
Probing many-body noise in a strongly interacting two-dimensional dipolar spin
system

Emily J. Davis,1, ∗ Bingtian Ye,1, ∗ Francisco Machado,1, 2, ∗ Simon A. Meynell,3 Thomas

Mittiga,1, 2 William Schenken,3 Maxime Joos,3 Bryce Kobrin,1, 2 Yuanqi Lyu,1 Dolev Bluvstein,4

Soonwon Choi,1 Chong Zu,1, 2, 5 Ania C. Bleszynski Jayich,3, † and Norman Y. Yao1, 2, ‡

1Department of Physics, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA
2Materials Science Division, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA

3Department of Physics, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA
4Department of Physics, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 02138, USA

5Department of Physics, Washington University, St. Louis, MO 63130, USA
(Dated: March 25, 2021)

The most direct approach for characterizing the quantum dynamics of a strongly-interacting sys-
tem is to measure the time-evolution of its full many-body state. Despite the conceptual simplicity
of this approach, it quickly becomes intractable as the system size grows. An alternate frame-
work is to think of the many-body dynamics as generating noise, which can be measured by the
decoherence of a probe qubit. Our work centers on the following question: What can the deco-
herence dynamics of such a probe tell us about the many-body system? In particular, we utilize
optically addressable probe spins to experimentally characterize both static and dynamical prop-
erties of strongly-interacting magnetic dipoles. Our experimental platform consists of two types
of spin defects in diamond: nitrogen-vacancy (NV) color centers (probe spins) and substitutional
nitrogen impurities (many-body system). We demonstrate that signatures of the many-body sys-
tem’s dimensionality, dynamics, and disorder are naturally encoded in the functional form of the
NV’s decoherence profile. Leveraging these insights, we directly characterize the two-dimensional
nature of a nitrogen delta-doped diamond sample. In addition, we explore two distinct facets of the
many-body dynamics: First, we address a persistent debate about the microscopic nature of spin
dynamics in strongly-interacting dipolar systems. Second, we demonstrate direct control over the
spectral properties of the many-body system, including its correlation time. Our work opens the
door to new directions in both quantum sensing and simulation.

Introduction

Understanding and controlling the interactions be-
tween a single quantum degree of freedom and its en-
vironment represents a fundamental challenge within
the quantum sciences [1–18]. Typically, one views this
challenge through the lens of mitigating decoherence—
enabling one to engineer a highly coherent qubit by de-
coupling it from the environment [2–6, 8, 9, 19]. However,
the environment itself may consist of a strongly inter-
acting, many-body system, which naturally leads to an
alternate perspective; namely, using the decoherence dy-
namics of the qubit to probe the fundamental properties
of the many-body system [7, 10–16, 20, 21]. Discerning
the extent to which such “many-body noise” can provide
insight into transport dynamics, low-temperature order,
and generic correlation functions of an interacting system
remains an essential open question [22, 23].

By mapping the dynamics of a system onto the de-
coherence of a probe, one avoids the exponential com-
plexity typically associated with many-body tomogra-
phy [24, 25]. However, this efficiency comes at the cost
of gathering less information. Nevertheless, by lever-
aging the toolset of non-equilibrium statistical mechan-
ics, recent work has demonstrated that many-body noise
spectroscopy can provide insight into a diverse array of
physical phenomena, ranging from Cooper-paired super-

fluidity to quantum criticality and many-body localiza-
tion [20, 21, 26–31].

On the experimental front, the idea of probing noise
from a many-body system has a long tradition in the
context of magnetic resonance spectroscopy [10–16]. In-
deed, seminal work exploring the decoherence of param-
agnetic defects in solids revealed the importance of many-
body noise arising from strong dipolar interactions [10–
16, 32]. Building upon this body of work, we first present
a theoretical framework which both unifies and general-
izes existing results regarding the decoherence of a probe
coupled to a strongly-interacting, many-body system.
In addition to solid-state spin systems, our framework
naturally applies to a broader class of quantum simula-
tion platforms, including trapped ions [33, 34], Rydberg
atoms [35–37], and ultracold polar molecules [38].

Our framework predicts a non-trivial temporal profile
for the average coherence of probe spins, which exhibits
a crossover between two distinct stretched exponential
decays [Fig. 1] [10–16, 32]. Crucially, we demonstrate—
both theoretically and experimentally—that the asso-
ciated stretch powers contain a wealth of information
about both the static and dynamical properties of the
many-body spin system. We focus on three particular
properties. First, the stretch power can distinguish be-
tween different forms of spectral diffusion, shedding light
on the nature of local spin fluctuations. Second, the
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FIG. 1. (a) A delta-doped layer of 14N (green) is grown on a diamond substrate. NV centers are created via local electron
irradiation (orange beam) and subsequent high-temperature annealing. (b) Schematic depiction of a two-dimensional layer
of NV (red) and P1 (blue) centers. Dilute NV centers function as probe spins of the dense, disordered P1 system. The P1s
exhibit spin-flip dynamics driven by magnetic dipole-dipole interactions (zoom). Ising interactions with the P1 system cause
the NV to accumulate phase, φ, during noise spectroscopy (Bloch sphere). (c) NV and P1 level structure in the presence of
a magnetic field, B, applied along the NV axis. We work within an effective spin-1/2 subspace of the NV center, {|0〉 , |−1〉},
with level splitting, ωNV. The corresponding P1 splitting, ωP1, is strongly off-resonant from the NV transition. (d) Secondary
ion mass spectrometry (SIMS) measurement of the density of 14N as a function of depth for sample S1. The presence of a
2D layer is indicated by a sharp Nitrogen peak with a SIMS-resolution-limited 8 nm width. (e) The overlap between the
many-body spectral function (blue) and the power spectrum of the filter function |f(ω; t)|2 determines the variance of the
phase ∼ χ [Eqn. 2]. |f(ω; t)|2 for both a Ramsey/DEER pulse sequence (purple) and a spin echo pulse sequence (orange) are
shown. (f) Schematic depiction of the variance of the phase, 〈φ2〉 = −2 logC(t), as a function of the measurement duration t,
for both Ramsey/DEER (purple) and spin echo (orange). The labeled slopes indicate the predicted stretch powers in both the
early-time ballistic regime and the late-time random-walk regime [Table I]; the crossover occurs at the correlation time, τc.

crossover in time between different stretch powers allows
one to extract the many-body system’s correlation time.
Finally, the stretch power also contains direct signatures
about the dimensionality and disorder intrinsic to the
system.

This last point is particularly relevant given near-term
prospects for engineering the dimensionality of spin sys-
tems embedded in solid-state platforms [39–41].

Indeed, while prior work in the solid-state has fo-
cused on dipolar spin ensembles in three dimensions [10–
16, 32, 42], recent advances in materials growth have en-
abled the creation of two-dimensional layers of optically-
active spin defects [39–41]. By combining nitrogen delta-
doping during growth with local electron irradiation [39–
41], we fabricate a diamond sample (S1) where param-
agnetic defects are confined to a thin layer [Fig. 1(a, b)].
This layer contains a hybrid spin system consisting of
two types of defects: spin-1 nitrogen-vacancy (NV) cen-
ters and spin-1/2 substitutional nitrogen (P1) centers.
The dilute NV centers can be optically initialized and
read-out, making them a natural probe of the many-body
noise generated by the strongly-interacting P1 centers.

Even once created, the non-destructive, in situ char-
acterization of the effective “dimensionality” of our sam-
ple (i.e. whether the average spin-spin spacing is larger
than the thickness of the layer) is challenging with con-
ventional methods. To this end, we demonstrate how
the decoherence dynamics of NV probes can be used to
prove the two-dimensional nature of the P1 ensemble; we
compare these results to measurements on a conventional
three-dimensional ensemble.

Next, we show that the stretch power of the NV cen-
ters’ coherence decay also reveals information about the
nature of the many-body noise generated by the P1 sys-
tem [11, 12, 14]. In particular, we demonstrate that the
spin-flip dynamics are inconsistent with the conventional
expectation of telegraph noise, but rather follow that of
a Gauss-Markov process [Table I].

Finally, we actively control the noise spectral density of
the many-body P1 system via polychromatic driving [43].
In particular, we directly tune the correlation time of the
P1 system and measure a corresponding change in the
crossover timescale between coherent and incoherent spin
dynamics [14, 44].
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Many-Body Noise Properties
Measurement

Sequence

Early-time
(ballistic regime)

stretch power

Late-time
(random walk regime)

stretch power

DEER/Ramsey D/α D/2α

Spin Echo 3D/2α D/2α

DEER/Ramsey D/α D/2α

Spin Echo 1 +D/α D/2α

TABLE I. Predicted early and late-time stretch powers of the probe spin decoherence profile when coupled to a D−dimensional
system via power-law Ising interactions ∼ 1/rα. We distinguish between Gaussian and telegraph spin-flip noise in the many-
body system, which gives rise to different predictions for the early-time spin echo stretch power.

