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Quantum reservoir engineering lever-
ages dissipative processes to achieve de-
sired behavior, with applications ranging
from entanglement generation to quantum
error correction. Therein, a structured
environment acts as an entropy sink for
the system, and no time-dependent control
over the system is required. We develop a
theoretical framework for active reservoir
engineering, where time-dependent con-
trol over a quantum system is used to ma-
nipulate its environment. In this case,
the system may act as an entropy sink for
the environment. Our framework captures
the dynamical interplay between system
and environment, and provides an intu-
itive picture of how finite-size effects and
system-environment correlations allow for
manipulating the environment by repeated
initialization of the quantum system. We
illustrate our results with two examples: a
superconducting qubit coupled to an envi-
ronment of two-level systems and a semi-
conducting quantum dot coupled to nu-
clear spins. In both scenarios, we find
qualitative agreement with previous ex-
perimental results, illustrating how active
control can unlock new functionalities in
open quantum systems.

1 Introduction

Quantum systems inevitably couple to their sur-
roundings. This is the virtue that allows them
to be observed and the chagrin that ruins their
unique quantum properties. To minimize un-
wanted noise and decoherence, they are typically
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kept as isolated from their environment as pos-
sible. In recent decades, dissipative processes
have been recognized not only as a source of de-
coherence but also as a resource. This insight
underpins quantum reservoir engineering [1-3],
where controlled dissipation enables desired func-
tionality, such as non-reciprocity [4], topology [5]
and autonomous quantum error correction [6—
9], or stabilizes resourceful states such as entan-
gled [10-15] or squeezed states [16-18]. A key in-
gredient in reservoir engineering is a low-entropy
environment, typically the vacuum state of the
electromagnetic field.

In many scenarios of interest, a low-entropy en-
vironment is not available because the relevant
energy scales are comparable to temperature,
rendering the standard approach to reservoir en-
gineering inapplicable. This is typically the case
in solid state qubits; the collective magnetization
of the material hosting the qubit can act as a
bath, composed, e.g., of nuclear spins for spin
qubits [19] or two-level defects for superconduct-
ing qubits [20-22]. In this case, time-dependent
control over the quantum system opens the door
to a novel, active approach to reservoir engi-
neering, where the environment is manipulated
through the system. Once the environment state
is tailored, it can add functionality to the quan-
tum system, acting as an engineered dissipative
channel.

Active reservoir engineering protocols have al-
ready been experimentally implemented. For in-
stance, it has been shown that repeated reset-
ting of a superconducting qubit to the ground
state allows for cooling of the environment [21].
Furthermore, spin qubits in semiconductors have
been extensively used to manipulate the magne-
tization of their surrounding nuclei, also known
as dynamic nuclear polarization [19]; this led
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Figure 1: Actively engineering the environment of a qubit. (a) Cyclic operation implementing active reservoir
engineering. After initializing the qubit (step 1), it may be correlated with the environment (step 1) before exchanging
energy (step 2). These steps are repeated multiple times to manipulate the magnetization of the environment. (b)
Active reservoir engineering using a superconducting qubit. Probability of the reservoir's magnetization before (red)
and after (blue) active reservoir engineering are shown for two different protocols, together with the Bloch vectors for
the state after initialization (arrows with open heads) and the direction of the magnetic field B,, (arrows with closed
heads). Whenever the Bloch vector points in the same (opposite) direction as B, the magnetization increases
(decreases), as illustrated by the curved arrows. The middle panel shows how repeated preparation of the state
[{.) results in cooling of the environment. The bottom illustrates how a correlated state can be used for cooling
the environment if it has positive m and heating it for negative m, resulting in a narrowing of the magnetization.
(c) Active reservoir engineering using a spin qubit. The middle illustrates how repeatedly preparing the state |1)
results in narrowing of the magnetization, because the field B,, rotates. The bottom shows how a correlated state
can be used to create periodic narrowing, resulting in a distribution with multiple peaks. Dotted red boxes denote
attractors of the magnetization, where the state’s Bloch vector is perpendicular to the field. Here A = 0. For the
superconducting qubit, we consider N, = 103 iterations, and for the spin qubit NN, = 10°.

to orders of magnitude improvement in coher-
ence time [23-28]. Compared to conventional
(or passive) reservoir engineering, where the en-
vironment acts as an entropy sink and no time-
dependent control over the system is required,
the roles of system and environment are ex-
changed in active reservoir engineering: the sys-
tem acts as an entropy sink for the environment.
Despite its potential, a theoretical framework for
active reservoir engineering remains largely un-
developed.

In this work, we fill this gap by deriving
and analyzing a theoretical framework for active
reservoir engineering. This framework allows for
an intuitive understanding of the joint system-
bath dynamics and provides results that are in

qualitative agreement with existing experiments.
It provides, to the best of our knowledge, the
only tractable framework that captures finite-size
effects and strong classical system-bath correla-
tions, offering efficient simulations and analytic
solutions where fully quantum methods are sel-
dom tractable. While we focus on specific plat-
forms, our results apply to different central spin
systems, including NV-centers [29, 30] and we
provide general derivations which can be used to
treat systems beyond qubits.

2  Overview

To illustrate our framework that is detailed in
Sec. 3 , we focus on the two scenarios sketched in




Fig 1, a superconducting qubit coupled to a bath
of two-level systems, motivated by the experi-
ment in Ref. [21], and a semiconducting quan-
tum dot coupled to nuclear spins, motivated by
Refs. [27, 28, 31]. In both cases, we consider
a protocol where repeated initialization of the
system (henceforth called qubit) allows for ma-
nipulating the magnetization, m, of the environ-
ment by altering its probability distribution P,
. For a given magnetization, the qubit will pre-
cess around an effective magnetic field gm, which
depends on m. In addition, the qubit may ex-
change energy with the environment. This oc-
curs through incoherent flip-flop processes, where
the qubit and an environmental spin (or two-level
system) flip together. Importantly, these pro-
cesses are also dependent on the effective field
Bm. The Bloch vector of the qubit flips from
being parallel to antiparallel with the magnetic
field, or vice versa. If the qubit starts out (anti-
)parallel to B,,, then the flip-flop process in-
creases (decreases) the magnetization m by one,
c.f. Fig. 1(a). This provides an intuitive under-
standing of different strategies for active reser-
voir engineering: if the magnetization should de-
crease, the qubit should be prepared with a Bloch
vector that points in the direction opposite to
ém. To increase the magnetization, a state par-
allel to Em should be prepared.

2.1 Superconducting qubit

For the superconducting qubit, we consider an
environment of two-level systems (TLSs) that
have approximately the same splitting as the
qubit itself, such that energy exchanges between
the system and environment are almost resonant.
In this scenario, the effective field B, is partic-
ularly simple — it always points in the positive
z-direction, see Fig. 1(b). The magnetization of
the environment can thus be decreased by ini-
tializing the system in the spin-down state ||,).
Repeatedly initializing this state results in the
environment being cooled, as it moves to lower
energy states, see Fig. 1. This protocol was em-
ployed in the experiment of Ref. [21]. Conversely,
repeated initialization in the spin-up state [1,),
results in population inversion (increased magne-
tization) as also demonstrated experimentally in
Ref. [21].

Refined control of the state of the environment
is possible by exploiting correlations between the

system and the environment. As a simple exam-
ple, consider the state ||,) for m > 0 and |1,)
for m < 0. In this case, the magnetization is
decreased for positive m and increased for nega-
tive m, resulting in a concentration of population
in the m = 0 state, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (b).
While this correlated state may be difficult to
prepare, it illustrates the potential of exploiting
correlations to manipulate the state of the envi-
ronment.

The superconducting qubit scenario, together
with the protocols introduced here, is discussed
in detail in Sec. 4.

