary analysis of the dynamics is performed via the two
waiting-time distributions (WTDs) 𝑤 (2,0) (𝜏) and 𝑤 (1,1) (𝜏),
where 𝜏 are the times the system resides in the corresponding
state [see Fig. 2]. The (2, 0) configuration exhibits a double
exponential decay, while the WTD for the (1, 1) configuration
is mono-exponential. This indicates that the system cannot be
treated as a simple two-state model where single-exponential
WTDs are expected.

In the remainder of this paper, we will compare conclu-
sions drawn from the WTDs with results obtained from the
quantum polyspectra approach. Please note, that unlike the
WTD method, which relies on the identification of quantum
jumps, the quantum polyspectra approach is directly based on
the charge detector current, 𝐼qpc (𝑡). Polyspectra of a stochas-
tic quantity 𝑧(𝑡) have been defined by Brillinger in 1965
[46]. They generalize the usual second-order power spectrum
𝑆
(2)
𝑧 (𝜔) ∝ ⟨𝑧(𝜔)𝑧∗ (𝜔)⟩ to spectra that are of higher order of

𝑧(𝜔), where 𝑧(𝜔) =
∫
𝑧(𝑡)𝑒𝑖𝜔𝑡 𝑑𝑡 is the Fourier transform of

𝑧(𝑡). The definition of polyspectra

2𝜋𝛿(𝜔1 + ... + 𝜔𝑛)𝑆 (𝑛)
𝑧 (𝜔1, ..., 𝜔𝑛−1)

= 𝐶𝑛 (𝑧(𝜔1), ..., 𝑧(𝜔𝑛)) (1)

is based on the 𝑛th-order cumulant 𝐶𝑛, where

𝐶1 (𝑥) = ⟨𝑥⟩
𝐶2 (𝑥, 𝑦) = ⟨𝑥𝑦⟩ − ⟨𝑥⟩⟨𝑦⟩

𝐶3 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = ⟨(𝑥 − ⟨𝑥⟩)(𝑦 − ⟨𝑦⟩)(𝑧 − ⟨𝑧⟩)⟩. (2)

The fourth-order cumulant can, e.g., be found in Refs. [36, 47].
The practical calculation of experimental polyspectra from a
finite amount of data using unbiased cumulant estimators and
the fast Fourier transformation is described in our Ref. [37].
All experimental polyspectra in the article have been evaluated
with our SignalSnap software library [48]. The library also
provides estimates for the errors of the spectral values. The
errors enter the fitting procedure of model spectra discussed
below [see App. B].
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Figure 3 shows the second-, third-, and fourth-order spec-
trum of a measurement trace with an overall temporal length
of 89 s. Background spectra had been subtracted that were
recorded with the same system gate settings but with only a
single electron loaded which occupied the stationary (1, 0)
configuration. In the single electron setting, telegraph noise
is absent but slow fluctuations and environmental influences
persist, whose spectra need to be subtracted from spectra of
recorded overall dynamics. After subtraction, the polyspectra
in Figure 3 primarily reflect the true occupation dynamics.

The spectra shown in Fig. 3 are clearly distinct from spectra
of a simple two-state system. A two-state system exhibits a
single Lorentzian peak in the second-order spectrum, whose
width is given by the sum of the two tunneling rates [37]. The
third-order spectrum changes sign with the difference of the
tunneling rates and is required for separating the tunneling
rates. Including the fourth-order spectrum into the evaluation
procedure further reduces the error of the retrieved system pa-
rameters. In contrast to a simple two-state system, the second-
order spectrum of our system exhibits a superposition of a
broad and a narrow Lorentzian peak, both centered at zero fre-
quency. Similarly, the third and fourth-order spectrum exhibit
narrow features close to zero frequency. These spectra can
be viewed as a fingerprint of the system dynamics for which
a model system is desired. Model parameters will be found
below by fitting model spectra to their experimental counter-
parts. Polyspectra of fifth or higher order have, to the best of
our knowledge, not been used in literature, probably due to the
computational demands and the increasing noise observed in
cumulants of increasing order [49].

III. Modeling incoherent multi-state quantum dynamics

In the following we model the behavior of the double QD
system which is constantly monitored by a QPC. The transition
dynamics between quantum states is described by a Liouvillian
within a master equation approach. The measurement and its
stochastic backaction on the system are included in the model
by generalizing the master equation to the so-called stochastic
master equation (SME) of continuous measurement theory
[39]. General expressions for polyspectra of the SME detector
output up to fourth order had been derived by Hägele and
Schefczik in 2018 and will be used in the next section for
analyzing experimental data [36].

The model system consists of 𝑁 quantum states | 𝑗⟩. In case
of absent quantum coherence of the states, the system can be
described by a diagonal density matrix 𝜌(𝑡) =

∑
𝑗 𝜌 𝑗 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |

where 𝜌 𝑗 𝑗 is the probability of the system to be in state 𝑗 . The
dynamics of the system is given by the transition rates between
pairs of states. For instance, an incoherent transition from state
|1⟩ to state |2⟩ is represented by a jump operator 𝑑 = |2⟩⟨1|.
The equation of motion for the density matrix, considering a
single transition, is then given by

¤𝜌 = 𝛾D[𝑑] (𝜌), (3)

where 𝛾 is the transition rate and

D[𝑑] (𝜌) = 𝑑𝜌𝑑† − (𝑑†𝑑𝜌 + 𝜌𝑑†𝑑)/2, (4)

is a superoperator acting on the density matrix [50]. To define
an arbitrary 𝑛-state model, we have to set 𝑛(𝑛 − 1) different
transition rates (a jump from one state to itself does not need to
be defined). When denoting the jump operators as 𝑑𝑖 𝑗 = | 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 |
we find the general master equation