Theoretical framework for decoherence dynamics
induced by many-body noise

Let us begin by providing a framework for understand-
ing the decoherence dynamics of probe spins coupled to
an interacting many-body system [10, 12–14, 19, 32, 45–
47]. The dynamics of a single probe spin generically de-
pend on three properties: (i) the nature of the system-
probe coupling [48], (ii) the system’s many-body Hamil-
tonian Hint, and (iii) the measurement sequence itself.
Crucially, by averaging across the dynamics of many such
probe spins, one can directly extract global features of the
many-body system [Fig. 1(b)]. We distinguish between
two types of ensemble averaging which give rise to dis-
tinct signatures in the decoherence: (i) an average over
many-body trajectories (i.e. both spin configurations and
dynamics) yields information about the microscopic spin
fluctuations (for simplicity, we focus our discussion on the
infinite-temperature limit [49]), (ii) an average over posi-
tional randomness (i.e random locations of the system’s
spins) yields information about both dimensionality and
disorder.

To be specific, let us consider a single spin-1/2 probe
coupled to a many-body ensemble via long-range, 1/rα

Ising interactions:

Hz =
∑

i

Jz
rαi
ŝzpŝ

z
i , (1)

where ri is the distance between the probe spin ŝp and
the i-th system spin si [50]. Such power-law interac-
tions are ubiquitous in solid-state, atomic and molec-
ular quantum platforms (e.g. RKKY interactions, elec-
tric/magnetic dipolar interactions, van der Waals inter-
actions, etc.) [6, 33, 42, 51].

Physically, the system spins generate an effective mag-
netic field at the location of the probe (via their Ising
interactions), which can be measured via Ramsey spec-
troscopy [inset, Fig. 1(e)] [16]. In particular, we en-
vision initially preparing the probe in an eigenstate of
ŝzp and subsequently rotating it with a π/2-pulse such

that the normalized coherence, C ≡ 2 〈ŝxp〉 = 1. The
magnetic field, which fluctuates due to many-body inter-
actions, causes the probe to Larmor precess [inset, Fig.
1(b, e)] [52]. The phase associated with this Larmor pre-
cession can be read out via a population imbalance, after
a second π/2 pulse.

Average over many-body trajectories—For a many-
body system at infinite temperature, C(t) = 2Tr[ρ(t)sxp ],
where ρ(t) is the full density matrix that includes both
the system and the probe [53]. Let us treat ŝzi (t) →
szi (t) as a classical, stochastic random variable, whose
dynamics are determined by Hint (e.g. coherent flip-
flop interactions ŝ+i ŝ

−
j ). In this case, the phase of the

aforementioned Larmor precession is given by φ(t) =∫ t
0
dt′ Jz

∑
i s
z
i (t
′)/rαi . Assuming that φ(t) is Gaussian-

distributed, one finds that the average probe coherence
decays exponentially as C(t) = 〈e−iφ(t)〉 = e−〈φ

2〉/2,
where 〈φ2〉 ∼ ∑i J

2
zχ(t)/r2αi [5, 11, 19, 52, 54]. Here,

χ(t) encodes the response of the probe spins to the noise
spectral density, S(ω), of the many-body system:

χ(t) ≡
∫
dω |f(ω; t)|2S(ω), (2)

where f(ω; t) is the filter function associated with a par-
ticular pulse sequence (e.g. Ramsey spectroscopy or spin
echo) of total duration t [Fig. 1(e)] [55, 56].

Intuitively, S(ω) quantifies the noise power den-
sity of spin flips in the many-body system; it is the
Fourier transform of the autocorrelation function, ξ(t) ≡
4 〈szi (t)szi (0)〉, and captures the spin dynamics at the
level of two-point correlations [57]. For Markovian dy-
namics, ξ(t) = e−|t|/τc , where τc defines the correlation
time after which a spin, on average, retains no mem-
ory of its initial orientation [58]. In this case, S(ω) is
Lorentzian and one can derive an analytic expression for
χ [14, 32, 44, 45, 52, 56] [59].

A few remarks are in order. The premise that
many-body Hamiltonian dynamics produce Gaussian-
distributed phases φ(t)—while oft-assumed—is challeng-
ing to analytically justify [12, 14, 15, 60, 61]. Indeed, a
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well-known counterexample of non-Gaussian spectral dif-
fusion occurs when the spin dynamics can be modeled as
telegraph noise – i.e. stochastic jumps between discrete
values szi = ±si [15, 62]; the precise physical settings
where such noise emerges remains the subject of active
debate [5, 12, 15, 44, 54, 56, 60, 62–67].

Average over positional randomness—The probe’s de-
coherence depends crucially on the spatial distribution of
the spins in the many-body system. For disordered spins,
explicitly averaging over their random positions yields a
decoherence profile:

C(t) =

∫ N∏

i=1

dDri
V

exp

[−J2
zχ(t)

2r2αi

]
= e−an[J

2
zχ(t)]

D/2α

,

(3)
where a is a dimensionless constant, N is the number
of system spins in a D-dimensional volume V at a den-
sity n ≡ N/V [32, 52]. By contrast, for spins on a lat-
tice or for a single probe spin, the exponent of the co-
herence scales as ∼ J2

zχ(t) [52]. A particularly elegant
intuition, based upon resonance-counting, underlies the
appearance of both the dimensionality and the interac-
tion power-law in Eqn. (3). Roughly, let us say that a
probe spin is only coupled to system spins that induce
a phase variance larger than some cutoff ε. This con-
straint on the minimum variance defines a volume of ra-
dius rmax ∼ (J2

zχ(t)/ε)1/2α containing Ns ∼ nrDmax spins,
implying that the total variance accrued at any given
time is εNs ∼ [J2

zχ(t)]D/2α. Thus, the positional average
simply serves to count the number of spins to which the
probe is coupled.

Decoherence profile—The functional form of the
probe’s decoherence, C(t), encodes a number of fea-
tures of the many-body system. We begin by elucidat-
ing them in the context of Ramsey spectroscopy. First,
one expects a somewhat sharp cross-over in the behav-
ior of C(t) at the correlation time τc. For early times,
t � τc, the phase variance accumulates as in a ballistic
trajectory with χ ∼ t2, while for late times, t � τc,
the variance accumulates as in a random walk with
χ ∼ t [10, 14, 45]. This leads to a simple prediction:
namely, that the stretch-power, β, of the probe’s expo-
nential decay (i.e. − logC(t) ∼ tβ) changes from D/α to
D/2α at the correlation time [Fig. 1(f)].

Second, moving beyond Ramsey measurements by
changing the filter function, one can probe even more
subtle properties of the many-body noise. In particular,
a spin-echo sequence filters out the leading order DC con-
tribution from the many-body noise spectrum, allowing
one to investigate higher-order correlation functions of
the spin-flip dynamics. Different types of spin-flip dy-
namics naturally lead to different phase distributions.
For the case of Gaussian noise, one finds that (at early
times) χ ∼ t3; however, in the case of telegraph noise the
analysis is more subtle, since higher-order moments of
φ(t) must be taken into account. This leads to markedly

(a)

(b)

FIG. 2. (a) Depicts the normalized coherence for a DEER
measurement on sample S1 (blue) and sample S2 (yellow) as
a function of the free evolution time t. Dashed blue lines
indicate the predicted early- and late-time stretch powers of
2/3 and 1/3, respectively, for a dipolar spin system in two
dimensions. Dashed yellow line depicts the predicted early-
time stretch power of 1 for a dipolar spin system in three
dimensions [Table I]. Together, these data demonstrate the
two- and three-dimensional nature of samples S1 and S2, re-
spectively. Lower right insets show the same data on a linear
scale. Top left inset shows the DEER pulse sequence. (b)
Spin echo measurements on three-dimensional dipolar spin
ensembles in samples S3 (teal) and S4 (pink) clearly exhibit a
stretch power of 3/2 (dotted lines) over nearly two decades in
time. This is consistent with the presence of Gaussian noise
and allows one to explicitly rule out telegraph noise. Lower
right inset shows the same data on a linear scale. Top left
inset shows the spin echo pulse sequence.

different early time predictions for β—dependent on both
the measurement sequence as well as the many-body
noise [Table I].