2.2 Quantum dot spin qubit

In the quantum dot spin qubit scenario, there
is a large mismatch between the energy split-
ting of the qubit and the nuclear spins that con-
stitute the environment [27, 28, 32]. To en-
able energy transfer between the system and the
environment, a Rabi drive with strength € is
applied close to resonance with the nuclei fre-
quencies (Hartmann-Hahn resonance). This has
two important consequences. First, the energy
exchange between the system and the environ-
ment can be switched off by removing the Rabi
drive. Second, the direction of the field By =
(A —m|Ac|)é, + Qé, depends on the magnetiza-
tion of the environment as illustrated in Fig. 1 ¢).
Here A is the detuning of the drive and A. is a
coupling strength. For large positive (negative)
magnetization, the field points down (up) in the
z-direction. In between it rotates, pointing in the
x-direction at m|A.| = A. This m-dependence of
the field direction implies that if we repeatedly
prepare the state 1), the magnetization will de-
crease (increase) for large positive (negative) m,
resulting in a concentration of population around
m = 0. This protocol has been implemented ex-
perimentally in Refs. [28, 31], increasing the de-
coherence time of the spin qubit by one order of
magnitude.

As for the superconducting qubit, further con-
trol of the bath is enabled by exploiting corre-
lations. In the quantum dot spin qubit, a way
to create such correlations is to switch off the
Rabi drive and use the free evolution in the m-
dependent field in a Ramsey protocol. In this
manner, a state can be prepared with a Bloch
vector that rotates in the zz-plane as a function
of m, see Fig. 1¢). This state will result in peri-




odic increase and decrease of the magnetization
as a function of m, creating peaks in its distri-
bution by repeated preparation. A distribution
with such qualitative features was observed ex-
perimentally in Ref. [27]. Furthermore, as the
locations of the peaks depend on the duration of
the Ramsey protocol, all peaks except the one
at m = 0 can be suppressed by changing this
duration from preparation to preparation. This
protocol was implemented in Refs. [27, 28, 31],
increasing the coherence time by two orders of
magnitude.

The quantum dot spin qubit scenario and the
protocols discussed here are presented in more
detail in Sec. 5.

3 Master equation for active reservoir
engineering

To describe active reservoir engineering proto-
cols, we derive a master equation that keeps
track not only of the system, but also the ob-
servable of interest in the environment. This
is achieved through the technique of correlated
projectors [33-39]. In App. A we provide de-
tailed derivation for an arbitrary quantum sys-
tem. In contrast to Refs. [38, 39] we treat
part of the system-environment interaction non-
perturbatively, leading to a more general master

—

Orpm = *Z[Bm ) S’: pm] +'m {|¢m><Tm1|
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where the state [1,,) (|[{m)) corresponds to a
Bloch vector that points in the same (opposite)
direction as B,. The volume factors, V,, give
the number of states with a given magnetiza-
tion (i.e., the number of eigenstates of J, with
eigenvalue m). Our MARE has the general form
shown in Ref. [36] to describe non-Markovian dy-
namics of pg.

The first term in Eq. (2) corresponds to the

unitary rotation of the qubit around the field Bn.
The second term corresponds to the jumps that

equation with qualitatively different features.
We focus on central spin models described by
the Hamiltonian,

N N
H=DBy-S+> wll+> SAL, (1)
k=1 k=1

where § = (Sz, Sy, Sz) are spin-1/2 operators de-
scribing the system qubit, I, = (IF, 1}, 1F) are
spin-s operators describing the environment, wy
the frequencies of each bath constituent, and A is
a 3 x 3 coupling matrix describing an anisotropic
hyperfine contact interaction. For simplicity, we
consider that each spin in the environment cou-
ples identically to the system. Inhomogeneous
couplings are considered in App. B, where we spe-
cialise the MARE to a large class of central spin
systems. We note that Eq. (1) is beyond the in-
tegrable Gaudin magnets, due to the anisotropy
in the coupling [37, 40-44] —the full quantum
mechanical treatment of the bath thus typically
relies on costly numeric simulations [45-47].
The MARE derived from Eq. (1) provides the
joint dynamics for the qubit and the magnetiza-
tion of the environment, which is defined as the
eigenvalue of the collective spin operator J, =
S IE. The joint state of the qubit and the mag-
netization is denoted py,(t). The system density
matrix can be obtained via pg(t) = Y, pm(t)
and the probability distribution of the magneti-
zation through tr p,, = P,,. The MARE reads

P g Wl = 3 { bl 2] @)

m
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increase the magnetization by flipping the sys-
tem spin down (along the axis defined by B,),
and the third term describes the jumps that flip
the system spin up, decreasing the magnetiza-
tion. Since a spin flip in the system is always ac-
companied by a change of magnetization by one,
the total magnetization

M =m+ 5 (Kl = Kb )

is a conserved quantity. This implies that each
time the system is prepared in an initial state, the




magnetization of the environment can change at
most by one. When using a single qubit for ac-
tive reservoir engineering, an iterative protocol is
thus crucial to obtain a substantial manipulation
of the environment, as depicted in Fig. 1. Simi-
lar to Ref. [38], the conserved quantity M can be
leveraged to solve the MARE analytically. Akin
to a Lindblad master equation in the secular ap-
proximation, the diagonal and the off-diagonal
elements of Oip,, in the basis {|on)}, o =1, 1
decouple, and the populations evolve as,

(Ta m— 1) o p(\Lam)

o) =T, | | @

mel Vm
p,m+1)  p(t, m)}
== Fm - )
where p(o,m) = (om| pm |om). The energy ex-

change between the system and the reservoir can
thus be described by a classical rate equation for
the joint probability, p(o, m).

To describe the scenarios illustrated in Fig. 1,
a state of the form

Pm = P [P )XWl 5 (6)

is prepared repeatedly and then time-evolved by
Eq. (2). For the uncorrelated states illustrated
in Fig. 1, |¥,,,) = [{.) and |¥,,,) = |T.) have been
used for the superconducting qubit and the quan-
tum dot spin qubit respectively. The correlated
states in Fig. 1 are given in Eqgs. (23) and (42)
below, where the corresponding protocols are dis-
cussed in depth. To simulate multiple cycles, the
distribution P, obtained at the end of a cycle is
used as the initial distribution for the next cycle.

3.1 Thermodynamics of active reservoir engi-
neering

In active quantum reservoir engineering, en-
tropy is typically removed from the environment
through the qubit. This process is constrained
by the laws of thermodynamics. At step 1 in
Fig. 1(a) the qubit is initialized, typically in a
pure state. At step 2, the qubit evolves together
with the bath through the MARE. During this
process, the entropy of the system-environment
compound cannot decrease. However, an increase
in the entropy of the qubit allows for the entropy
of the environment to decrease. At step 1 of the
next cycle, the qubit is reset reducing its entropy.

Only at this stage can the entropy of the system-
environment compound decrease, as in a Szilard
engine [21, 48, 49].

For a quantitative analysis, we model the
system-bath entropy using the observational en-
tropy [38, 50, 51],

Sobs = — Zp(a, m)Inp(o,m) + Z Py InVy,.
(7)

The first term in Eq. (7) corresponds to the Shan-
non entropy of the joint probability p(o,m). It
contains contributions of the marginal entropies,
such as the bath Shannon entropy, as well as the
mutual information [38]. The Shannon entropy
of the bath,

SB:—ZPmlan (8)

is central to engineering P,,—it quantifies the
uncertainty about the magnetization, m. The
Shannon entropy of the remaining marginal can
be related to the von Neumann entropy of the
system (see App. B.5),

S(ps) = —trpgnps. 9)

The second term in Eq. (7) is the average of the
Boltzmann entropy, S2°1% = InV;, [50].

The MARE ensures the second law of thermo-
dynamics, see App. B.4 for a derivation

By Sops > 0. (10)

As the qubit entropy rises in step 2, the second
law limits how much the Shannon entropy of the
bath can decrease. In summary, the thermody-
namic principles of quantum active reservoir en-
gineering are the following.

(i) Observational entropy is redistributed by
system-environment interactions, consum-
ing the qubit’s purity to lower the Shannon
entropy of the bath.

(ii) Repeated resetting of the qubit reduces the
observational entropy bit-by-bit.

3.2 Assumptions

The MARE relies on a number of assumptions
that we summarize here, see Apps. A and B for
more details.




First, we treat the part of the interaction that
changes the magnetization perturbatively, i.e.,
the terms in Eq. (1) proportional to J, and J,.
In contrast to previous approaches [38, 39|, we
treat the part of the interaction proportional to
J, non-perturbatively. This is particularly rele-
vant to capture the dynamics over many cycles,
when the magnetization gets substantially mod-
ified.