¤𝜌 =
∑︁
𝑖≠ 𝑗

𝛾𝑖 𝑗D[𝑑𝑖 𝑗 ] (𝜌)

= L0 (𝜌), (5)

where we have introduced the Liouvillian L0 that contains all
the terms on the right-hand side of the equation. Not all state
pairs need to share jump operators; thus, some transition rates
𝛾𝑖 𝑗 may be zero. In our specific case of describing tunneling
dynamics, the density matrix 𝜌(𝑡) remains diagonal through-
out the evolution, unlike in general quantum systems where
coherences between states can result in non-zero off-diagonal
elements of 𝜌(𝑡). The behavior of the master equation is for
absent quantum coherence identical with that of a continuous
Markov model. Below, we will therefore identify the states | 𝑗⟩
often as Markov states rather than quantum states. However,
if needed, coherent quantum dynamics given by a Hamilto-
nian 𝐻 could be introduced by adding −𝑖(𝐻𝜌 − 𝜌𝐻)/ℏ to the
Liouvillian.

The master equation [Eq. (5)] yields for long times the equi-
librium state 𝜌0 =

∑
𝑗 𝑝 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 | with the probabilities 𝑝 𝑗 of

finding the system in a certain state | 𝑗⟩. It does, however, not
reproduce the actual stochastic behavior of the system under
measurement and can not be used to simulate measurement
traces 𝐼QPC (𝑡), such as the telegraph noise shown in Fig. 1(c).
These limitations are overcome by the SME, where a measure-
ment operator 𝐴 and a measurement strength 𝛽 is introduced
to effectively describe both the stochastic system dynamics
and the measurement outcomes [39, 42]. In our case of the
QPC measurement, the operator 𝐴 needs to reflect the distinct
detector output levels, 𝐼high and 𝐼low.

For instance, for a three-state model, a correct choice for the
measurement operator is

𝐴 = 𝐼low |0⟩⟨0| + 𝐼high ( |1⟩⟨1| + |2⟩⟨2|). (6)

All three-state models can be constructed using this operator
and adapting the state labeling.

The relationship between the measured current 𝐼QPC (𝑡) and
the theoretical model is given by [37, 41]

𝑧(𝑡) = 𝛽2𝐼QPC (𝑡) = 𝛽2Tr[𝜌(𝑡) (𝐴 + 𝐴†)/2] + 𝛽Γ(𝑡)/2, (7)

where 𝑧(𝑡) represent the detector output, 𝛽2 is the measurement
strength, and Γ(𝑡) is the white background noise, characterized
by ⟨Γ(𝑡)Γ(𝑡′)⟩ = 𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡′). The equation reflects the fact
that a measurement of 𝐴 yields information about the state of
the system, albeit partially obscured by noise. In our case,
the switching behavior is obtained in the strong measurement
limit 𝛽 ≫ 1. This regime ensures that the state of the system
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is promptly revealed, corresponding to the sharp transitions as
typically observed in the telegraph noise of 𝐼QPC (𝑡).

The SME governs the behavior of the system during mea-
surement, expressed as follows (adopting the notation from
[37]):

𝑑𝜌 = L0𝜌 𝑑𝑡 + 𝛽2D[𝐴] (𝜌) 𝑑𝑡
+𝛽(𝐴𝜌 + 𝜌𝐴† − Tr[(𝐴 + 𝐴†)𝜌]𝜌) 𝑑𝑊, (8)

where the last line describes a stochastic measurement back-
action driven by the Wiener-process 𝑊 , where formally ¤𝑊 =

Γ(𝑡). This term, along with the modification in the first line,
describes how the quantum system experiences a collapse into
an eigenstate of 𝐴 + 𝐴†, with the rate of collapse scaling with
𝛽2.

The comparison of a measured stochastic detector current
and the model current 𝑧(𝑡) needs to be done in terms of their
statistical properties. Here, the experimental polyspectra of
the detector current will be compared with model spectra.
Quantum mechanical expressions for such quantum polyspec-
tra follow without any approximation from equations Eq. (7)
and Eq. (8) [36]. They are given in terms of the propagator

G(𝜏) = 𝑒L𝜏Θ(𝜏), (9)

where L = L0 + 𝛽2D[𝐴] (𝜌) includes the effects of
measurement-induced damping and Θ(𝜏) is the Heaviside-
step-function. The steady state is

𝜌0 = G(∞)𝜌(𝑡) (10)

and the measurement superoperator is

A𝑥 = (𝐴𝑥 + 𝑥𝐴†)/2. (11)

Very compact expressions for the quantum polyspectra follow
after introducing the modified propagator G′ (𝜏) = G(𝜏) −
G(∞)Θ(𝜏) and the modified measurement operator A′𝑥 =

A𝑥 − Tr(A𝜌0)𝑥. As per [36], the first-order spectrum

𝑆
(1)
𝑧 = ⟨𝑧(𝑡)⟩

= 𝛽2Tr[A𝜌0], (12)

is essentially the expectation value of the measurement opera-
tor. The second-order spectrum is

𝑆
(2)
𝑧 (𝜔) = 𝛽4 (Tr[A′G′ (𝜔)A′𝜌0] + Tr[A′G′ (−𝜔)A′𝜌0])

+𝛽2/4, (13)

where G′ (𝜔) =
∫
G′ (𝜏)𝑒𝑖𝜔𝜏 𝑑𝜏 is the Fourier transform of

G′ (𝜏). The third-order spectrum is

𝑆
(3)
𝑧 (𝜔1, 𝜔2, 𝜔3 = −𝜔1 − 𝜔2) =

𝛽6
∑︁

{𝑘,𝑙,𝑚}∈prm.{1,2,3}
Tr[A′G′ (𝜔𝑚)A′G′ (𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑙)A′𝜌0],(14)

where the sum regards all six permutations (prm.) of the
indices of the 𝜔 𝑗s [51]. The fourth-order spectrum is given in
App. A. The calculation of spectra from L and A and fitting
to experimental spectra are performed via our QuantumCatch
library (general quantum case) or our MarkovAnalyzer library
(optimized code for the pure Markov case) which are based on
the ArrayFire library [52–54].