At late times, however, one expects the probe’s coher-
ence to agree across different pulses sequences and spin-
flip dynamics. For example, in the case of spin-echo,
the decoupling π-pulse [inset, Fig. 1(e)] is ineffective on
timescales larger than the correlation time, since the spin
configurations during the two halves of the free evolution
are completely uncorrelated. Moreover, this same loss of
correlation implies that the phase accumulation is char-
acterized by incoherent Gaussian diffusion regardless of
the specific nature of the spin dynamics (e.g. Markovian
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Sample S1

Sample S2

Two-Dimensional (S1) Three-Dimensional (S2)(a) (b) (c)

(d)

(e)

3

FIG. 3. (a,b) Measurements of DEER (blue, orange) and spin echo (red, teal) on two- and three-dimensional samples (S1,
S2) for different powers of the polychromatic (i.e. incoherent) drive at fixed linewidth δω = 2π × (18, 20) MHz, respectively.
The time at which the two signals overlap (vertical dashed lines) functions as a proxy for the correlation time and decreases

as the power of the incoherent driving increases (top to bottom panels). The data is well-fit by analytic expressions for χD/2α

[Eqn. 5] (dashed curves). (c) An incoherent drive field (light blue) with power ∼ Ω2 and linewidth δω is applied to the P1 spins
during the free evolution time t of both DEER and spin echo sequences in order to tune the correlation time of the many-body
system. In this case, szi (t) evolves as a Gaussian random process. (d,e) The correlation times, τc, extracted from fitting the
data to Eqn. 5 for samples S1 (purple) and S2 (green) are plotted as a function of Ω, and agree well with a simple theoretical
model (dashed black curves) [52].

versus non-Markovian, or continuous versus telegraph).

Experimentally probing many-body noise in
strongly-interacting spin ensembles

Our experimental samples contain a high density of
spin-1/2 P1 centers [blue spins, Fig. 1(b)], which form a
strongly-interacting many-body system coupled via mag-
netic dipole-dipole interactions:

Hint =
∑

i<j

J0
r3ij

[
cij(ŝ

+
i ŝ
−
j + ŝ−i ŝ

+
j ) + c̃ij ŝ

z
i ŝ
z
j

]
, (4)

where J0 = 2π×52 MHz·nm3, rij is the distance between
P1 spins i and j, and c, c̃ capture the angular dependence
of the dipolar interaction [52]. We note thatHint contains
only the energy-conserving terms of the dipolar interac-
tion [68].

The probes in our system are spin-1 NV centers, which
can be optically initialized to |ms = 0〉 using 532 nm laser
light. An applied magnetic field along the NV axis splits
the |ms = ±1〉 states, allowing us to work within the ef-
fective spin-1/2 manifold {|0〉 , |−1〉}. Microwave pulses
at frequency ωNV are used to perform coherent spin rota-
tions (i.e. for Ramsey spectroscopy or spin echo) within
this manifold [Fig. 1(c)].

Physically, the NV and P1 centers are also coupled
via dipolar interactions. However, for a generic mag-
netic field strength, they are highly detuned, i.e. |ωNV −
ωP1| ∼ GHz, owing to the zero-field splitting of the NV
center (∆0 = 2π × 2.87 GHz) [Fig. 1(c)]. Since typical
interaction strengths in our system are on the order of
∼ MHz, the direct polarization exchange between an NV
and P1 is strongly off-resonant. This reduces the dipolar
interaction between NV and P1 centers to a system-probe
Ising coupling of precisely the form given by Eqn. 1 with
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α = 3 [52].
Delta-doped sample fabrication—Sample S1 was grown

via homoepitaxial plasma-enhanced chemical vapor de-
position (PECVD) using isotopically purified methane
(99.999% 12C) [39]. The delta-doped layer was formed
by introducing natural-abundance nitrogen gas during
growth (5 sccm, 10 minutes) in between nitrogen-free
buffer and capping layers. To create the vacancies neces-
sary for generating NV centers, the sample was electron-
irradiated with a transmission electron microscope set to
145 keV [40] and subsequently annealed at 850◦ C for 6
hours.

Two-dimensional spin dynamics—We begin by per-
forming double electron-electron resonance (DEER) mea-
surements on sample S1. While largely analogous to
Ramsey spectroscopy [Table I] [69], DEER has the tech-
nical advantage that it filters out undesired quasi-static
fields (e.g. from hyperfine interactions between the NV
and host nitrogen nucleus) [16, 41, 70]. As shown in
Fig. 2(a) [blue data, inset], the NV’s coherence decays
on a time scale ∼ 5 µs.

To explore the functional form of the probe NV’s deco-
herence, we plot the negative logarithm of the coherence,
− logC(t), on a log-log scale, such that the stretch power,
β, is simply given by the slope of the data. At early times,
the data exhibit β = 2/3 for over a decade in time [blue
data, Fig. 2(a)]. At a timescale ∼ 3 µs (vertical dashed
line), the data crosses over to a stretch power of β = 1/3
for another decade in time. This behavior is in excel-
lent agreement with that expected for two-dimensional
spin dynamics driven by dipolar interactions [Fig. 1(f),
Table I].

Finally, for comparison, we perform DEER spec-
troscopy on a conventional three-dimensional NV-P1 sys-
tem (sample S2, see Methods). As shown in Fig. 2(a) (or-
ange), the data exhibit β = 1 for a decade in time, con-
sistent with the prediction for three-dimensional dipolar
interactions [Table I]. However, the crossover to the late-
time “random walk” regime is difficult to experimentally
access because the larger early-time stretch power causes
a faster decay to the noise floor.

Characterizing microscopic spin-flip dynamics—To
probe the nature of the microscopic spin-flip dynamics
in our system, we perform spin-echo measurements on
three dimensional samples [S3, S4 (Type IB)], which ex-
hibit a significantly higher P1-to-NV density ratio (see
Methods). For lower relative densities (i.e. samples S1
and S2), the spin echo measurement contains a confound-
ing signal from interactions between the NVs themselves
(see Methods).

In both samples (S3, S4), we find that the coherence
exhibits a stretched exponential decay with β = 3/2
for well over a decade in time [Fig. 2(b)]. Curiously,
this is consistent with Gaussian spectral diffusion where
β = 3D/2α = 3/2 and patently inconsistent with the
telegraph noise prediction of β = 1 +D/α = 2. While in

agreement with prior measurements on similar samples
[67], this observation is actually rather puzzling and re-
lated to an enduring question in the context of dipolar
spin noise [10–16, 32, 42].

In particular, one naively expects that spins in a
strongly-interacting system should be treated as stochas-
tic binary variables, thereby generating telegraph noise;
for the specific case of dipolar spin ensembles, this ex-
pectation dates back to seminal work from Klauder and
Anderson [12]. The intuition behind this is perhaps most
easily seen in the language of the master equation—each
individual spin sees the remaining system as a Markovian
bath. The resulting local spin dynamics is then charac-
terized by a series of stochastic quantum jumps, giving
rise to telegraph noise [52]. Alternatively, in the Heisen-
berg picture, the same intuition can be understood from
the spreading of the operator ŝzi ; this spreading hides lo-
cal coherences in many-body correlations, leading to an
ensemble of telegraph-like, classical trajectories [52].

We conjecture that the origin of Gaussian spectral dif-
fusion in our system is related to the presence of disorder,
which strongly suppresses operator spreading [71]. To il-
lustrate this point, consider the limiting case where the
operator dynamics are constrained to a single spin. In
this situation, the dynamics of ŝzi (t) follows a particular
coherent trajectory around the Bloch sphere, and the rate
at which the probe accumulates phase is continuous [52].
Averaging over different trajectories of the coherent dy-
namics naturally leads to Gaussian noise [52].

Controlling the many-body spectral function—Finally,
we demonstrate the ability to directly control the many-
body noise spectrum for both two- and three-dimensional
dipolar spin ensembles (i.e. samples S1, S2). In partic-
ular, we engineer the shape and linewidth of S(ω) by
driving the P1 system with a polychromatic microwave
tone [43]. This drive is generated by adding phase
noise to the resonant microwave signal at ωP1 in order
to produce a Lorentzian drive spectrum with linewidth
δω [Fig. 3(c)].

Microscopically, the polychromatic drive leads to a
number of physical effects. First, tuning the Rabi fre-
quency, Ω, of the drive provides a direct knob for con-
trolling the correlation time, τc, of the P1 system. Sec-
ond, since the many-body system inherits the noise spec-
trum of the drive, one has provably Gaussian statis-
tics for the spin variables szi [52]. Third, our earlier
Markovian assumption is explicitly enforced by the pres-
ence of a Lorentzian noise spectrum. Taking these last
two points together allows one to analytically predict
the precise form of the NV probe’s decoherence profile,
− logC(t) ∼ χ(t)D/2α, for either DEER or spin-echo
spectroscopy:

χDEER(t) = 2τct− 2τ2c (1− e−
t
τc ),

χSE(t) = 2τct− 2τ2c (3 + e−
t
τc − 4e−

t
2τc ).