Second, we require the environmental decoher-
ence time to be short compared to the energy ex-
change between system and bath (i.e. compared
to the rates, I';;,). In our model, environmen-
tal decoherence arises due to the spread in the
frequencies wy, but any other decoherence mech-
anism would have the same effect. This assump-
tion justifies a classical description of the envi-
ronment. Hence, the MARE cannot capture any
effect that requires quantum coherence in the en-
vironment, such as nuclear dark states [47, 52] or
the use of the environment as a quantum regis-
ter [47, 53]. While the latter are experiments in
which bath coherence is relevant, decoherence in
the reservoir is still the reality of many state-of-
the-art experiments, and our approach provides
a robust benchmark of its relevance.

Third, the MARE relies on a secular approxi-
mation which assumes that the splitting between
the levels of B,, - § is much larger than the rates
I',, for all values of m.

4 Superconducting qubit

4.1 System and model

There is mounting evidence that superconducting
qubits are surrounded by many two-level defects
(TLSs) with different frequencies [20, 21, 54-57].
This can be captured by the Hamiltonian,

N
H=uwgS:+> wpSF+V, (11)
k=1

where the qubit (system) has frequency wg, the
)

sum runs over the ensemble of TLSs and Sgk
spin-1/2 operators.

are

There are several conjectures about the ori-
gin of the TLS bath in the superconducting cir-
cuit [20, 21]. Here, we consider that the bath
is coupled to the qubit through a Fermi-contact

hyperfine interaction [54, 56],

N N
V=AY S.SE+ AN (S.SE+8,88). (12)
k=1 k=1

We focus on cases in which V represents weak
coupling, with hyperfine constant A. We also fo-
cus on quasi-resonant TLS, such that all frequen-
cies wy are close to wg. Since off-resonant TLSs
cannot exchange energy with the superconduct-
ing qubit, but only contribute to its dephasing,
our results are also relevant in the presence of
off-resonant TLSs, see App. C.1 for details. Fur-
thermore, we disregard the spin-flip processes on
the TLSs which would compete to rethermalize
the TLSs bath [21, 22].

Based on the microscopic model, we find the
MARE [see App. C for a derivation],

pm = —il(ws + Am)S:, pp] (13)
L m\[ pmo T_l{ TPmH
#5457 [rFre! = oot 7
1 m Pm+1 1 Pm }]
S| ptPml o 2 o, P
(g ) e - ol )
where o = ||,}1:|, & denotes the system-bath

coupling, and the volume factors are given by
(assuming even N) [58, 59],

N!
(N/2+m)!|(N/2 —m)!

The equation above has the same form as Eq. (2),
with By, = (ws + Am)é,. Equation (13) also
has the same form as the one derived in [38, 39].
We note that for distributions P, with support
that is far away from the ground state or the
highest excited state (m = FN/2), the factors
m/N in the rates do not play a role. However,
they ensure that the distribution stays within
m € [-N/2,N/2] since I'_ /9 = T'njoq1 = 0.

Previous theoretical approaches using Solomon
equations [22, 60] neglect coherence in the qubit
and all system-bath correlations. Neglecting co-
herence is reasonable in the absence of a coherent
drive. However, as we discuss below, correlations
are a valuable resource in active reservoir engi-
neering.

4.2 Cooling the TLS bath

Assuming the bath is initially in a thermal state,
we aim to bring it closer to the ground state.
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Figure 2: TLSs bath cooling. We consider a bath with N = 1000 TLSs and, A/ws = 0.1/N, pws = 0.001, k/wg =
1075. (a) Change in bath (blue) and system (yellow) magnetization in the first iteration of the cooling protocol. (b)
Decrease in the bath variance for the first iteration. (c) P, at the end of N, repetitions initializing the |{.) state
in the system. Dotted lines indicate population inversion protocol, in which we initialize |1.) at each cycle. (d) Von
Neumann entropy of the system during different iterations of the cooling protocol (c). We observe that the maximum
entropy achieved decreases, witnessing the cooling of the reservoir through the qubit. (e) Average magnetization by
the end of each repetition. The yellow dashed curve represents the linear term in N,., from Eq. (21). (f) Decrease in
the variance, the yellow dashed is the linear term contribution in N, from Eq. (22). (g) As the bath cools, P,,, peaks
at less degenerate values of m, decreasing the observational entropy. The change in observational entropy contains
relevant contributions from the change in the average Boltzmann entropy. (h) Decrease in the Shannon entropy of

the bath due to narrowing of the distribution.

Since we focus on quasi-resonant TLSs, they all
have an energy that is close to wg and the initial
probability of magnetization in a thermal state
is well approximated by P, = e”#“s™V,,/Z. If
the number of quasi-resonant spins is big enough,
P,, is well approximated by a Gaussian with av-
erage pg and standard deviation ¢g. The aim
of the cooling protocol is to move the distri-
bution P,, towards smaller (or more negative)
Ideal cooling would result in all
TLSs in the ground state, which corresponds to
Py = 0 _nj2- We start by investigating the
equations of motion for the first and second mo-
ment of m.

From the MARE (13) we can obtain the equa-
tion of motion for the average,

values of m.

N

O (m) = —k (m) + 55 (S2), (15)

which is supplemented by 9; (M) = 0, where the

conserved quantity is M = m + S,. These equa-
tions can be solved. In particular, in the long-
time limit we find

N (M)
<M>m, { z>w:m' (16)

The long-time behavior is determined by the con-
served quantity and the number of TLSs, V.
For the second moment, we find,

By(m?) = —26(m?) + 26N (Sam) + %, (17)

where we observe that it couples to the correla-
tor with the z-magnetization of the system. We
obtain for the variance in the long-time limit the
following expression,

(M)

T+ ym
(18)

() = (2) = 1) (= y) -

= (m*)o — (S2)5 + 2 (S=m))y + O(/N),




where we used (M?) = (m?) + /12 + 2(S,m),
we introduced the notation (AB)) = (AB) —
(A)(B),,and the subscript 0 denotes initial con-
ditions. To illustrate the result, we consider the
qubit to be initially in the ground state (S.), =
—1/2, uncorrelated with the bath which starts out
in a thermal state. This results in

(oo = ps — 3 +O0/N),  (19)
(S2)00 = O(Y/N),

and

()oe = ()3 = 1+ OWN). (20)

From this we can conclude that, up to the finite-
size contributions, we flip a single spin of the bath
with probability one half; the variance decreases
by 1/4 and the average drifts by a factor of 1/2.

We now consider the following cyclic protocol,
as sketched in Fig. 1 (a). The qubit is initialized
in the ground state ||.), i.e. (S), = —1/2. Then,
the system and bath interact for long enough that
the steady-state is approached, i.e. t > 1/k. Fi-
nally, the qubit is reset, destroying any system-
bath correlations. This protocol is repeated N,
times, as depicted in Fig. 1 (a). According to
Eq. (16) and (18), each cycle decreases the av-
erage magnetization by 1/2 and its variance by
1/4, until the finite size corrections that go as
N, /N become important;

() = g~ T O/, (1)
(A0 =3 = T+ o). (22

A sizeable change in the bath thus requires a
number of cycles comparable to the bath size.
This is illustraed in Fig. 2 (e, f). A similar proto-
col initializing the state |1,) results in population
inversion instead of cooling. Both these scenarios
have been recently observed experimentally [21].

Figure 2 (d) shows the von Neumann entropy,
Eq. (9) and Figs. 2 (g, h) show the Shannon,
Eq. (8) and observational, Eq. (7), entropies
by the end of each cycle in a cooling protocol.
As expected, the Shannon entropy of the bath
decreases. The observational entropy also de-
creases, but its decrease is steeper relative to the
Shannon entropy; since P, drifts towards a less
degenerate magnetization, the contribution from
the average Boltzmann entropy, >, PnlnV,,

also decreases significantly. The qubit thermal-
izes with the bath at each cycle and can be re-
garded as a thermometer; for the first cycles,
its entropy reaches ~ log 2—the maximum for a
qubit—, and as the bath cools the qubit reaches
smaller entropies, thermalizing to a state with
lower temperature.