IV. Analysis of the double QD charging dynamics

Our goal is to characterize the double QD system intro-
duced above by determining the number of states involved in
the dynamics of the system and their corresponding transi-
tion rates. This is achieved without making prior assumptions
about the system size or state connectivity (number of involved
jump operators). In the purely data-driven approach, we seek
an optimal system model that accurately describes the sys-
tem dynamics with the least parameters possible. This idea is
well established in the fields of biology, physiology, and data
science and will here be applied to the characterization of a
quantum system.

Typically, the model selection process is guided by a so-
called information criterion, such as the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) [55]. The AIC weights the accuracy of the
fit against the complexity of the underlying model to prevent
overfitting. This results in a single number score 𝐴𝐼𝐶 =

2𝑘 − 2 ln(𝑅𝑆𝑆/𝑛), where 𝑘 is the number of parameters, 𝑛 is
the number of points in the dataset (total number of spectral
values in our case), and 𝑅𝑆𝑆/𝑛 represents the mean squared
error derived from the residual sum of squares (RSS). The
model with the lowest AIC is more likely to capture the true
system behavior. The AIC values can shift if the error squares
are scaled by a constant factor (like in the case of changing
units). This shift is, however, the same for different models.
Hence, the quality of different models is given rather by the
difference of their AIC values than by their ratio. Large AIC
numbers with small differences between models as in the case
below, therefore, should not lead to the wrong conclusion that
these models are almost equally useful.

Multiple models were tested to find the optimal model with
minimal 𝐴𝐼𝐶 for our system. Our detailed comparison focuses
on one two-state model, four three-state models with reduced
connectivity, and a general three-state model, as illustrated in
Figure 4. The respective transition rates together with fitting
errors and AIC values are given in Table I for a selection
of models. A simple two-state model only yields either the
fast or the slow switching dynamics separately. Depending
on the start values of the transition rates, such a fit settles
for either of the two sub-dynamics. The table displays the
results of the two-level fit that recovered fast dynamics. While
the transition rates fall into the correct order of magnitude, a
comparison of the 𝐴𝐼𝐶 values with those from the three-state
systems immediately reveals that the dynamics is not well
approximated by a two-state system.

The same minimal 𝐴𝐼𝐶 was found for four different models
which comprise a four parameter subset of the general six-
parameter three-state model and are shown in Figure 4. These
four transitions are just enough to capture both the fast and
the slow dynamics of the system. A physical interpretation of
these models follows below. The general three-state system
results in an equally precise fit, however, while introducing
two unnecessary parameters immediately visible in the AIC
value, which increases by four. Larger models result in even
higher AIC values (not shown).

We find a number of properties of continuous three-state
Markov models with only two output levels that to the best of
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FIG. 4. Model candidates for double dot charging dynamics: The comparison of experimental data with theoretical quantum polyspectra
suggests that the (2, 0) state is represented by two Markov states (|1⟩ and |2⟩), whereas the (1, 1) state corresponds to a single state |0⟩. Thicker
arrows represent larger rates between the Markov states. Fast switching dynamics, highlighted in green in Figure 1, occur between |0⟩ and |1⟩.
Slow switching periods, shown in blue in Figure 1, are associated with state |2⟩, which is linked to other states by low transition rates, leading
to long constant signals associated with the (2, 0) configuration. We show in App. C that there is no unique three-state Markov model for
describing the measured telegraph noise signal.

TABLE I. The table lists the transition rates that were obtained from fitting either the quantum polyspectra or waiting-time distributions of
different Markov models to the corresponding experimental quantities of the same measurement trace. Across Models 1 to 4, both quantum
polyspectra (QPS) and WTD methods yield consistent results within error margins of three standard deviations. The fitting errors have been
determined from fitting 250 simulated measurements (transition rates taken from the experiment). Notably, quantum polyspectra show improved
error precision particularly for the rate 𝛾21 while the WTDs yield for Model 1 and Model 2 a smaller error for 𝛾10. Please note, that the general
three-state model cannot converge to a unique set of transition rates, as it already contains Model 1 to Model 4 as special cases. Therefore, no
errors can be given.

Rates / Hz 2-State
Model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 General
3-State ModelQPS WTD QPS WTD QPS WTD QPS WTD

𝛾01 5267 5115 ± 111 5166 ± 76 5115 ± 110 5166 ± 76 4783 ± 121 4780 ± 129 4715 ± 132 4682 ± 184 4785
𝛾02 - - - - - 332 ± 74 387 ± 106 400 ± 94 484 ± 169 315
𝛾10 405 953 ± 40 904 ± 19 953 ± 40 904 ± 19 1020 ± 52 977 ± 41 1020 ± 52 977 ± 42 990
𝛾12 - 54 ± 13 57 ± 15 67 ± 18 73 ± 25 - - - - 5.8
𝛾20 - - - 173 ± 36 196 ± 85 - - 173 ± 35 196 ± 87 165
𝛾21 - 185 ± 41 212 ± 94 - - 173 ± 36 196 ± 85 - - 0.2
AIC

(QPS only) 976842 779779 - 779779 - 779779 - 779779 - 779783

our knowledge have not been shown before. First, the waiting-
time distributions have always the form