(5)
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We perform both DEER and spin-echo measurements
as a function of the power (∼ Ω2) of the polychromatic
drive for our two-dimensional sample (S1) [Fig. 3(a)]. As
expected, for weak driving [top, Fig. 3(a)], the DEER
signal (blue) is analogous to the undriven case, exhibiting
a cross-over from a stretch power of β = 2/3 at early
times to a stretch power of β = 1/3 at late times. For
the same drive strength, the spin echo data (red) also
exhibits a cross over between two distinct stretch powers,
with the key difference being that β = 3D/2α = 1 at
early times. This represents an independent (spin-echo-
based) confirmation of the two-dimensional nature of our
delta-doped sample.

Recall that at late times (i.e. t & τc), one expects the
NV’s coherence C(t) to agree across different pulses se-
quences [Fig. 1(f)]. This is indeed borne out by the data
[Fig. 3]. In fact, the location of this late-time overlap
provides a proxy for estimating the correlation time and
is shown as the dashed grey lines in Fig. 3(a). As one in-
creases the power of the drive [Fig. 3(a)], the noise spec-
trum, S(ω), naturally broadens. In the data, this man-
ifests as a shortened correlation time, with the location
of the DEER/echo overlap shifting to earlier time-scales
[Fig. 3(a)].

Analogous measurements on a three dimensional spin
ensemble (sample S2), reveal much the same physics
[Fig. 3(b)], with stretch powers again consistent with
a Gauss-Markov prediction [Table I]. For weak driving,
C(t) is consistent with the early-time ballistic regime for
over a decade in time [Fig. 3b, top panel]; however, it
is difficult to access late enough time-scales to observe
an overlap between DEER and spin echo. Crucially, by
using the drive to push to shorter correlation times, we
can directly observe the late-time random-walk regime in
three dimensions, where β = 1/2 [Fig. 3b, bottom panel].

Remarkably, as evidenced by the dashed curves in
Fig. 3(a,b), our data exhibits excellent agreement—
across different dimensionalities, drive strengths, and
pulse sequences—with the analytic predictions presented
in Eqn. 5. Moreover, by fitting χD/2α simultaneously
across spin echo and DEER datasets for each Ω, we
quantitatively extract the correlation time, τc. Up to an
O(1) scaling factor, we find that the extracted τc agrees
well with the DEER/echo overlap time. In addition, the
behavior of τc as a function of Ω, also exhibits quan-
titative agreement with an analytic model that predicts
τc ∼ δω/Ω2 in the limit of strong driving [Fig. 3(d,e)] [52].

Finally, we emphasize that although one observes
β = 3D/2α in both the driven [Fig. 3(a,b)] and un-
driven [Fig. 2(b)] spin echo measurements, the under-
lying physics is extremely different. In the latter case,
Gaussian spectral diffusion emerges from isolated, disor-
dered, many-body dynamics, while in the former case, it
is imposed by the external drive.

Conclusion and Outlook

Our results demonstrate the diversity of information
that can be accessed via the decoherence dynamics of a
probe spin ensemble. For example, we shed light on a
long-standing debate about the nature of spin-flip noise
in a strongly-interacting dipolar system [5, 12, 15, 44, 54,
56, 60, 62–67]. Moreover, we directly measure the cor-
relation time of the many-body system and introduce a
technique to probe its dimensionality. This technique
is particularly useful for spin ensembles embedded in
solids [72–74], where a direct, non-destructive measure-
ment of nanoscale spatial properties is challenging with
conventional toolsets.

One can imagine generalizing our work in a number of
promising directions. First, the ability to fabricate and
characterize strongly-interacting, two-dimensional dipo-
lar spin ensembles opens the door to a number of intrigu-
ing questions within the landscape of quantum simula-
tion. Indeed, dipolar interactions in 2D are quite spe-
cial from the perspective of localization, allowing one
to experimentally probe the role of many-body reso-
nances [75–77]. In the context of ground state physics,
the long-range, anisotropic nature of the dipolar interac-
tion has also been predicted to stabilize a number of ex-
otic phases, ranging from supersolids to spin liquids [78–
80]. Connecting this latter point back to noise spec-
troscopy, one could imagine tailoring the probe’s filter
function to distinguish between different types of ground-
state order [22, 23].

Second, dense ensembles of two dimensional spins also
promise a number of unique advantages with respect to
quantum sensing [39, 41, 81, 82]. For example, a 2D layer
of NVs fabricated near the diamond surface would exhibit
a significant enhancement in spatial resolution (set by the
depth of the layer) compared to a three-dimensional en-
semble at the same density, ρ [39, 83, 84]. In addition, for
samples where the coherence time is limited by spin-spin
interactions, a lower dimensionality reduces the coordi-
nation number and leads to an enhanced T2 scaling as
ρ−α/D [85].

Third, one can probe the relationship between operator
spreading and Gauss-Markov noise by exploring samples
with different relaxation rates, interaction power-laws,
disorder strengths and spin densities [44, 60]. One could
also utilize alternate pulse sequences, such as stimulated
echo, to provide a more fine-grained characterization of
the many-body noise (e.g. the entire spectral diffusion
kernel) [10, 60, 86].

Finally, our framework can also be applied to long-
range-interacting systems of Rydberg atoms, trapped
ions, and polar molecules [33–38]. In such systems, the
ability to perform imaging and quantum control at the
single-particle level allows for greater freedom in design-
ing methods to probe many-body noise. As a particularly
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intriguing example, one could imagine a non-destructive,
time-resolved generalization of many-body noise spec-
troscopy, where one repeatedly interrogates the probe
without projecting the many-body system.

Note added: During the completion of this work, we
became aware of complementary work using single NV
centers to measure the noise from a 2D disordered spin
ensemble on the diamond surface [87], which will appear
in the same arXiv posting. Both works use the decoher-
ence profile of the probe spin to characterize the dimen-
sionality and dynamics of the many-body system.
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I. SAMPLE S1

I.1. Sample Fabrication

We here provide further details on sample S1, which was grown on a commercially-available Element-6 electronic
grade (100) substrate, polished by Syntek [1] to a surface roughness less than 200 pm. Throughout the PECVD
growth process [2], we used 400 sccm of hydrogen gas with a background pressure of 25 Torr, and a microwave power
of 750 W. The sample temperature was held at 800◦C.

I.2. NV Density Estimation

We estimate the NV areal density in sample S1 via the measured NV decoherence for an XY-8 pulse sequence [inset,
Fig. E1(a)] [3]. In this measurement, the NV decoherence is dominated by NV-NV interactions. In particular,
decoherence caused by P1 spin-flip noise is largely suppressed due to our choice of interpulse spacing τp = 500 ns, which
is much shorter than the correlation time τc of the P1 system. As a result, the XY-8 data corresponds to a Ramsey
measurement of the NV-NV interactions within the NV group aligned with the applied magnetic field B. These NV
centers, representing 1/4 of the total number of NVs, all have the same microwave transition frequency and thus cannot
be trivially decoupled from each other. For a known dipolar coupling strength J0 = 2π × 52 MHz·nm3, the average
three-dimensional NV density nNV

3D (with units [nNV
3D ] = nm−3, and not to be confused with the D−dimensional

density n defined in the main text) fixes an average interaction strength from which the decay timescale can be
calculated. Here, we approximate the decoherence of the NV centers as arising solely from the Ising interactions
between them, which is reasonable at least at short times when the NVs are spin-polarized.

We compare the XY-8 measurement with a numerically-computed Ramsey signal, which is generated as follows:
we consider a central probe NV interacting with a bath of other NVs, placed randomly in a thin slab of thickness
w and density nNV

3D /4 (corresponding to the NV group that is addressed by our pulse sequence). After selecting a
random spin configuration for the bath NVs, we compute the Ramsey signal ∼ cos(φ) for the probe NV. We then
average over many such samples. The resulting curve corresponds to an average of the coherent NV oscillations over
the positional and configurational realizations of the bath NVs, and exhibits a stretched exponential decay of the form

C(t) = e−(t/T∗
2 )2/3 . We note that this matches our expectation for the early-time ballistic regime [Table 1 in the main

text], because we have not included any flip-flop dynamics in the numerical model.
With the above prescription, we produce a set of numerically-computed Ramsey signals [dashed lines, Fig. E1(a)] as

a function of areal density nNV
3D ·w, which we compare against the XY-8 data [orange points, Fig. E1(a)]. The numerical

curves plotted in Fig. E1(a) are independent of the thickness w, for w smaller than the upper bound of w = 8 nm
obtained from the SIMS measurement [Fig. 1(d) in the main text]; the resulting decoherence only depends on the
areal density nNV

3D ·w of sample S1. The estimated areal density is thus nNV
3D ·w = 12± 2 ppm · nm ∼ 0.0021(4) nm−2,

corresponding to a density of nNV
3D = 1.5 ± 0.3 ppm assuming a w = 8 nm-thick 2D layer. At late times, the XY-8
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data begins to curve downwards (grey shaded area), as the measurement starts to access the late-time “random-walk”
regime. This behavior is caused by spin-flips in the bath of NVs, which are not captured by the pure Ising interactions
in the numerical model; we thus do not include this portion of the measurement in the density estimation.