4.3 Using correlations for engineering P,

In this section, we investigate how a correlated
state allows to narrow the bath distribution. We
first consider an ideal correlated state, before
turning to a class of states inspired by recent ex-
periments on spin qubits. In this section, we do
not consider the problem of creating the correla-
tions. An example of how such correlations can
be created in a different system is discussed be-
low in Sec. 5.3. For clarity, we assume that the
bath starts in a Gaussian state with (m) = 0 and
variance (m?)) = ¢2.

The jump terms in the MARE (13) indicate
the ideal correlated state to achieve narrowing
of Py, around m = 0: for m < 0 the system
state is aligned with B,, and for m > 0 it is anti-
aligned. Formally, this is described by the state
(for m # 0), :07?1 = Pm|\IJ7(;)L><\IJSL|, with,

|\Ijr®n> =On |~Lz> + (1 - em) |TZ> > (23)

where O,, is the Heaviside step function which is
+1 (0) for m > 0 (m < 0). For m = 0, we set
p§ = Po([T2)1e] + [L2)d2]) /2. With this initial
state we find (mS.), = (—|m|)o. For the consid-
ered P, this reduces to

(S=m)o = *\/72?- (24)

Equations (16, 18) then yield,
(m),, =0, (25)

(2)os = > = =+ O0/N). (20)
Therefore, the anti-correlated state narrows the
distribution proportionally to its standard devi-
ation without polarizing the bath. For example,
if N = 10* and ¢ = 50, then a single cycle of in-
teraction with the correlated state is comparable
to the variance reduction of flipping ~ 80 TLSs
in the absence of correlations. As illustrated in
Fig. 3, correlations allow for drastically narrow-
ing the bath distribution by repeatedly initializ-
ing the state in Eq. (23). Both the entropy of the




bath as well as the variance of P, are drastically
reduced already within the first 10 cycles, i.e. for
N, < N. We note that even with the ideal state
given in Eq. (23), it is not possible to perfectly
narrow to P, = 0;,,0. The reason is that if the
bath already is in the state m = 0, there are still
processes that take the bath to m = £1. De-
spite their potential for narrowing, correlations
cannot enhance the drift in the magnetization of
the bath (i.e., move its mean) as it still holds that
at most one TLS can be flipped in each cycle.
We now consider a different class of corre-

lated states, the Ramsey-correlated state pﬁ =
Ppn| @) (U3, where

b O
@) =cos =2 1) +sin = |1, (27)

and we highlight that the above state is the same
class of states used to produce the satellite peaks
in Fig. 1 (c). We assume a linear phase 0,, =
am + ¢, which can be optimized to prepare an
anti-correaled state.

For a Gaussian distribution P,, = N (y,<), the
covariance can be computed analytically. For
@ = 0, we find a maximal covariance of

ge—c/Q
Vor
for a« = 1/¢ and p = —m /4. The state in Eq. (27)
can be used to narrow the bath distribution, but

it performs worse than the ideal case as we ob-
tain,

{(S=m))o (28)

<m>oo =0, (29)
ge*</2

{(m*oo = ¢* ~ NGr

Beyond narrowing, the Ramsey correlated
state allows the formation of satelite peaks: As
a function of m, the Bloch vector of the state ro-
tates in the xz—plane, creating points where the
probablhty distributions P, accumulate Here,
since By, = é., the angle between B,, and the
Bloch vector of the initial state is simply 6,,
This is illustrated in Fig. 3. We note that a more
slowly rotating field 6, (i.e., smaller «) results
in a narrowing of the distribution as the satellite
peaks are largely offset.

Below, we discuss how states of the form
of Eq. (27) can be prepared in semiconduct-
ing quantum dots using Ramsey interferometry,

+O(YN).  (30)

04 (@) - \(©)
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Figure 3: TLSs reservoir engineering using correlated
states. We consider N = 1000, A/ws = 0.1/N, 5 =
0,k/ws = 1075, and a = 27/20, ¢ = 7/2 for the
Ramsey state. (a) P, at after IV, = 100 repetitions us-
ing each correlated state. We observe optimal narrowing
for p© and formation of satellite peaks in integer multi-
ples of 20 for p. (b) Angle between the initial Ramsey
state's field and B}m The stars denote the points at
which 6,, = /2, where peaks in P,, are expected. (c)
Shannon entropy of the bath by the end of each repe-
tition. For the p© we observe a huge decrease, and for
p't the presence of peaks limits the decrease of entropy.
(d) The change of observational entropy is dominated
by the Shannon entropy since the distribution is always
centered at m = 0.

building on Ref. [27]. In superconducting qubits
this preparation is challenging due to the ubig-
uitous dissipative processes, and may require
more elaborate protocols and decoupling tech-
niques [61].

5 Quantum-dot spin qubit

We use the MARE to understand the working
principles behind a series of recent experiments
in which a spin qubit is used to manipulate its nu-
clear environment [27, 28, 31]. These systems ex-
hibit a wealth of interesting features at different
time scales, due to the prominent role of strong
system-bath interactions and system-bath corre-
lations. Despite the complexity of these systems,
we construct results based on the analytic solu-
tion of Eq. (2). Beyond reproducing the quali-
tative aspects of these experiments, the MARE
provides a landscape of possibilities in engineer-
ing out-of-equilibrium nuclear states.




5.1 System and model

In a semiconducting quantum dot, the Zeeman-
split ground state of an electron or hole can
be used to implement a spin qubit. The Zee-
man field also affects the nuclear spins of the
semiconductor substrate which lie in the range
of the spin qubit’s wave-function [62] and cou-
ple to the spin qubit via hyperfine interactions.
The nuclei have sharp frequencies, associated to
the chemical elements in the host semiconduc-
tor [63]. For instance, in GaAs quantum dots
there are two species, each with s = 3/2 [28], in
InGaAs [31] three species with spins-3/2 and 9/2,
both platforms with N ~ 10* — 10° nuclei, and
in Si the dominant isotope has spin—1/2 [52] with
N =~ 10% — 10* nuclei.

The interaction between the qubit and the nu-
clei can have many different terms [19, 64], but
Eq. (1) is general enough to capture many of
them. We also consider a time-dependent drive,

—

By(t) = wgé, + Q cos(wgt)é,. (31)
We are particularly interested in the case in
which the Zeeman field induces a large splitting
in the system [32], i.e. wg > wy, . In this limit,
many terms in Eq. (1) vanish under the rotating
wave approximation and we obtain [27, 47, 65, 66]

N
H:§0'§+ Zwklf

(32)
k=1
+ S.[AcT + Anc(Je + Jy)],
By =Aé, + Qé,. (33)

where we wrote the Hamiltonian in the rotating
frame relative to the drive frequency. We assume
the frequencies wj to be distributed around wp
with a Lorentzian with width v. We note that
other decoherence mechanisms, such as spin dif-
fusion, may alternatively be invoked to justify the
MARE [27, 32, 46, 67-69].

The noncolinear terms, which are responsible
for changing the magnetization of the nuclear
spin bath are small in comparison to the colin-
ear term [65, 66]. Indeed, the typical values of
A. do not allow for treating the colinear term
perturbatively [32, 37, 70]. This leads to an au-
tonomous feedback mechanism between the sys-
tem and bath in which the system polarizes the
bath (Knight field) and the bath polarizes the
system (Overhauser field) [19, 23, 24].

From the Hamiltonian in Eq. (32), we obtain
the MARE in Eq. (2) with parameters

—

B, = Qé, + (A + Acm)é,, (34)
Iy = ﬁm,m—lvmrmK\Lm’ S, H\m—1>’27 (35)

Y
w5 —tm—tna P+ B9

2 m

Tm = gs(s—i— 1)+ N’
where &, = \/Q2+ (A +mA:)2/2. The volume
factors V,,, depend on the type of nuclear spins.
For spin-1/2, they are given in Eq. (14). For a
bath of spin-s, we can exploit the large number

of nuclei spins and use the central limit theorem
to show that (see App. B.1)

[4/3Ns(s + 1))]!
[2/3N's(s+ 1)) + m]![2/3Ns(s + 1)) — m]!’
(38)

2
Rmm—1 = 87TAnC

(37)

Vi ~

with m € [-sN,sN]|. We note that in strained
quantum dots, quadrupole terms in the interac-
tion can lead to bath transitions m — m £ 2 in
the MARE [19, 26, 64], and the general form of
Eq. (2) has to be adapted.