𝑤low (𝜏) ∝ 𝑒−𝛾1𝜏 , (15)
𝑤high (𝜏) ∝ 𝑒−𝛾2𝜏 + 𝛼𝑒−𝛾3𝜏 , (16)

with three distinct decay constants 𝛾𝑖 and a weighting factor 𝛼.
The mono-exponential WTD 𝑤low (𝜏) belongs to the low out-
put level that represents a unique Markov state [in our case the
electron configuration (1,1)]. The double-exponential WTD
𝑤high (𝜏) belongs to the output level corresponding to the two
other Markov states [different spin orientations of configura-
tion (2,0)]. Second, all higher-order waiting-time distributions
can be expressed in terms of the first-order WTDs 𝑤low (𝜏) and
𝑤high (𝜏) [see App. D]. Third, three-state Markov models that
result in WTDs𝑤low (𝜏) and𝑤high (𝜏) are not unique. We proof
for the four optimal three-state Markov models with only four
non-zero transition rates that they share identical statistics of
their output [see App. C]. This implies also that polyspectra for
different models are identical, which explains our result of the
same AIC-values. The three properties of three-state Markov
models cannot be generalized to four-state Markov models or

periodically driven systems [56]!

Table I compares the transition rates found for the opti-
mal models (Model 1 to 4) applying the quantum polyspectra
method and an analysis via the WTDs. The latter was per-
formed by predicting the full WTDs (Eqs. (C5) and (C6)) and
comparing them to their estimation from 𝐼QPC (𝑡). Both meth-
ods yield consistent results within the error margins of three
standard deviations. The errors have been estimated by per-
forming fits on 250 simulations. The simulations mimicked
the telegraph noise and a similar white background noise level
as in the actual experiment. The standard deviation of the
distribution of fitting results for the transition rates was used
to estimate the error of the evaluation methods. The fact that
the quantum polyspectra and the WTDs methods do not yield
exactly the same values and errors should not be surprising,
given the distinct types of information each method accesses.
The WTD method solely captures the intervals between quan-
tum jumps (i.e., periods of non-activity), thus providing a more
limited view of the dynamics of the system. In contrast, the
quantum polyspectra method utilizes correlation functions at
one, two, three, and four time points, offering a significantly
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richer fingerprint of the data that captures much more dynamic
behavior than what is revealed by the WTDs alone.

Despite the richer information set provided by the quantum
polyspectra, not all parameters are determined with greater
accuracy compared to those derived from the WTDs. This
limitation can be attributed to the computational constraints
of the quantum polyspectra analysis. Specifically, the fitting
procedure was limited to a maximum frequency of 5 kHz with
a resolution of 7.5 Hz, which was a compromise for managing
the computational load. Extending the frequency range might
have enhanced the precision of the parameter estimates, but
were not pursued in this study.

Moreover, while significant information may reside in the
full three-dimensional spectrum 𝑆 (4) (𝜔1, 𝜔2, 𝜔3), we utilized
only the reduced form 𝑆 (4) (𝜔1, 𝜔2,−𝜔1) due to computational
constraints. It is also important to note that the experimental
polyspectra may exhibit additional contributions from envi-
ronmental noise. They are not regarded in the error estimates
that were determined from simulations that did not regard
environmental noise apart from a general white background
noise.

V. Discussion

Next, we give a physical interpretation of the three-state
Markov models in terms of the two-electron charge configura-
tions (2,0) and (1,1) taking into account also their spin config-
urations. In the previous section, we showed that three Markov
states are sufficient to describe the measurement traces, while
we have to consider here a total of eight quantum states as the
two charge configurations come with four spin-configurations
each. We argue that different spin-configurations can corre-
spond to the same Markov state. The QD is tuned close to the
degeneracy point of the (2, 0) and (1, 1) charge configurations.
Since the (1, 1) configuration corresponds to the low current
value 𝐼low in the measurement, we identify it with the Markov
state |0⟩ which was assigned the value 𝐼low in the measurement
operator 𝐴, see Eq. (6). The Markov states |1⟩ and |2⟩ corre-
spond to 𝐼high. A physical interpretation must regard the steady
state probabilities of the Markov states for the Markov models,
which are (𝜌00, 𝜌11, 𝜌22) = (0.126, 0.676, 0.197) for the first
model and (0.126, 0.633, 0.241), (0.126, 0.632, 0.242), and
(0.126, 0.583, 0.291) respectively for the three other models.
Consequently, Markov state |1⟩ is the candidate for quantum
states with the highest probability and therefore with the lowest
energy. In Figure 5 we suggest an energy scheme for all quan-
tum states and their corresponding Markov states which is con-
sistent with the values for (𝜌00, 𝜌11, 𝜌22) for all four models.
Markov state |1⟩ is identified as the lowest energy state which
is in the configuration (2,0) with both electrons in the left quan-
tum dot being in the favorable singlet state. At slightly higher
energy, the three-fold degenerate triplet states in configuration
(2,0) are displayed and associated with the Markov state |2⟩.
The energetically least favorable states correspond to spatially
separate electrons [configuration (1,1)] with an arbitrary four-
fold degenerate spin configuration due to a negligible exchange
interaction. These quantum states belong to the Markov state