I.3. P1 Density Estimation

Estimation of the P1 density is analogous to the previous discussion, with the simple substitution of a DEER
measurement sequence for XY-8. We first subtract the contribution due to NV-NV interactions from the DEER
signal; explicitly, we subtract an interpolation of the XY-8 data plotted in Fig. E1(a) from the raw DEER data.
Then, we compare the numerically-computed decoherence for a density nP1

3D/3 of P1s with the observed early time
dynamics, as shown in Fig. E1(b). Here, we include a factor of 1/3 in the P1 density because our microwave tone ωP1

addresses only one-third of all the P1 spins in our DEER measurement; these spins are spectroscopically separated
from the others due to the hyperfine interaction between the P1 electronic and nuclear spins [4, 5]. The estimated
areal density is then nP1

3D · w = 64 ± 8 ppm · nm ∼ 0.011(1) nm−2, corresponding to a density of nP1
3D = 8 ± 1 ppm

assuming a w = 8nm-thick 2D layer. We again ignore the late-time t� τc region (gray shaded area) when comparing
the measurement to the numerical curves.

II. SAMPLE S2

A detailed characterization of the three-dimensional sample S2 is given in Ref. [6] (sample C041). Here, we describe
the key properties relevant for the present study. The sample was grown by depositing a 32 nm diamond buffer
layer, followed by a 500 nm nitrogen-doped layer (99% 15N), and finished with a 50 nm undoped diamond capping
layer. Vacancies were created by irradiating with 145 keV electrons at a dosage of 1021 cm−2, and vacancy diffusion
was activated by annealing at 850◦C for 48 hours in an Ar/Cl atmosphere. The resulting NV density is ∼ 0.4 ppm,
obtained through instantaneous diffusion measurements [6]. The P1 density is measured to be ∼ 20 ppm through a
modified DEER sequence [6]. The average spacing between P1 centers (∼ 4 nm) is much smaller than the thickness
of the nitrogen doped layer, ensuring three-dimensional behavior of the spin ensemble.

III. SAMPLES S3 AND S4

Samples S3 and S4 used in this work are synthetic type-Ib single crystal diamonds (Element Six) with intrinsic
substitutional 14N concentration ∼ 100 ppm (calibrated with an NV linewidth measurement [5]). To create NV
centers, the samples were first irradiated with electrons (2 MeV energy and 1 × 1018 cm−2 dosage) to generate
vacancies. After irradiation, the diamonds were annealed in vacuum (∼ 10−6 Torr) with temperature > 800◦C. The
NV densities for both samples were calibrated to be ∼ 0.5 ppm using a spin-locking measurement [5].

IV. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

IV.1. Experimental Details for Delta-Doped Sample S1

The delta-doped sample was mounted in a scanning confocal microscope. For optical pumping and readout of
the NV centers, about 100 µW of 532 nm light was directed through an oil-immersion objective (Nikon Plan Fluor
100x, NA 1.49). The NV fluorescence was separated from the green 532 nm light with a dichroic filter and collected
on a fiber-coupled single-photon counter. A magnetic field B was produced by a combination of three orthogonal
electromagnetic coils and a permanent magnet. The field was aligned along one of the 100 crystal axes of the diamond
sample and set to B = 270 G, as calibrated via the spectrum of the NV centers. The microwaves used to drive
magnetic dipole transitions for both NV and P1 centers were delivered via an Omega-shaped stripline with typical
Rabi frequencies ∼ 2π × 10 MHz.

IV.2. Experimental Details for Sample S2

Sample S2 was mounted in a confocal microscope. For optical initialization and readout, about 350 µW of 532 nm
light was directed through an air objective (Olympus UPLSA 40x, NA 0.95). The NV fluorescence was similarly
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separated from the 532 nm light with a dichroic mirror and directed onto a fiber-coupled avalanche photodiode. A
permanent magnet produced a field of about 320 G at the location of the sample. The field was aligned along one
of the NV axes, and alignment was demonstrated by maximizing the 15N nuclear polarization [7]. Microwaves were
delivered with a free-space rf antenna positioned over the sample.

IV.3. Experimental Details for Sample S3 and S4

Samples S3 and S4 were mounted in a confocal microscope. For optical initialization and readout, about 3 mW
of 532 nm light was directed through an air objective (Olympus LUCPLFLN, NA 0.6). The NV fluorescence was
separated from the 532 nm light with a dichroic mirror and directed onto a fiber-coupled photodiode (Thorlabs). The
magnetic field was produced with a electromagnet with field strength ∼ 174 G (∼ 275 G) for sample S3 (S4). The
field was aligned along one of the NV axes, and alignment was demonstrated by making the resonances from the other
3 NV axes degenerate. Microwaves were delivered using an Omega-shaped stripline with typical Rabi frequencies
∼ 2π × 10 MHz.

IV.4. Polychromatic Drive

The polychromatic drive was generated by phase-modulating the resonant P1 microwave tone [8]. A random array
of phase jumps ∆θ was pre-generated and loaded onto an arbitrary waveform generator (AWG) controlling the IQ
modulation ports of a signal generator. The linewidth of the drive δω was controlled by fixing the standard deviation
of the phase jumps σ =

√
δωδt in the pre-generated array, where 1/δt = 1 GS/s was the sampling rate of the AWG.

The power in the drive was calibrated by measuring Rabi oscillations of the P1 centers without modulating the phase,
i.e. by setting δω = 0.

V. NORMALIZATION OF DECOHERENCE DATA

The coherence of the NV spins is read out via the population imbalance between {|0〉 , |−1〉} states. The measured
contrast . 8 % is proportional — not equal — to the normalized coherence C(t). To see a physically-meaningful
stretch power in our log-log plots of the data [Fig. 2, Fig. 3 in the main text], it is necessary to normalize the data
by an appropriate value that captures our best approximation of the t = 0 time point for the DEER and spin echo
measurements.

V.1. t = 0 measurement for samples S1, S3, and S4

For a given pulse sequence (e.g. Ramsey or spin echo) and fixed measurement duration t, we perform a differential
readout of the populations in the |0〉 and |−1〉 spin states of the NV, which mitigates the effect of NV and P1 charge
dynamics induced by the laser initialization and readout pulses. As depicted schematically in Fig. E2, we allow the
NV charge dynamics to reach steady state (I) before applying an optical pumping pulse (II). Subsequently, we apply
microwave pulses to both the NV and P1 spins (e.g. Ramsey or spin echo pulse sequences shown in Figs. 2-3 of the main
text) (III). Finally, we detect the NV fluorescence (IV) to measure the NV population in |0〉, obtaining a signal S0. We
repeat the same sequence a second time, with one additional π-pulse before detection to measure the NV population
in |−1〉, obtaining a signal S−1. The raw contrast, Craw, at time t is then computed as Craw(t) ≡ [S0(t) − S−1(t)],
and is typically . 8%. We normalize the raw contrast to the t = 0 measurement to obtain the normalized coherence,
C(t), defined in the main text:

C(t) = Craw(t)/Craw(t = 0). (S1)

V.2. t = 0 Measurement for Sample S2

For sample S2, we have an early-time, rather than a t = 0, measurement at t = 320 ns for spin echo and DEER
sequences. Because the DEER signal decays on a much faster timescale than the spin echo signal, we normalize both
datasets to the earliest-time spin echo measurement.
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VI. SPIN ECHO FOR SAMPLES S1 AND S2 WITHOUT POLYCHROMATIC DRIVING

In the section titled, Characterizing microscopic spin-flip dynamics, we discussed spin echo measurements limited—
as one would naively expect—by NV-P1 interactions, and which exhibit an early-time stretch power of β = 3D/2α =
3/2. These measurements were performed on samples S3 and S4 which exhibit a P1-to-NV density ratio of ∼ 200. By
contrast, spin echo measurements in samples S1 and S2, with P1-to-NV density ratios of ∼ 10 and ∼ 40, respectively,
exhibit an early-time stretch β = D/α [Fig. E3], consistent with the prediction for a Ramsey measurement [Table 1
in the main text]. We note that here we are discussing a “canonical” spin echo measurement with no polychromatic
drive [inset, Fig. 2(b) in the main text], and thus this data is not in contradiction with that presented in Fig. 3 of the
main text.

A possible explanation for the observed early-time stretch β = D/α is that the spin echo signal is limited by
NV-NV interactions, rather than by NV-P1 interactions. In order to understand this limitation, it is important to
realize that the measured spin echo signal actually contains at least two contributions: (i) the expected spin echo
signal from NV-P1 interactions, arising because the intermediate π-pulse decouples the NVs from any quasi-static
P1 contribution; (ii) a Ramsey signal from NV interactions with other NVs, arising because these NVs are flipped
together by the π-pulse, and the inter-group Ising interactions are not decoupled.