There are two important features that dis-
tinguish the MARE for the quantum-dot spin
qubit from the superconducting qubit scenario
discussed above. First, the field ém rotates as
a function of m. The states [1,,) thus obtain
an explicit m-dependence with important con-
sequences for active reservoir engineering. Sec-
ond, the rates I';, have a strong dependence on
Q, and due to the large values of A, they also
strongly depend on m. The rates can therefore
be switched off, i.e. T';;, — 0 for Q — 0. This
is a consequence of the large mismatch in fre-
quency wg > wp. In the absence of a drive, this
mismatch prevents energy exchanges between the
system and the bath. As we discuss below, this
possibility of switching off energy exchanges al-
lows to create system-bath correlations which
can then be used for active reservoir engineer-
ing. We also note that the m-dependence of I'y,
implies that the environment can only exchange
energy with the system when they are approxi-
mately resonant, i.e., ]gm\ = 2, ~ wp. Once
|]§m| —wp| > 7, energy exchanges are no longer
possible.

Note that previous theoretical works often rely
on mean field type approaches, leading to classi-
cal rate or Fokker-Plank master equations for the
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Figure 4: Narrowing of nuclear-bath with uncorrelated states. We use nominal values for the electron spin of a
GaAs quantum-dot from [28], listed in Table 1. In (a—d) we simulate a single cycle of driving Rabi oscillations at
Hartmann-Hahn resonance initializing state |1,) in the qubit. (a) Slight decrease of the standard deviation during
a single interaction cycle. (b) The von Neumann entropy of the system tends to the maximum value, but exhibits
oscillations at short time scales (see inset) due to the development of sizeable system-bath correlations. In (c—f) we
simulate the repeated process of narrowing the bath up to N, = 107 repetitions. We consider reseting the spin after
the system-bath compound reach the steady state, I'aygt. > 1 and at finite time, I'aygte = 3.42 x 107° [vertical-dash
in (a/b)], corresponding to t. = 1000 ns. (c) P,, after narrowing. (d) Standard deviation at the end of each cycle.
(e) Sizeable decrease in the Shannon entropy of P,,. (f) The change in observational entropy is dominated by the

change in Shannon entropy.

wg 271 x 4.2 GHz
wp | 27w x18.96 MHz
A, —27m x 0.13 MHz
Ape | 2m x 3 x 1072 MHz
Y wp/5
N 6.9 x 10*
s 3/2

Table 1: We use the available reference values of GaAs
quantum dot from [28, 73]. A, is estimated from the
g—factor anisotropy as suggested in [47, 66], from ex-
perimental data [73]

magnetization distribution [19, 70-72]. These ap-
proaches cannot account for system-bath correla-
tions, which are non-negligible due to the strong
colinear term and useful for active reservoir en-
gineering with initial correlations. Furthermore,
Eq. (34) does not have the same form as the mas-
ter equations from Refs. [38; 39], due the non-
perturbative effect of A..

Below, we concentrate on actively engineering
a spin-bath of N = 6.9 x 10* spin-3/2 As nu-
clei, with an initial high-temperature distribution
such that P,, «x V,,, using the parameters from
Table 1.

5.2 Nuclear-bath narrowing without correla-
tions

We first consider narrowing the bath distribu-
tion by repeatedly initializing the state |1,) and
driving Rabi oscillations at Hartmann-Hahn res-
onance, i.e. ) = wpg, as described in Sec. 2 and
depicted in Fig. 1. This state results in narrowing
because its Bloch vector points in the same (op-
posite) direction as B,, for large negative (posi-
tive) values of m. The nonlinearities in m con-
tained in the MARE endow the system with rich
and challenging physics. Yet, due to the con-
served quantity, the MARE can be analytically
solved by the method from Ref. [38], as we ex-
plain in App. B.3.

After each initialization of the system, the vari-
ance of P, and the bath entropy decrease, while
the system entropy increases, see Fig.4 (b—d).
The relevant time-scale for the system-bath in-
teraction is estimated as,

1 sN
Tove = —— [ 39

While the quantities of the bath exhibit a mono-
tonic evolution to their steady-state values, the
von Neumann entropy of the system shows an
intricate behavior, as seen in Fig. 4 (b). In
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general, the system density matrix evolves in a
non-Markovian fashion [35, 36, 38]. Compared
to the superconducting scenario above, the non-
Markovianity is enhanced because the direction
of the magnetic field B, depends on the previous
energy exchanges between system and bath.

By repeatedly initializing the system in the
state |T,), significant narrowing can be achieved
as illustrated in Fig.4 (d-f). We consider N, =
107 initializations, where the system exchanges
energy with the environment for the duration of
FCavgle = 3.42 1075 (corresponding to t. = 1000
ns). We find that it takes N, ~ N cycles for a
significant reduction of the variance ((m?)) and
the bath entropy. Although the initial and final
distributions are approximately Gaussian, the in-
termediate steps can contain non-Gaussian fea-
tures. In Fig. 4 (e) we observe a sensible decrease
in the bath Shannon entropy. The observational
entropy in Fig. 4 (f) is dominated by the large av-
erage Boltzmann entropy, but its change is dom-
inated by the change in Shannon entropy, which
can be seen by comparing with (f).

Notably, although using . — oo is apparently
more efficient in terms of the number of cycles
needed to engineer the reservoir, in practice this
might be much less convenient. Indeed, we esti-
mate that the time to reach the steady state is of
the order seconds and iterating many repetitions
over such long times can be forbidding. That
is, in practice, a compromise between number of
repetitions and driving time has to be found.

5.3 Active engineering with correlations

With the goal of narrowing the bath distribution
in mind, we now discuss how to use correlated
states. As for the superconducting qubit case, we
first note that the idealized state for narrowing
is given by

‘\Ijr(?1> = O |\Lm> + (1 - em) |Tm> .

This state has a Bloch vector that is (anti-
)parallel with the field B,, for negative (positive)
values of m. Therefore, it results in an increase
in magnetization for m < 0 and in a decrease of
magnetization for m > 0. However, we are not
aware of a strategy to prepare this state in an
experiment.

Therefore, we turn to the quantum sensing
protocol introduced in Ref. [27], which relies on
Ramsey interferometry [74] to prepare correlated

(40)

states. According to Eq. (34), the dissipative
terms are negligible whenever we operate the
qubit far from Hartmann-Hahn resonance; how-
ever, the Overhauser field is always present, and
allows the qubit to sense the bath magnetization.
For 2 = 0, the MARE reduces to

atpm = _Z[ém : g) pm]

Preparing the state [1,) = (| 1) + i| 1.))/V2,
letting it evolve according to Eq. (41), and rotat-
ing the state back to the xz-plane (the plane in
which B,, lies), we obtain the state

(41)

|Uyr) = cos(Aem) [12) + sin(| AclmT) [12)
(42)

where we set A = 0 and 7 denotes the evolution
time. Due to the distribution of the magneti-
zation, this evolution results in decoherence of
the spin qubit ps = 3, Pn|UE)(WE| By plot-
ting the probability of finding the qubit in the
|T.) state, the coherence time of the qubit can
be determined. This is illustrated in Fig. 6 (c),
and discussed below. For a Gaussian distribution
P, ~ N(p = 0,¢), the coherence time is given
by T3 = v2/(s|Ael).

Here, we consider a repeated initialization of
the state in Eq. (42) with 7 = (100|A4.|)~!. Since
the Bloch vector of this state, as well as Em, ro-
tate as a function of m, we find multiple regions
where the Bloch vector is (anti-)parallel to the
field. This results in multiple peaks in P,, when
the state is initialized many times, see Fig. 5.
These peaks occur when the Bloch vector of the
state is perpendicular to the field Bin.

Finally, we illustrate how the state in Eq. (42)
can be exploited for narrowing P,,, as done ex-
perimentally in Refs. [27, 28, 31]. To this end,
we note that the location of the satellite peaks
(at m # 0) depends on the time 7. By sweep-
ing 7, i.e., using a different 7; for each initializa-
tion, these satellite peaks can be suppressed, as
in Fig. 6. We consider a protocol where 7; is in-
creased from 7; = 0.025|Ac| ™! to 75 = 0.1|Ac| ™
in 100 steps. These 100 preparations are then
repeated 107 times.