|0⟩. The singlet-triplet splitting in the (2,0) configuration fol-
lows from 𝜌22/𝜌11 = 3 exp(−Δ𝐸/𝑘B𝑇) with 𝑘B𝑇 ≈ 130 µeV
(corresponding to 1.5 K) as about Δ𝐸 ≈ 233 µeV for Model 4
which is a typical value for gate-defined GaAs quantum dots.
For Model 1 we find Δ𝐸 ≈ 303 µeV which is also a reasonable
value. The values for Model 2 and 3 are comparable to those of
Model 1 and 4. Our interpretation of a Markov state represent-
ing several quantum states implies that these quantum states
share effectively the same transition rates towards quantum
states of other Markov states. A transition from triplet-states
of |2⟩ to the singlet-state |1⟩ requires a spin flip, independent
of the specific initial triplet state. We therefore argue that
the transition rates between quantum states of |2⟩ and |1⟩ are
always the same. In case of transitions from quantum states
of the Markov state |0⟩, one might argue that the state |↑↑⟩
tunnels fast to the triplet state |↑↑⟩ of |2⟩ due to an identical
spin configuration. A state |↑↓⟩ on contrary may tunnel slower
due to an unequal spin-configuration with all triplet-states of
|2⟩. We argue, however, that fast scattering of spins within
the Markov state |0⟩ leads effectively to an average tunnel-rate
from |0⟩ to |2⟩. The same holds true for tunneling in the other
direction and tunneling between from |0⟩ to |1⟩.

Next, we consider transitions between model states, which
we interpret as tunneling events between quantum states. In
general, tunneling is a bidirectional process described by two
tunneling rates that must be consistent with the state occupation
probabilities in thermodynamic equilibrium. This imposes
constraints on model selection. Since Model 2 and 3 are uni-
directional for transitions between |1⟩ and |2⟩ and between |2⟩

FIG. 5. Physical interpretation of the Markov states within the double
QD model. The schematic illustrates the three Markov states, which
represent multiple underlying quantum states depicted as single spins
located in the left or right QD. These Markov states are ordered by
their relative energies, as determined by their steady-state probabili-
ties. Markov state |1⟩ is identified as the lowest energy singlet state in
the (2, 0) configuration. Markov state |2⟩ is associated with the triplet
states in the (2, 0) configuration, and Markov state |0⟩ corresponds
to all (1, 1) configuration (see main text).
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and |0⟩, they must be excluded. Consequently, only Models 1
and 4 are left which are bidirectional between |1⟩ and |2⟩ and
|2⟩ and |0⟩ , respectively. They differ in the pathway through
which the excited (2, 0) state (|2⟩) can be accessed. In Model
1, direct excitation to the (2, 0) state is allowed, whereas in
Model 4, excitation occurs exclusively during the tunneling
process from the right to the left QD.

We compare our findings with the analyses of similar sys-
tems conducted by Maisi et al. who explored the dynamics
of a double QD system monitoring their charge states using
a QPC [44]. Like in our study, the QPC measurement ex-
hibited time intervals of high switching rates and intervals
with no switching between two current levels (see Fig. 2(f)
in [44]). In contrast to our data, the system resided mainly in
the (1, 1) configuration. Moreover, the WTD of their (1, 1)
configuration exhibited a biexponential decay, whereas the
(2, 0) configuration showed a monoexponential decay. Three
important differences in the experiment may account for the
discrepancies between our findings and those of Maisi et al.:

Tuning of the QD Levels: The predominant occupation in
the (1, 1) charge configuration can be explained by the fact that
in Maisi’s experiment, the gate voltage settings made the (1, 1)
configuration the lowest energy state, whereas in our case, the
singlet (2, 0) state is the ground state.

Temperature Effects: In our experiments, we attribute the
occurrence of spin configurations with different energies of the
(2, 0) configuration to an energy spacing that is comparable
with the thermal energy. In contrast, Maisi et al. conducted
their measurements at significantly lower temperatures corre-
sponding to about 5 µeV, allowing the (2, 0) state to behave as
a single state due to negligible thermal excitation.

Magnetic Field Influence: The data presented by Maisi et
al., specifically in their Fig. 2(f), were recorded in the pres-
ence of an external magnetic field which increases the energy
required for spin flips, making them less likely to occur. Con-
sequently, two distinct timescales for tunneling emerge: tun-
neling towards the anti-aligned (2, 0) state occurs much faster
than from the aligned (1, 1) state, which requires a spin flip.

Maisi et al. give a physical motivation for their model
where the (2, 0) configuration was considered a single state
and the (1, 1) configuration was split into the four differ-
ent combinations of spin orientations, (↑, ↑), (↓, ↓), (↓, ↑),
and (↑, ↓), with a total of eight transitions to account for the
complex switching dynamics. We argue that the five-state
model of Maisi et al., while being physically motivated, can-
not be ultimately confirmed by their measurement. Again,
the two WTDs only pinpoint four parameters and do not al-
low for the differentiation of eight transition rates. We found
that their measurements can identically be described by only
three Markov states |0̃⟩ = (2, 0), |1̃⟩ = (1, 1) (↑,↑)/(↓,↓) , and
|2̃⟩ = (1, 1) (↑,↓)/(↓,↑) which are connected with modified tran-

sition rates �̃�0,1 = 2ΓSO, �̃�1,0 = ΓSO, �̃�0,2 = 2ΓC, �̃�2,0 = ΓC,
and �̃�2,1 = �̃�1,2 = 2ΓSI.

VI. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced and validated a scheme for the
comprehensive characterization of quantum dot arrays using
quantum polyspectra and the Akaike information criterion.
Our method offers a significant advancement over traditional
techniques, such as waiting-time distributions, by relying on
the raw detector output of, e.g., a quantum point contact cur-
rent measurement, instead of quantum jump times. This ren-
ders the challenging task of identifying quantum jumps on
a background noise unnecessary. Our framework covers the
full range between weak and strong measurements and allows
for the treatment of coherent and incoherent quantum dynam-
ics. We demonstrated that in the strong measurement regime,
quantum polyspectra are on par with a waiting-time analysis
in determining transition rates within a double QD system.