Two pieces of evidence support our hypothesis that NV-NV interactions limit the spin-echo measurement. First, for
sample S1, fitting the XY-8 (directly characterizing the NV-NV interaction) [orange data, Fig. E1(a)] and spin echo
signals [Fig. E3(a)] using χDEER yields the same fitted NV-NV correlation time τNV

c = 50 µs, as well as similar (within
a factor of two) 1/e decay timescales. Second, we have observed experimentally that two samples (S3, S4) with NV
to P1 density ratios ∼ 200 exhibit β = 3D/2α, whereas three samples (S1, S2) with lower P1 to NV density ratios
∼ 10, 40 respectively exhibit β = D/α. While we have not studied the stretch power systematically as a function of
the P1-to-NV density ratio, our four existing results agree qualitatively with our hypothesis.

VI.1. Data Analysis and Fitting: Fig. 3 of main text

We separate our discussion of the data analysis relevant to Fig. 3 of the main text into two parts: First, we discuss
how comparing the D = 2 and D = 3 best-fits to the DEER measurements enable us to identify the dimensionality of
the underlying spin system. Second, armed with the fitted dimensionality, we fit spin echo and DEER measurements
simultaneously to Eqn. 5 of the main text to extract the correlation time τc of the P1 system. We note that, except for
the t = 0 normalization point (Sec. V), we only consider data at times t > 0.5 µs to mitigate any effects of early-time
coherent oscillations caused by the hyperfine coupling between the NV and its host nitrogen nuclear spin.

VI.2. Determining the dimensionality of the system

In order to determine the dimensionality of the different samples S1 and S2, we focus on the DEER signal, where
the stretch power is given by β = D/α in the early-time ballistic regime and β = D/2α in the late-time random walk
regime. Employing both Gaussian and Markovian assumptions, a closed form for the decoherence can be obtained
as [9]:

CDEER(t) = e−A[χDEER(t)]D/2α , (S2)

where χDEER is defined in Eqn. 5 of the main text.

Armed with Eqn. S2, we consider the decoherence dynamics for different powers of the polychromatic drive for
both D = 2 and D = 3 (with α = 3, as per the dipolar interaction). We compare the reduced χ2

fit goodness-of-fit
parameters for the two values of D, and demonstrate that stretch power analysis of the main text indeed agrees with
the dimensionality that best explains the observed DEER data. Changing the dimension D does not change the
number of degrees of freedom in the fit, so a direct comparison of χ2

fit is meaningful. Our results are summarized in
Fig. E4, where we observe that for sample S1 indeed the D = 2 fitting leads to a smaller χ2

fit, while for sample S2 the
data is best captured by D = 3 [Fig. E4]. Independently fitting both the extracted signal C(t) as well to its negative
logarithm − logC(t) yields the same conclusions. This analysis complements the discussion in the main text in terms
of the early-time and late-time stretch power of the decay.
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VI.3. Extracting the correlation time τc

Having determined the dimensionality of samples S1 and S2, we now turn to characterizing the correlation times of
the P1 spin systems in these samples. To robustly extract τc, we perform a simultaneous fit to both the DEER signal
with Eqn. S2 and the spin echo signal with

CSE(t) = e−A[χSE(t)]D/2α , (S3)

assuming a single amplitude A and correlation time τc for both normalized signals. Here, χDEER/SE depends on τc as
defined in Eqn. 5 of the main text.

In order to carefully evaluate the uncertainty in the extracted correlation time, we take particular care to propagate
the uncertainty in the t = 0 data used to normalize the raw contrast, i.e. Craw(t = 0) [Sec. V]. Owing to the two
normalization methods for samples S1 and S2 [Sec. V], we estimate the uncertainty in two different ways:

• For samples S1, S3, and S4, we consider fluctuations of the normalization value, Craw(t = 0), by ±10%. This is
meant to account for a possible effect of the hyperfine interaction in this data point, as well as any additional
systematic error.

• For sample S2, we first compute a linear interpolation of the early time spin echo decoherence to t = 0. We
then sample the normalization uniformly between this extrapolated value and the earliest spin echo value.

By sampling over the possible values of Craw(t = 0), we build a distribution over the extracted values of τc fitting
to both the coherence, C(t), and its logarithm, − log C(t). The reported values in Fig. 3(d, e) correspond to the
mean and standard deviation evaluated over this distribution.

We end this section by commenting that, as the drive strength is reduced the spin echo signal looks increasingly
similar to the undriven spin echo data [Fig. E3], i.e. the early time stretch changes from β = 3D/2α to β = D/α;
our explanation for this observed stretch is given in Sec. VI. The deviation from the expected functional form for the
decoherence leads to a large uncertainty in the extracted correlation time. The data also deviates from the model for
larger drive strengths, e.g. Ω = 2π × 4.05 MHz, δω = 2π × 20 MHz, where our assumption that δω � Ω is no longer
valid [Fig. E5].
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VII. EXTENDED DATA

FIG. E1. We plot a set of numerically-computed curves (dashed lines) for early-time ballistic Ramsey decoherence caused by
NV-NV interactions (a) and NV-P1 interactions (b), as a function of the NV areal density nNV

3D · w and the P1 areal density
nP1

3D · w, respectively. We compare these numerical results against the measured decoherence dynamics obtained via the XY-8
sequence (orange points, a) and the DEER sequence [after removing the NV contribution via the red interpolation in (a)]
(purple points, b) to estimate the areal density of defects in sample S1. We estimate the areal density of NV centers to be
nNV

3D ·w = 12±2 ppm · nm and the P1 density to be nP1
3D ·w = 68±8 ppm · nm. At late times (grey regions), the noise dynamics

approach the incoherent random walk and should not be used to compute the density within this analysis. Inset in (a) shows
XY-8 pulse sequence, with interpulse spacing τp.

Laser

Readout

MW NV

MW P1
π

I IIIII IV I IIIII IV

FIG. E2. Experiment sequence schematic for differential measurement.
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Parameter S1 S2 S3 S4

P1 Density 68(8) ppm · nm 20(1) ppm ∼100 ppm ∼100 ppm

NV Density 12(2) ppm · nm 0.43(1) ppm ∼0.5 ppm ∼0.5 ppm

Diamond cut 100 100 111 100

Nitrogen isotope 14 15 14 14

Isotopically purified? Yes Yes No No

Additional Comments CVD grown CVD grown, Ref. [6] Type Ib, Ref. [5] Type Ib

Field B 270 G 320 G 174 G 275 G

ωNV/2π 2.116 GHz 1.976 GHz 2.383 GHz 2.100 GHz

ωP1/2π 768 MHz 837 MHz 504 MHz 781 MHz

TABLE E1. Summary of experimental parameters.
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−
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(t
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1

3/2

S2

Spin Echo
DEER

FIG. E3. Undriven DEER and spin echo data for sample S1 (a) and sample S2 (b). The DEER data is also plotted in Fig. 2(a)
of the main text. The spin echo predictions (red, teal dashed curves) are computed from Eqn. S3, using the amplitude and
correlation time of the fitted DEER curves (blue, orange dashed curves), but clearly disagrees with the data for both samples.
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FIG. E4. Reduced χ2
fit for fits to the DEER measurements on samples S1 (a) and S2 (b) as a function of the incoherent

driving strength, for four different fit models: we fit to both dimensions (D = 2 and D = 3) using the decoherence directly
[C(t)] or its negative logarithm [− log C(t)]. For samples S1 and S2, fits in both log and linear space show that D = 2 and
D = 3 respectively better capture the data. The consistency of this result across a range of drive powers highlights our ability
to distinguish the dimensionality of the sample directly from the decoherence dynamics.
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FIG. E5. DEER and spin echo for sample S1 (a) and sample S2 (b), under a fast incoherent drive (Ω = (2π) × 3.45 MHz and
Ω = (2π)×4.05 MHz, respectively). The data obtained for sample S2 plotted in (b) does not exhibit the correct “random-walk”
regime stretch power of 1/2, even though the DEER and spin echo signals overlap at all measured times.
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I. ANALYTICAL DERIVATION OF THE DECOHERENCE PROFILE

Here, we provide additional details for the derivation of the results presented in the “Theoretical framework for
decoherence dynamics induced by many-body noise” section of the main text. Let us recall the setup. Our system
consists of a probe spin ŝp and a set of interacting system spins ŝi, coupled via long-range, 1/rα, Ising interactions:

Hz =
∑

i

Jzgi
rαi

ŝzpŝ
z
i . (S1)

Here, we explicitly separate Jz as an overall constant interaction strength from any possible angular dependence gi.
We note that decoherence of the probe spin is due to spectral diffusion (i.e. dephasing) rather than depolarization,
because the probe-system coupling includes no spin-exchange terms. This situation is natural in the NV-P1 systems
used in our experiments, since the NV and P1 centers are far detuned and spin-exchange interactions are strongly
suppressed [1].