As seen in Fig. 6, this protocol (R, light-blue
curves) results in narrowing and a coherence time
that is comparable to what is obtained from the
ideal state in Eq. (40) (dark blue curves). We also
compare the results with those obtained from re-
peated initialization of uncorrelated states, |1.),
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Figure 5: Active reservoir engineering with Ramsey-
correlated states. Fixed parameters from Table 1 and
sensing time, |Ac|7 = 1/100. (a) Spiked distribution
after 10° repetitions and initial distribution. (b) 6,, is
the angle between B, and the Bloch vector of |UZ).
The peaks in (a) are formed every time the angle is 7/2.
(c) Decrease in observational entropy. (d) The decrease
in observational entropy is dominated by the decrease in
Shannon entropy of the bath. Although many peaks re-
main, the uncertainty on the value of m reduces.

see also Fig. 4. The coherence time is determined
through the Ramsey visilibity [74],

VR — —(cos(TAc.m)). (43)

N =
N =

Where we considered the average with respect
to each of the probabilities obtained from dif-
ferent protocols. Figure 6 (c) shows that the
ideal state, O, results in a value of T3 = 2021 ns
that is only around 30% longer than the Ram-
sey protocol, which gives T5 = 1638ns. This
is quite remarkable considering that there is no
known protocol to prepare Eq. (40) whereas the
protocol relying on Ramsey interferometry with
varying 7; has been implemented experimen-
tally [27, 28, 31]. However, the ideal state typ-
ically allows for reaching the stationary limit of
N, — oo faster, as illustrated in Fig. 6 (b). No-
tably, the correlated states outperform the prepa-
ration of |1,) by an order of magnitude in the
coherence time.

Despite using a simplified model (e.g. a sin-
gle nuclear species) the MARE predicts simi-
lar coherence times to the ones observed experi-
mentally using analogous narrowing protocols in
Ref. [28].
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0.5
107 A -0
s107° — fV ~ e

810~ = > -1,
18: y N FITe

/ \_ |-Initial

10 =50 —40 —-30 —-20 -10 0 40 50

97040

o 97038

97036

1072 107!

[ At

10* 1073

10

Figure 6: Engineering narrow nuclear states. We com-
pare distinct strategies using correlated and uncorre-
lated states to create a concentration of probability at
m = 0. The dark-blue (©) represents the ideal pro-
tocol, with initial state in Eq. (40). The light blue
indicates the Ramsey protocol (R), in which the sens-
ing time is varied between the cycles; for this protocol
te = 10%, 7 € [0.02/|Ac|,0.1/|Ac]] with N, = 100
steps in each run. The overlapping light blue and light
red curves correspond to repeated initialization of |1.)
for a finite t. and for t. — oo (subscript ss), see also
Fig. 4. Dark red indicates the initial bath distribution.
(a) P,, obtained after N,. = 107 repetitions of each pro-
tocol. (b) Observational entropy as a function of N;.
(c) Ramsey visibility, Vg, characterizing the coherence
time, 7%, of the spin qubit after narrowing.

6 Conclusions and outlook

We have developed a theoretical framework for
active reservoir engineering. Our framework pro-
vides an intuitive understanding for how repeated
preparation of a controlled quantum system can
be used to manipulate its environment and drive
it towards a target state. It recovers the qualita-
tive behavior observed experimentally in differ-
ent platforms, including superconducting qubits
coupled to an environment of TLSs [21], as well
as spin qubits in quantum dots coupled to nu-
clear spins [27, 28, 31]. Our framework shows
that the dynamics of the system and the reser-
voir is determined by the effective field felt by
the system and the Bloch vector of the prepared
state. Knowing the effective field as a function
of the environment magnetization thus allows for
developing effective strategies for active reservoir
engineering.

Our framework enables the development of
novel strategies for active reservoir engineer-
ing. Furthermore, it may provide insight into
the Hamiltonian underlying an experiment. A
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promising avenue in this direction is to use the
periodic narrowing of the nuclear spin distribu-
tion to map out the direction of the effective field
as a function of magnetization and the underly-
ing bath spectral density . To make quantitative
predictions, the approximations underlying our
framework have to be carefully examined for the
experiment of interest. In particular, long co-
herence times in the environment may prevent
a classical description of the magnetization. In
this case, the MARE provides a relevant bench-
mark to determine if the observed behavior of
the reservoir is truly nonclassical and cannot be
captured by our approach. In addition, the re-
peated initialization of the system may require
to investigate time-scales shorter than the co-
herence time of the reservoir. This could be
achieved by combining our framework with the
coarse-graining approach for Markovian master
equations [75]. In future work, we will also show
how the MARE can be expanded to derive a
quantum Fokker-Planck master equation, akin
to Ref. [76], for a large bath with short-range
jumps. Another promising avenue is provided
by modifying the projector operators, allowing
for coherent features in the reservoir [36] to de-
scribe dark states [47, 52], and include further
non-perturbative contributions [43, 54, 77]. The
MARE describes a quantum system interacting
with a reservoir that decoheres with respect to a
given basis; it could be applied to contexts other
than active reservoir engineering, such as the
emergence of classical outcomes in a detector—
treated as a reservoir—coupled to a quantum sys-
tem [78].

Acknowledgements

We acknowledge fruitful discussions with G. N.
Nguyen, M. R. Hogg, R. J. Warburton, L. I. Glaz-
man, G. Haack, N. Brunner, N. Gisin, D. Basko,
A. Riera-Campeny, and P. Strasberg. This work
was supported by the Swiss National Science
Foundation (Eccellenza Professorial Fellowship
PCEFP2.194268). M.B. acknowledges funding
from the European Research Council (ERC) un-
der the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research
and innovation program (Grant agreement No.
101002955 — CONQUER).

References

[1] J. F. Poyatos, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 4728 (1996).

F. Verstraete, M. M. Wolf, and J. I. Cirac,
Nat. Phys. 5, 633 (2009).

P. M. Harrington, E. J. Mueller, and K. W.
Murch, Nat. Rev. Phys. 4, 660 (2022).

A. Metelmann and A. A. Clerk, Phys. Rev.
X 5, 021025 (2015).

C.-E. Bardyn, M. A. Baranov, C. V. Kraus,
E. Rico, A. Imamoglu, P. Zoller, and
S. Diehl, New J. Phys. 15, 085001 (2013).
7. Leghtas, S. Touzard, I. M. Pop, A. Kou,
B. Vlastakis, A. Petrenko, K. M. Sliwa,
A. Narla, S. Shankar, M. J. Hatridge,
M. Reagor, L. Frunzio, R. J. Schoelkopf,
M. Mirrahimi, and M. H. Devoret, Science
347, 853 (2015).

R. Lescanne, M. Villiers, T. Peronnin,
A. Sarlette, M. Delbecq, B. Huard, T. Kon-
tos, M. Mirrahimi, and Z. Leghtas, Nat.
Phys. 16, 509 (2020).

J. M. Gertler, B. Baker, J. Li, S. Shirol,
J. Koch, and C. Wang, Nature 590, 243
(2021).

Q. Xu, G. Zheng, Y.-X. Wang, P. Zoller,
A. A. Clerk, and L. Jiang, npj Quantum Inf.
9, 78 (2023).

B. Kraus, H. P. Biichler, S. Diehl, A. Kan-
tian, A. Micheli, and P. Zoller, Phys. Rev. A
78, 042307 (2008).

S. Diehl, A. Micheli, A. Kantian, B. Kraus,
H. P. Biichler, and P. Zoller, Nature Physics
4, 878 (2008).

J. T. Barreiro, M. Miiller, P. Schindler,
D. Nigg, T. Monz, M. Chwalla, M. Hennrich,
C. F. Roos, P. Zoller, and R. Blatt, Nature
470, 486 (2011).

Y. Lin, J. P. Gaebler, F. Reiter, T. R. Tan,
R. Bowler, A. S. Sgrensen, D. Leibfried, and
D. J. Wineland, Nature 504, 415 (2013).

Z. Leghtas, U. Vool, S. Shankar, M. Ha-
tridge, S. M. Girvin, M. H. Devoret, and
M. Mirrahimi, Phys. Rev. A 88, 023849
(2013).