Furthermore, we showed that the Akaike Information Cri-
terion can be used to judge models regarding their number of
parameters in relation to their power of fitting the measurement
traces. Our analysis uncovers hidden excited triplet states in
the (2, 0) charge configuration. This approach is particularly
valuable for exploring larger QD arrays and for investigating
unknown environments where the system dynamics are not
well-understood. We envision that the application of quan-
tum polyspectra will extend beyond the systems studied here,
offering a powerful tool for the analysis and optimization of
quantum devices in a wide range of quantum technology ap-
plications.
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A. Fourth-order quantum polyspectrum

The fourth-order polyspectrum of the detector output 𝑧(𝑡)
of the continuously monitored quantum system in the steady
state follows from the SME and the definition of Brillinger’s
polyspectra 𝑆

(𝑛)
𝑧 . The fourth-order spectrum (second- and

third-order spectra see main text) [51]
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𝑆
(4)
𝐼QPC

(𝜔1, 𝜔2, 𝜔3, 𝜔4 = −𝜔1 − 𝜔2 − 𝜔3) = 𝛽8
∑︁

{𝑘,𝑙,𝑚,𝑛}∈prm.{1,2,3,4}
[Tr[A′G′ (𝜔𝑛)A′G′ (𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛)A′G′ (𝜔𝑙 + 𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛)A′𝜌0] (A1)

− 1
2𝜋

∫
Tr[A′G′ (𝜔𝑛)G′ (𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔)A′𝜌0]Tr[A′G′ (𝜔)G′ (𝜔𝑙 + 𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛)A′𝜌0]d𝜔

− 1
2𝜋

∫
Tr[A′G′ (𝜔𝑛)G′ (𝜔𝑙 + 𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛)G′ (𝜔𝑚 + 𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔)A′𝜌0]Tr[A′G′ (𝜔)A′𝜌0]d𝜔

]
.

was first derived in Refs. [36, 57] where also an efficient method for its evaluation was given. These numerical methods are
implemented in our QuantumCatch library based on the QuTiP and ArrayFire software libraries [52, 54, 58]

B. Spectral value error estimation

All spectra that are estimated from experimental data exhibit
deviations from the true spectrum that only slowly reduce
with the square root of the measurement time. A measure
of the error of spectral values needs to be regarded in the
fitting procedure to reduce the weight of unreliable parts of the
spectrum. Here, we calculate the variance of our experimental
spectrum in the following way. The data is divided into 𝑚

parts of the same size for which separate spectra 𝑆 (𝑛)
𝑗

( ®𝜔) with
𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝑚 − 1 are calculated as described in [37] where ®𝜔
regards the frequency dependence of 𝑆 (𝑛)

𝑗
The variance is then

estimated via

Var(𝑆 (𝑛) ) =
𝑚

𝑚 − 1
©«

1
𝑚

𝑚−1∑︁
𝑗=0

(
𝑆
(𝑛)
𝑗

)2
− ©« 1

𝑚

𝑚−1∑︁
𝑗=0

𝑆
(𝑛)
𝑗

ª®¬
2ª®®¬

=
𝑚

𝑚 − 1

(
(𝑆 (𝑛)

𝑗
)2 − 𝑆

(𝑛)
𝑗

2)
, (B1)

where the overline indicates an average.

C. Identical WTDs of Different Three-State Models

The WTDs 𝑤low (𝜏) and 𝑤high (𝜏) found in the experiment
for switching from the low/high to the high/low value exhibit
the following simple structure

𝑤low (𝜏) ∝ 𝑒−𝛾1𝜏 , (C1)
𝑤high (𝜏) ∝ 𝑒−𝛾2𝜏 + 𝛼𝑒−𝛾3𝜏 , (C2)

which is fully characterized by the four parameters 𝛾1, 𝛾2,
𝛾3, and 𝛼. The omitted prefactors in the equation have to

guarantee the normalization condition
∫ ∞

0 𝑤low/high (𝜏) 𝑑𝜏 = 1
and can therefore not be regarded as additional parameters, as
they depend completely on the 𝛾 𝑗s and 𝛼. A general three-state
Markov model would include six possible transition rates. We
will show that such a model yields always WTDs of the form
above, implying that no unique three-state model exists.

The WTDs of a general three-state model, in which the
states |1⟩ and |2⟩ result in the same measurement value, can
be found from the dynamics of the density matrix 𝜌 under the
general Liouvillian L

¤𝜌 = L𝜌

=
©«
−𝛾01 − 𝛾02 𝛾10 𝛾20

𝛾01 −𝛾10 − 𝛾12 𝛾21
𝛾02 𝛾12 −𝛾′20 − 𝛾21

ª®¬ 𝜌, (C3)

where we have adapted the notation of Brandes in the first line
of Eq. (C3), [59]. Here, the equation describes the special
case of a continuous Markov model where the density matrix
keeps a diagonal form. The density matrix can therefore be
represented by a vector 𝜌 = (𝜌00, 𝜌11, 𝜌22) and the super op-
erator L by a matrix (see second line). Brandes gives a recipe
to calculate WTDs for Markov models in terms of L and jump
operators Jdown and Jup that are in our case associated with
the transitions to the |0⟩ state and states |1⟩ or |2⟩, respectively.
Those directly follow from L as

Jdown =
©«

0 𝛾10 𝛾20
0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬
and

Jup =
©«

0 0 0
𝛾01 0 0
𝛾02 0 0

ª®¬ . (C4)

The WTDs of the model can then be found analytically with the help of MATHEMATICA [59]