We now proceed to derive the decoherence decay profile of the probe spins, first by treating the quantum operator
ŝzi as a classical variable szi as in the main text. Later on, we will analyze the problem within a precise quantum
description, and discuss the validity of different semi-classical approximations in different physical scenarios.

I.1. Average over trajectories

With a spin-1/2 probe initialized to point along the x-axis of the Bloch sphere, the coherence is simply defined as
C(t) = 2 〈sxp(t)〉. We apply a pulse sequence, such as Ramsey or spin echo, in which π-pulses applied to the probe spin
effectively flip the sign of the Ising interaction, Hz; let this sign be captured by the function η(t′; t). For a particular
η(t′; t) applied on the probe spin up to the measurement duration t [Table S1], we then have

sxp(t) =
1

2
Re[e

i
∑
i
Jzgi
rα
i

∫ t
0
η(t′)szi (t′)dt′

]. (S2)

Explicitly, η(t′; t) is the Fourier transform of the filter function f(ω; t) discussed in the main text. The phase

φ(t) =
Jzgi
rαi

∫ t

0

η(t′)szi (t
′)dt′ (S3)

is a generalization of the phase φ(t) for a Ramsey sequence defined in the main text, which is obtained by setting
η(t′) = 1. The simplest case to treat analytically — although not necessarily the most physically relevant, as discussed
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in the main text — is that of Gaussian-distributed phases φ(t). Making this approximation for now, we obtain

〈sxp(t)〉 =
1

2
exp



−

1

2

〈∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i

Jzgi
∫ t

0
η(t′)szi (t

′)dt′

rαi

∣∣∣∣∣

2〉
 =

1

2

∏

i

exp



−

1

2

[
Jz|gi|χ(t)

1
2

2rαi

]2


 , (S4)

where

χ(t) ≡ 4

〈[∫ t

0

η(t′)szi (t
′)dt′

]2
〉

=

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ t

0

dt′′η(t′)η(t′′) 〈4szi (t′)szi (t′′)〉 . (S5)

We assume the system spins are independent, and include a factor of 4 in the definition of χ(t) to normalize the
correlation function of spin-1/2 particles. To evaluate χ(t) analytically, we assume a Markovian form for the correlation
function

ξ(t′) ≡ 〈4szi (t0)szi (t0 + t′)〉 = e−|t
′|/τc , (S6)

where τc is the correlation time of the spins si, and we use the fact that 〈4szi (t0)szi (t0)〉 = 1 at infinite temperature.
Depending on the specific pulse sequence applied on the bath spins (as captured by η(t′)), we can analytically obtain
the expression for χ(t), as shown in Table S1.

We note that Eqn. S5 can also be written in frequency space as:

χ(t) =

∫
|f(ω; t)|2S(ω)dω, (S7)

where f(ω; t) and S(ω) are the Fourier transforms of η(t′; t) and ξ(t′), respectively. The preceding analysis thus
constitutes a derivation of Eqn. 2 of the main text.

Sequence η(t′; t) χ(t)
Short-time
t� τc

Long-time
t� τc

Ramsey
(DEER)

1 2τct− 2τ2
c

(
1− e−

t
τc

)
t2 − t3

3τc
2τct− 2τ2

c

Spin Echo

{
1 0 ≤ t′ < t/2

−1 t/2 ≤ t′ < t
2τct− 2τ2

c

(
3 + e−

t
τc − 4e−

t
2τc

)
t3

6τc
2τct− 6τ2

c

XY-8

{
1 (m− 1

4 )τp ≤ t′ < (m+ 1
4 )τp

−1 (m+ 1
4 )τp ≤ t′ < (m+ 3

4 )τp

τ2
p

12τc
t

τ2
p

12τc
t

τ2
p

12τc
t

TABLE S1. Expressions of η(t′; t) and χ(t) for Ramsey/DEER, spin echo, and XY-8. In XY-8, we assume the inter-pulse
spacing τp � τc.
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I.2. Average over positional randomness

Assuming the P1 spins si occupy a total volume V , the average signal over positional disorder can be evaluated as
follows [2]:

Signal =
1

2

∫
· · ·
∫
dD~r1

V

dD ~r2

V
· · · d

D ~rN
V

N∏

i=1

exp



−

1

2

[
Jz|gi|χ(t)

1
2

2rαi

]2




=
1

2



∫
dD~r

V
exp



−

1

2

[
Jz|gi|χ(t)

1
2

2rα

]2






N

=
1

2


1− 1

V

∫ 
1− exp



−

1

2

[
Jz|g|χ(t)

1
2

2rα

]2





 dD~r



N

.

(S8)

In the thermodynamic limit (N,V →∞ with fixed spin density N
V = n), we have

Signal =
1

2
exp




−n
∫

1− e

− 1
2

[
Jz|g|χ(t)

1
2

2rα

]2

 dD~r





=
1

2
exp

{
−n
∫ (

1− e−
1
2 z

2
)
rD−1drdΩ

}

=
1

2
exp



−

n

α

(
Jzχ

1
2

2

)D
α ∫ (

1− e−
1
2 z

2
)
z−

D
α−1dz

∫
|g|Dα dΩ





=
1

2
exp



−

nDAD
α

[
−Γ(− D

2α )

2
D
2α+1

][
¯|g|Jzχ(t)

1
2

2

]D
α



 ,

(S9)

where we make the substitution z = Jz|gi|χ(t)
1
2

2rαi
, AD = π

D
2

Γ(D2 +1)
is the volume of a D-dimensional unit ball, and

¯|g| =

( ∫
|g|Dα dΩ∫
dΩ

) α
D

is the averaged angular dependence over a D-dimensional solid angle. The integral converges

when D < 2α, which agrees with the intuition that when D ≥ 2α, the effective long-range coupling decays so slowly
that any resonance counting blows up.

Combining the results in Table S1 and Eqn. S9, we obtain the analytical form of the decoherence signal, averaged
over the dynamical and positional randomness of the many-body system. In particular, for both the short-time and
the long-time limits, the decay profiles are stretched exponentials, whose stretch powers and decay timescales are
summarized in Table S2.

We note that the positional disorder is crucial in determining the shape of the decoherence decay profile. As
highlighted by the difference between Eqn. S4 (excluding positional averaging) and Eqn. S9 (including positional
averaging), the decay associated with a single spatial configuration is qualitatively different from the decay after aver-
aging over positional disorder. Intuitively, each positional configuration has its own decay profile, and the experimental
signal is an average over these different decays. At different times, the main contribution to the averaged signal can
come from different positional configurations. For example, if different positional configurations exhibit exponential
decays with different decay rates, then at short times those with fast decay rates dominate the averaged signal, but
at long times those with slow decay rates become dominant. With this in mind, the coherence is determined by many
different positional realizations, rather than the decay of a specific spatial configuration. By contrast, we note that
if the bath spins are on a regular lattice, the decay profile follows the shape of the single positional realization case
(Eqn. S4). In particular, for a regular lattice, the spin echo always decays as a stretched exponential with a stretch
exponent of 3, independent of D and α.
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Profile Stretch power Decay timescale

Early-time
Ramsey/DEER

exp

[
−n
(
C ¯|g|Jzt

)D
α

]
D
α

(
C ¯|g|n α

D Jz
)−1

Early-time
Echo

exp

[
−n
(
C ¯|g|Jz

√
1

6τc
t3/2

)D
α

]
3D
2α (6τc)

1
3
(
C ¯|g|n α

D Jz
)− 2

3

Late-time
Ramsey/DEER and Echo

exp

[
−n
(
C ¯|g|Jz

√
2τct

1/2
)D
α

]
D
2α

(
1

2τc

) (
C ¯|g|n α

D Jz
)−2

XY8 exp

[
−n
(
C ¯|g|Jz

√
τ2
p

12τc
t1/2

)D
α

]
D
2α

(
12τc
τ2
p

) (
C ¯|g|n α

D Jz
)−2

TABLE S2. Ensemble averaged decay profiles for Ramsey/DEER, spin echo, and XY-8 pulse sequences; ¯|g| is the averaged

angular dependence, and C = 1
2

[
−DAD

α

Γ(− D
2α

)

2
D
2α

+1

] α
D

is a dimensionless constant only depending on D and α.