P. Zapletal,
M. Brunelli,
(2022).

A. Kronwald, F. Marquardt, and A. A.
Clerk, Phys. Rev. A 88, 063833 (2013).

A. Nunnenkamp, and
PRX Quantum 3, 010301

[16]

14


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.4728
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1342
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-022-00494-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.021025
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.021025
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/15/8/085001
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa2085
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa2085
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0824-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0824-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03257-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03257-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-023-00746-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-023-00746-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.042307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.042307
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1073
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1073
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09801
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09801
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.023849
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.023849
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.063833

[17]

[21]

[22]

[23]

E. E. Wollman, C. U. Lei, A. J. Weinstein,
J. Suh, A. Kronwald, F. Marquardt, A. A.
Clerk, and K. C. Schwab, Science 349, 952
(2015).

R. Dassonneville, R. Assouly, T. Peronnin,
A. Clerk, A. Bienfait, and B. Huard, PRX
Quantum 2, 020323 (2021).

B. Urbaszek, X. Marie, T. Amand, O. Krebs,
P. Voisin, P. Maletinsky, A. Hogele, and
A. Imamoglu, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 79

(2013).
P. V. Klimov, J. Kelly, Z. Chen,
M. Neeley, A. Megrant, B. Burkett,

R. Barends, K. Arya, B. Chiaro, Y. Chen,
A. Dunsworth, A. Fowler, B. Foxen, C. Gid-
ney, M. Giustina, R. Graff, T. Huang,
E. Jeffrey, E. Lucero, J. Y. Mutus, O. Naa-
man, C. Neill, C. Quintana, P. Roushan,
D. Sank, A. Vainsencher, J. Wenner,
T. C. White, S. Boixo, R. Babbush, V. N.
Smelyanskiy, H. Neven, and J. M. Martinis,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 090502 (2018).

M. Spiecker, P. Paluch, N. Gosling,
N. Drucker, S. Matityahu, D. Gusenkova,
S. Gilinzler, D. Rieger, [. Takmakov,
F. Valenti, P. Winkel, R. Gebauer,

O. Sander, G. Catelani, A. Shnirman, A. V.
Ustinov, W. Wernsdorfer, Y. Cohen, and
I. M. Pop, Nat. Phys. 19, 1320 (2023).

M. Spiecker, A. I. Pavlov, A. Shnirman, and
I. M. Pop, Phys. Rev. A 109, 052218 (2024).
D. Stepanenko, G. Burkard, G. Giedke, and
A. Imamoglu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 136401
(2006).

C. W. Lai, P. Maletinsky, A. Badolato, and
A. Imamoglu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 167403

(2006).

C. Latta, A. Hogele, Y. Zhao, A. N.
Vamivakas, P. Maletinsky, M. Kroner,
J. Dreiser, I. Carusotto, A. Badolato,

D. Schuh, W. Wegscheider, M. Atature, and
A. Imamoglu, Nat. Phys. 5, 758 (2009).

D. A. Gangloff, G. Ethier—Majcher, C. Lang,
E. V. Denning, J. H. Bodey, D. M. Jack-
son, K. Clarke, M. Hugues, C. L. Gall, and
M. Atatiire, Science 364, 62 (2019).

D. M. Jackson, U. Haeusler, L. Za-
porski, J. H. Bodey, N. Shofer, E. Clarke,
M. Hugues, M. Atatire, C. Le Gall, and
D. A. Gangloff, Phys. Rev. X 12, 031014
(2022).

28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

G. N. Nguyen, C. Spinnler, M. R. Hogg,
L. Zhai, A. Javadi, C. A. Schrader, M. Erbe,
M. Wyss, J. Ritzmann, H.-G. Babin, A. D.
Wieck, A. Ludwig, and R. J. Warburton,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 210805 (2023).

J. P. King, P. J. Coles, and J. A. Reimer,
Phys. Rev. B 81, 073201 (2010).

S. Khandelwal, S. Kumar, N. Palazzo,
G. Haack, and M. Chipaux, Phys. Rev. B
108, 174418 (2023).

M. Hogg, N. Antoniadis, M. Marczak,
G. Nguyen, T. Baltisberger, A. Javadi,
R. Schott, S. Valentin, A. Wieck, A. Ludwig,
and R. Warburton, Fast optical control of a
coherent hole spin in a microcavity (2024),
arXiv:2407.18876 [quant-ph] .

W. A. Coish, J. Fischer, and D. Loss, Phys.
Rev. B 77, 125329 (2008).

M. Esposito and P. Gaspard, Phys. Rev. E
68, 066112 (2003).

J. Fischer and H.-P. Breuer, Phys. Rev. A
76, 052119 (2007).

H.-P. Breuer, J. Gemmer, and M. Michel,
Phys. Rev. E 73, 016139 (2006).

H.-P. Breuer, Phys. Rev. A 75, 022103
(2007).

E. Barnes, L. Cywiniski, and S. Das Sarma,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 140403 (2012).

A. Riera-Campeny, A. Sanpera, and
P. Strasberg, PRX Quantum 2, 010340
(2021).

A. Riera-Campeny, A. Sanpera, and
P. Strasberg, Phys. Rev. E 105, 054119
(2022).

Gaudin, M., J. Phys. France 37, 1087 (1976).
D. Garajeu, J. Math. Phys. 43, 5732 (2002).
J. Schliemann, A. Khaetskii, and D. Loss, J.
Phys. : Cond. Mat. 15, R1809 (2003).

O. Tsyplyatyev and D. Loss, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 106, 106803 (2011).

W.-B. He, S. Chesi, H.-Q. Lin, and X.-
W. Guan, Communications in Theoretical
Physics 74, 095102 (2022).

A. Ruskuc, C.-J. Wu, J. Rochman, J. Choi,
and A. Faraon, Nature 602, 408 (2022).

J. Hildmann, E. Kavousanaki, G. Burkard,
and H. Ribeiro, Phys. Rev. B 89, 205302
(2014).

M. H. Appel, A. Ghorbal, N. Shofer, L. Za-
porski, S. Manna, S. F. C. da Silva,
U. Haeusler, C. Le Gall, A. Rastelli, D. A.

15


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aac5138
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aac5138
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.020323
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.020323
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.85.79
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.85.79
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.090502
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-023-02082-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.052218
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.136401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.136401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.167403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.167403
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1363
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw2906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.031014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.031014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.210805
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.81.073201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.174418
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.174418
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.18876
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.125329
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.125329
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.68.066112
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.68.066112
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.052119
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.052119
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.73.016139
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.022103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.022103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.140403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.105.054119
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.105.054119
https://doi.org/10.1051/jphys:0197600370100108700
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1501168
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/15/50/R01
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/15/50/R01
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.106803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.106803
https://doi.org/10.1088/1572-9494/ac5417
https://doi.org/10.1088/1572-9494/ac5417
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04293-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.89.205302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.89.205302

or
=

=)
=

=
=

[62]

[63]

[64]

Gangloff, and M. Atatiire, Nat. Phys. 21, 368
(2025).

L. Szilard, Z. Phys. 53, 840 (1929).

H. S. Leff and A. F. Rex, eds., Entropy,
Information, Computing (Princeton Univer-
sity Press, Princeton, 1990).

D. Safranek, J. M. Deutsch, and A. Aguirre,
Phys. Rev. A 99, 010101 (2019).

P. Strasberg and A. Winter, PRX Quantum
2, 030202 (2021).

X. Cai, H. Y. Walelign, and J. M. Nichol,
Nat. Phys. 21, 536 (2025).

E. V. Denning, D. A. Gangloff, M. Atattire,
J. Mgrk, and C. Le Gall, Phys. Rev. Lett.
123, 140502 (2019).

J. Wu and C. C. Yu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108,
247001 (2012).

Y. Shalibo, Y. Rofe, D. Shwa, F. Zeides,
M. Neeley, J. M. Martinis, and N. Katz,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 177001 (2010).