𝑤low (𝜏) =
Tr Jup𝑒

L0𝜏Jdown𝜌0

Tr Jdown𝜌0
= (𝛾01 + 𝛾02) 𝑒−(𝛾01+𝛾02 )𝜏 (C5)

and

𝑤high (𝜏) =
Tr Jdown𝑒

L0𝜏Jup𝜌0

Tr Jup𝜌0
=

𝛾01𝛾10 + 𝛾02𝛾20
𝛾01 + 𝛾02

[
𝛽𝑒−

1
2 (𝛾10+𝛾12+𝛾20+𝛾21−Γ)𝜏 + (1 − 𝛽) 𝑒− 1

2 (𝛾10+𝛾12+𝛾20+𝛾21+Γ)𝜏
]
, (C6)
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with

Γ =

√︃
2𝛾21 (−𝛾10 + 𝛾12 + 𝛾20) + (𝛾10 + 𝛾12 − 𝛾20) 2 + (𝛾21)2 (C7)

𝛽 =

𝛾01

(
𝛾10 (−𝛾12 + 𝛾20 + 𝛾21 + Γ) − (𝛾)2

10 + 2𝛾12𝛾20

)
+ 𝛾02

(
𝛾20 (𝛾10 + 𝛾12 − 𝛾21 + Γ) + 2𝛾10𝛾21 − (𝛾)2

20

)
2Γ (𝛾01𝛾10 + 𝛾02𝛾20)

(C8)

where 𝜌0 is the stationary state with L𝜌0 = 0, i.e., the eigenvector of L to the zero eigenvalue, and L0 = L − Jup − Jdown
describes the dynamics of the system when no jump occurs in the measured signal. This is e.g. the case when the system
dynamics shows only transitions between |1⟩ and |2⟩ that result in the same signal level. The analytical WTDs 𝑤low (𝜏) and
𝑤high (𝜏) show the same structure as the experimental WTDs shown above.

The six different rates 𝛾𝑖 𝑗 of the general model and the four parameters 𝛾1, 𝛾2, 𝛾3, and 𝛼 of the experimental WTDs (Eqs. (C1)
and (C2)) show a non-linear dependency. It is immediately clear that there are many different models that can match the
experimental results identically. The numerics of the four optimal models already gave a strong hint, that their WTDs are
identical (see Table I). Here, we give an analytical proof.

We express the parameters of L (1) (the superscript indicates the model number) by variables 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, and 𝑑 in a non-linear
fashion. That way, the analytical expressions for the WTDs can be expressed without square-roots. We find that a parameterization
of the form

J (1)
down =

©«
0 𝑐 (𝑎−𝑑) (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
0

0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ , and J (1)
up =

©«
0 0 0
𝑎 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ (C9)

with L (1) =
©«
−𝑎 𝑐 (𝑎−𝑑) (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
0

𝑎 𝑐

(
𝑎

𝑎−𝑑 − 𝑑
𝑏
− 2

)
𝑎𝑐
𝑎−𝑑

0 𝑐𝑑2 (𝑎−𝑏−𝑑)
𝑎𝑏 (𝑎−𝑑) − 𝑎𝑐

𝑎−𝑑

ª®®®¬ ; (C10)

results in the relatively simple WTDs

𝑤low (𝜏) = 𝑎𝑒−𝑎𝜏 , (C11)

and

𝑤high (𝜏) =
𝑐(𝑏 + 𝑑)

𝑎
𝑒−𝑐𝜏 + 𝑐(𝑏 + 𝑑) (𝑎 − 𝑏 − 𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
𝑒−

𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)𝜏
𝑏 . (C12)

One can also find parametrizations for Models 2, 3, and 4 that result in the exact same WTDs. These parametrizations followed
from guessing that was guided by the values in Table I. The eleven distinct rates identified across Models 1 to 4 can be reconstructed
from merely four base values, illustrating the models’ underlying parameter interdependencies, such as 1020 Hz−935 Hz = 67 Hz,
and further 67 Hz · 173 Hz/953 Hz ≈ 67 Hz − 54 Hz. This idea leads to the following parameterizations

J (2)
down =

©«
0 𝑐 (𝑎−𝑑) (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
0

0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ and J (2)
up =

©«
0 0 0
𝑎 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ with L (2) =
©«
−𝑎 𝑐 (𝑎−𝑑) (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
𝑐

𝑎 − 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)
𝑏

0
0 𝑐𝑑 (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑎𝑏
−𝑐

ª®®¬ ,
J (3)

down =
©«

0 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)
𝑏

0
0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ and J (3)
up =

©«
0 0 0

𝑎 − 𝑑 0 0
𝑑 0 0

ª®¬ with L (3) =
©«

−𝑎 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)
𝑏

0
𝑎 − 𝑑 − 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑏
𝑐

𝑑 0 −𝑐

ª®¬ , and

J (4)
down =

©«
0 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)

𝑏
𝑐

0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬ and J (4)
up =

©«
0 0 0

𝑎 − 𝑏 − 𝑑 0 0
𝑏 + 𝑑 0 0

ª®¬ with L (4) =
©«

−𝑎 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)
𝑏

𝑐

𝑎 − 𝑏 − 𝑑 − 𝑐 (𝑏+𝑑)
𝑏

0
𝑏 + 𝑑 0 −𝑐

ª®¬ ,
that yield the identical WTDs as given by Eq. (C11) and Eq. (C12). The values in Table I are found for approximately 𝑎 ≈ 5115 Hz,
𝑏 ≈ 68 Hz, 𝑐 ≈ 173 Hz, and 𝑑 ≈ 332 Hz. This implies that given any one of these models, a transformation can be applied to the
transition rates that yields a different model with the same WTDs.
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D. Proof that higher-order WTDs do not provide additional information for a three-state system with two measurement outputs

Random telegraph noise that is generated by a continuous Markov model with 𝑁 states and 𝑁 different output levels can
obviously be characterized by 𝑁 × (𝑁 − 1) first-order WTDs that depend on time 𝜏 . In our case of 𝑁 = 3 Markov states,
we can distinguish only two detector output levels 𝐼high and 𝐼low. Consequently, the three-state model given by Eq. (C3) and
Eq. (C4) can distinguish only two WTDs, Eq. (C11) and Eq. (C12). One may therefore ask whether a full characterization of the
telegraph noise requires the measurement of second-order or even higher-order waiting-time distributions. Here, we prove that
second-order WTDs can in our case of the general three-state model with only two output-levels [Eq. (C3) and Eq. (C4)] always
be expressed in terms of their first-order WTDs. Below, we generalize the proof to WTDs of any order.