I.3. Quantum description

In the quantum description, the initial state of the full system (i.e. both the probe spin and the many-body system)
is given by,

|Ψ0〉 = |ψs0〉 ⊗
( |↑〉+ |↓〉√

2

)
, (S10)

where |ψs0〉 is the initial state of the many-body system. The dynamics of the full system are governed by the time-
dependent Hamiltonian, Htot = η(t′)Hz + Hs, where Hs is the Hamiltonian governing the intrinsic dynamics of the
many-body system. After a measurement duration t, the initial state is transformed as

|Ψ(t)〉 = T e−i
∫ t
0

[η(t′)Hz+Hs]dt
′ |Ψ0〉 =

(U↑ |ψs0〉) |↑〉+ (U↓ |ψs0〉) |↓〉√
2

, (S11)

where

U↑ = T e
−i

∫ t
0

[η(t′)
∑
i
Jzgi
2rα
i
ŝzi+Hs]dt

′
, U↓ = T e

i
∫ t
0

[η(t′)
∑
i
Jzgi
2rα
i
ŝzi+Hs]dt

′
(S12)

are the evolution operators acting only on the system spins ŝi given the z-component of the probe spin. The coherence,
〈ŝxp〉, corresponds to the overlap between the two evolution operators:

〈ŝxp〉 = Re[Tr(U↑U
†
↓)]/N , (S13)

where N is a normalization factor corresponding to the dimension of the system’s Hilbert space.

Let us now move to the interaction picture by making the following substitution:

U↑,↓ = U0Ũ↑,↓

U0 = T e−i
∫ t
0
Hsdt

′
.

(S14)

Then the two evolution operators and the decoherence signal become

Ũ↑,↓ = T e
∓i

∫ t
0
η(t′)

∑
i
Jzgi
2rα
i

ˆ̃szi (t′)dt′
(S15)

〈ŝxp〉 = Re[Tr(Ũ↑Ũ
†
↓)]/N = Re[Tr(Ũ2

↑ )]/N (S16)

where

ˆ̃szi (t) = U†0 (t)ŝzi (t)U0(t). (S17)

The full quantum expression for the probe spin coherence 〈ŝxp〉 obtained in Eqn. S16 provides several important insights



5

into the semi-classical approach we used in the main text and in the previous sections. First, Eqn. S16 is formally
the same as Eqn. S2, except that ˆ̃szi (t) is now a quantum operator. Second, assuming that different spins ˆ̃szi (t) are

independent, the problem reduces to an evaluation of the eigenvalues of the single spin evolution operator Ũ↑ for each
spin i independently.

While Eqn. S16 already averages over all possible initial states of both ŝzi and its bath (i.e. other quantum degrees of
freedom in Hs), one should also average the signal over the ensemble of the trajectories generated by the randomness
of Hs (which arises, for example, from the polychromatic driving field, coupling to other classical degrees of freedom,
positional and on-site disorder, etc.). This last point about two kinds of averages (one from different configurations
of the many-body system and the other from the randomness of Hs) is essential for determining whether a telegraph
or a continuous (Gaussian) random variable can better describe the many-body noise of ŝzi . We note that, since the

auto-correlator ξ(t) ∝ 〈ˆ̃szi (t)ˆ̃szi (0)〉 always performs the two types of averages simultaneously, it does not contain the
full information of the many-body noise.

I.4. Understanding decoherence dynamics in different physical scenarios

While Eqn. S15 provides the formula for the decoherence dynamics of a spin coupled to a dynamical bath, performing
the necessary computation is intractable except in specific cases. In the following subsections, we describe two
instructive examples where the explicit computation of Eqn. S15 can be performed and the relationship between the
nature of the bath and the Gaussian or Telegraph noise is made clear.

Probe coupled to a single spin evolving under an external drive—First, we consider the case where the decoherence
noise is generated by a single spin, whose dynamics are controlled by an external drive. In this case, the interaction
Hamiltonian is given by:

Hs = Ω[ŝxi cos θ(t) + i sin ŝyi θ(t)] (S18)

where Ω characterizes the strength of the drive and θ(t) is a time-dependent phase. The presence of such a time-
dependent phase leads to the polychromatic drive described in the main text—θ(t) is chosen to follow a Gaussian
stochastic process (see Methods, Sec. IV.4) [3], and is randomized across different runs of the experiment. Crucially,
for each run of the experiment, the dynamics induced by Hs generate a particular trajectory around the Bloch sphere
without any loss of single-particle coherence. As a result, the continuous spin rotation leads to a continuous change
in the strength of the noise generated—this leads to the natural description of szi (t) as a continuous classical variable.

We emphasize that within this framework, there is a single phase accumulated due to the noise for the particular
driving θ(t). As a result, to obtain a Gaussian distributed noise, one must additionally average over different driving
θ(t). In the experiment this corresponds exactly to the polychromatic drive, where the phase of each experimental
run is sampled from a Gaussian-Markov process.

Probe coupled to a strongly interacting system—We now turn to the opposite limit, where the dynamics of the

system are strongly interacting. In this case, the dynamics of ŝiz(t) mirror that of a spin interacting with a large bath
and the dynamics can be captured via the formalism of quantum jumps and the master equation. In particular, the
dynamics of ŝzi (t) is similar to that of a spin undergoing spontaneous emission and absorption with a photon/phonon
bath—starting in either the state |↑〉 or |↓〉, the system undergoes quantum jumps into the opposite state at a rate
given by 1/τc [4]. Eqn. S15 can then be obtained by computing the decoherence decay averaged over all the possible
quantum jump trajectories—this precisely corresponds to a telegraph-like classical noise.

A few remarks are in order. First, we note that unlike the single driven spin case, the different trajectories
within a single realization ensure that the phase accumulated already corresponds to a distribution and no additional
averaging is necessary. This contrasts with the single spin example, where an explicit averaging over the driving fields
was necessary to obtain the distribution of accumulated phases.

Second, this behavior can also be understood in the picture of the operator evolution described in Eqn. S15. Due to
its coupling with the Markovian bath, the operator ˆ̃szi (t) quickly spreads across a large number of degrees of freedom.

As a result, the operators at different times commute with each other, i.e. [ˆ̃siz(t), ˆ̃s
i
z(t
′)] = 0. This immediately

leads to two consequences: 1) the time-ordering in Eqn. S15 is trivial and the eigenvalues of the exponential are

the exponential of the eigenvalues of
∫ t

0
η(t′)ˆ̃szi (t

′)dt′; 2) ˆ̃szi (t) can be diagonalized simultaneously for all times. In
this common eigenbasis, each eigenvector (labelled by µ) has a time-dependent eigenvalue λµ(t) corresponding to

the time-dependent operator ˆ̃szi (t), and eventually contributes an eigenvalue
∫ t

0
η(t′)λµ(t′)dt′ to the spectrum of∫ t

0
η(t′)ˆ̃szi (t

′)dt′. Crucially, since s2
z(t) = 1/4, λµ(t) can only be±1/2 [5]. In this language, the decay of spin correlations

〈ˆ̃szi (t)ˆ̃szi (t
′)〉 ∝ e−|t−t

′|/τc is equivalent to the statement that the number of eigenvectors with λµ(t) = λµ(t′) decays
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exponentially in time with rate 1/τc. Assuming that each eigenvector is independent, the associated eigenvalue λµ(t)
follows a Poisson process and jumps between ±1/2. The dynamics of each λµ(t) can then be understood as either
a single quantum jump trajectory (in the quantum language), or a single classical telegraph noise realization (in the
classical description).

Spin coupled to a generic many-body system—Taking the above two examples into consideration, whether a generic
many-body system is described by the Gaussian or the telegraph random variable is determined by the speed of the
operator spreading. If the spreading of the operator is slow, the dynamics of ˆ̃siz(t) remain constrained to a few sites
throughout the measurement duration and the system appears coherent-like (leading to continuous Gaussian noise).

If the spreading of the operator is fast, ˆ̃siz(t) quickly spreads across many spins and the rest of the system acts as an
effective Markovian bath, leading to telegraph noise.

In our disordered, strongly-interacting system, we conjecture that disorder leads to the slow spread of ˆ̃szi , and the

decay of the auto-correlator 〈ˆ̃szi (0)ˆ̃szi (t)〉 mostly results from the different trajectories of local dynamics (originating
from different Hs owing to different initial configurations of the bath spins). This is consistent with our experimen-
tal observation of the spin-echo decay stretch power β = 3D/2α for a three-dimensional dipolar ensemble, and is
characteristic of the Gaussian noise model.

[1] C. Zu, F. Machado, B. Ye, et al., under review (2021).
[2] E. B. Fel’dman and S. Lacelle, The Journal of chemical physics 104, 2000 (1996).
[3] M. Joos, D. Bluvstein, Y. Lyu, D. M. Weld, and A. B. Jayich, “Protecting qubit coherence by spectrally engineered driving

of the spin environment,” (2021), arXiv:2101.09654 [quant-ph].
[4] P. Meystre and M. Sargent, Elements of Quantum Optics, 4th ed. (Springer-Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg, 2007).
[5] As long as the eigenspectrum of the original local operator is discrete, so will λµ(t); as a result, we expect the same telegraph

noise description in the context of higher spin systems.