The two-time WTD for a jump from the low output value to the high output value in time 𝜏1 and back in time 𝜏2 is given by

𝑤high, low (𝜏2, 𝜏1) =
Tr

[
Jdown𝑒

L0𝜏2Jup𝑒
L0𝜏1Jdown𝜌0

]
Tr [Jdown𝜌0]

, (D1)

where 𝜌0 is the steady state of the system, L0 is the Liouvillian without jump contributions, and Jup and Jdown are the jump
superoperators as defined above. The numerator in the equation above can be simplified via the following identity

Jup𝑒
L0𝜏1Jdown𝜌0 = (𝛾01 + 𝛾02) 𝑒−𝜏0 (𝛾01+𝛾02 )

©«
0

𝛾01 (𝛾12𝛾20+𝛾10 (𝛾20+𝛾21 ) )
(𝛾10+𝛾12 ) (𝛾02+𝛾20 )+(𝛾02+𝛾10 )𝛾21+𝛾01 (𝛾12+𝛾20+𝛾21 )

𝛾02 (𝛾12𝛾20+𝛾10 (𝛾20+𝛾21 ) )
(𝛾10+𝛾12 ) (𝛾02+𝛾20 )+(𝛾02+𝛾10 )𝛾21+𝛾01 (𝛾12+𝛾20+𝛾21 )

ª®®¬ = 𝑤low (𝜏1)Jup𝜌0, (D2)

which we found via an explicit calculation for the general three-state Markov model using computer algebra, where 𝑤low (𝜏1) is
given by Eq. (C5). We emphasize that such an identity does generally not hold for, e.g., a four-state Markov model with two
output-levels. Using the identity, we proceed to arrive at

𝑤high, low (𝜏2, 𝜏1) =
Tr

[
Jdown𝑒

L0𝜏2Jup𝜌0
]
𝑤low (𝜏1)

Tr [Jdown𝜌0]
(D3)

=
Tr

[
Jdown𝑒

L0𝜏2Jup𝜌0
]
𝑤low (𝜏1)

Tr
[
Jup𝜌0

] (D4)

= 𝑤high (𝜏2)𝑤low (𝜏1). (D5)

In the second line we used another identity, Tr
[
Jup𝜌0

]
= Tr [Jdown𝜌0], which we found by explicit calculation for our three-state

model. The last line shows that in our case the two-time WTD can always be expressed as a simple product of single-time WTDs.
A similar calulcation yields

𝑤low, high (𝜏2, 𝜏1) = 𝑤low (𝜏2)𝑤high (𝜏1), (D6)

which concludes our proof for the two-time WTDs.
Also higher-order WTDs turn out to be products of single-time WTDs for three-state Markov models with two measurement

outputs. This is shown beginning with the general multi-time WTD

𝑤𝑖𝑛 ,𝑖𝑛−1 ,...,𝑖1 (𝜏𝑛, 𝜏𝑛−1, . . . , 𝜏1) =
Tr

[
J𝑖𝑛𝑒

L0𝜏𝑛J𝑖𝑛−1𝑒
L0𝜏𝑛−1 · · · J𝑖1𝜌0

]
Tr

[
J𝑖1𝜌0

] , (D7)

with the indices 𝑖𝑘 of 𝑤 and J taking the values "low" or "high" and "down" or "up", respectively. With the identities (see above)

Jup𝑒
L0𝜏Jdown𝜌0 = 𝑤low (𝜏)Jup𝜌0

Jdown𝑒
L0𝜏Jup𝜌0 = 𝑤high (𝜏)Jdown𝜌0

Tr
[
Jup𝜌0

]
= Tr [Jdown𝜌0] (D8)

we can eliminate the J𝑖1 operator and find

𝑤𝑖𝑛 ,𝑖𝑛−1 ,...,𝑖1 (𝜏𝑛, 𝜏𝑛−1, . . . , 𝜏1) =
Tr

[
J𝑖𝑛𝑒

L0𝜏𝑛J𝑖𝑛−1𝑒
L0𝜏𝑛−1 · · · J𝑖2𝜌0

]
Tr

[
J𝑖2𝜌0

] 𝑤𝑖1 (𝜏1). (D9)

Repeating the corresponding procedure for 𝑖2, 𝑖3,..., 𝑖𝑛, we find

𝑤𝑖𝑛 ,𝑖𝑛−1 ,...,𝑖1 (𝜏𝑛, 𝜏𝑛−1, . . . , 𝜏1) =
𝑛∏

𝑘=1
𝑤𝑖𝑘 (𝜏𝑘). (D10)
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This means, that any random telegraph noise of a three-state Markov system is fully characterized by its single-time WTDs. The
higher-order WTDs do not contain additional information about the statistics of telegraph noise. Any two such systems with
identical waiting-time distributions and same signal levels will also exhibit identical polyspectra. This statement, however, does
not generalize to larger Markov models or periodically driven systems [56].
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