C. M. Quintana, Y. Chen, D. Sank, A. G.
Petukhov, T. C. White, D. Kafri, B. Chiaro,
A. Megrant, R. Barends, B. Campbell,
Z. Chen, A. Dunsworth, A. G. Fowler,
R. Graff, E. Jeffrey, J. Kelly, E. Lucero,
J. Y. Mutus, M. Neeley, C. Neill, P. J. J.
O’Malley, P. Roushan, A. Shabani, V. N.
Smelyanskiy, A. Vainsencher, J. Wenner,
H. Neven, and J. M. Martinis, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 118, 057702 (2017).

F. Yan, S. Gustavsson, A. Kamal, J. Biren-
baum, A. P. Sears, D. Hover, T. J. Gud-
mundsen, D. Rosenberg, G. Samach, S. We-
ber, J. L. Yoder, T. P. Orlando, J. Clarke,
A. J. Kerman, and W. D. Oliver, Nat. Com-
mun. 7, 12964 (2016).

S. R. Salinas, Introduction to statistical
physics, Graduate texts in contemporary
physics (Springer, New York, 2001).

R. H. Dicke, Phys. Rev. 93, 99 (1954).

I. Solomon, Phys. Rev. 99, 559 (1955).

L. Cywinski, R. M. Lutchyn, C. P. Nave,
and S. Das Sarma, Phys. Rev. B 77, 174509
(2008).

W. A. Coish and D. Loss, Phys. Rev. B 70,
195340 (2004).

L. Cywinski, W. M. Witzel, and
S. Das Sarma, Phys. Rev. B 79, 245314
(2009).

W. A. Coish and J. Baugh, Phys. Stat. Sol.
(b) 246, 2203 (2009).

[65]

[66]

M. S. Rudner and L. S. Levitov, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 99, 036602 (2007).

N. Shofer, L. Zaporski, M. Hayhurst Ap-
pel, S. Manna, S. Covre da Silva, A. Ghor-
bal, U. Haeusler, A. Rastelli, C. Le Gall,
M. Gawelczyk, M. Atatiire, and D. A. Gan-
gloff, Phys. Rev. X 15, 021004 (2025).

D. Paget, G. Lampel, B. Sapoval, and V. 1.
Safarov, Phys. Rev. B 15, 5780 (1977).

D. Paget, Phys. Rev. B 25, 4444 (1982).

G. Wist, M. Munsch, F. Maier, A. V.
Kuhlmann, A. Ludwig, A. D. Wieck,
D. Loss, M. Poggio, and R. J. Warburton,
Nat. Nano. 11, 885 (2016).

A. Hogele, M. Kroner, C. Latta,
M. Claassen, I. Carusotto, C. Bulutay,
and A. Imamoglu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108,
197403 (2012).

J. Danon and Y. V. Nazarov, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 100, 056603 (2008).

W. Yang and L. J. Sham, Phys. Rev. B 88,
235304 (2013).

G. N. B. Nguyen, Coherent photons and co-
herent spins in a GaAs quantum dot (Uni-
versitit Basel, 2024).

C. L. Degen, F. Reinhard, and P. Cappel-
laro, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 035002 (2017).
G. Schaller and T. Brandes, Phys. Rev. A
78, 022106 (2008).

B. Annby-Andersson, F. Bakhshinezhad,
D. Bhattacharyya, G. De Sousa, C. Jarzyn-
ski, P. Samuelsson, and P. P. Potts, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 129, 050401 (2022).

E. Barnes, L. Cywinski, and S. Das Sarma,
Phys. Rev. B 84, 155315 (2011).

A. E. Allahverdyan, R. Balian, and T. M.
Nieuwenhuizen, Phys. Rep. 525, 1 (2013).
S. Nakajima, Prog.. Theor. Phys. 20, 948
(1958).

R. Zwanzig, J. Chem. Phys. 33, 1338 (1960).
H.-P. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The The-
ory of Open Quantum Systems (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2007).

L. Mandel and E. Wolf, Collective atomic in-
teractions, in Optical Coherence and Quan-
tum Optics (Cambridge University Press,
1995) p. 805-859.

P. P. Potts, Quantum thermodynamics
(2024), arXiv:2406.19206 [quant-ph] .

T. Cover and J. Thomas, Entropy, relative
entropy, and mutual information, in FEle-

16


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-024-02746-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-024-02746-z
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01341281
https://doi.org/doi:10.1515/9781400861521
https://doi.org/doi:10.1515/9781400861521
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.010101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030202
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-024-02773-w
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.140502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.140502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.247001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.247001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.177001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.057702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.057702
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12964
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12964
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-3508-6
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-3508-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.93.99
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.99.559
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.174509
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.174509
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.195340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.195340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.79.245314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.79.245314
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pssb.200945229
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pssb.200945229
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.036602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.036602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.15.021004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.15.5780
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.25.4444
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2016.114
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.197403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.197403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.056603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.056603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.88.235304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.88.235304
https://doi.org/https://edoc.unibas.ch/entities/publication/9d20325d-5957-455f-98f3-8476b5c3d745
https://doi.org/https://edoc.unibas.ch/entities/publication/9d20325d-5957-455f-98f3-8476b5c3d745
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.035002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.022106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.022106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.050401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.050401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.155315
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.20.948
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.20.948
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1731409
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199213900.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199213900.001.0001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139644105.017
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139644105.017
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.19206
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/047174882X.ch2
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/047174882X.ch2

ments of Information Theory (John Wiley [87] G. T. Landi, Eigenoperator approach

and Sons, Ltd, 2005) Chap. 2, pp. 13-55. to  Schrieffer-Wolff  perturbation the-
[85] A. Streltsov, G. Adesso, and M. B. Plenio, ory and dispersive interactions (2024),
Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 041003 (2017). arXiv:2409.10656 [quant-ph] .
[86] G. Lindblad, Com. Math. Phys. 40, 147
(1975).

A General Theory

In this Section we provide a derivation of the MARE for general quantum systems. We discuss
important properties and assumptions and provide a general quantum Fokker-Planck master equation
via jump-length expansion.

A.1 Microscopic derivation of the generalized MARE

The MARE is a generalization of the results of Ref. [38, 39], in which we include the part of the
system-bath interaction that does not lead to jumps in the bath nonperturbatively.
Projectors and rotating frame.—We consider a system and an environment (bath) with Hamiltonian,

HZH5+HB+HSB. (44)
We further consider a bath observable with spectral decomposition

Mp = Z mll,,, (45)

that commutes with the bath Hamiltonian, [Mp, Hg| = [Il,,,, Hg] = 0. This will be the bath observable
that we keep track of. In the main text, this corresponds to the magentization and in Refs. [38, 39]
Mp corresponds to a coarse-grained version of Hp. Here we leave it general. The operators II,, are
orthogonal projection operators, IL,,IL,,; = 0y, yn/ 11, but not necessarily rank-1; their rank is denoted
Vi = trll, and called volume factor. With the help of these quantities, we introduce the correlated
projector superoperator,

II

Pp = Z Pm & 7m; Pm = trB{HmP}~ (46)

Note that when m corresponds to a coarse-grained energy, then the state II,,,/V;, denotes the micro-
canonical ensemble [38].
We now decompose the Hgp term in the Hamiltonian in two parts,

Hgp = 0H + V, 0H = Z <HSB>m Hm, (47)

where we introduced the microcanonical average (o), = trp{oll,,/Vy}.
We will only treat V' perturbatively (not to be confused with the volume factors, V,,;). The rest of
the interaction, 0 H, is treated non-perturbatively. To this end, we consider the unitary operator,

R(t) — eit(Hs-‘,—HB—l-(sH) — eit(HS‘i'(SH)eitHB? (48)
where we note that, in general [Hg,dH] # 0. We may write

R(t) =Y Rpn(t)pe5, (49)

with
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If the system has only two levels, we can always write H,,, = B,,- S where Sqg,y,» are spin operators—we
will not make this assumption during the derivation below.
We now consider the density matrix in the rotating frame

p(t) = R(t)p(t)RY(¢), Fp(t) = V(1)p(t), (51)
with V(t)o = —i[V(t), o], and V() = R(t)VR'(t). Using Q = 1 — P, one may then formally solve

the equation 9;Qp and plug the solution into the equation 9,Pp. Using PVP = 0, this results in the
standard Nakajima-Zwanzig equation [79, 80],

t
0,Pp = / APV (E, 1) QV(E)A(H), (52)
0
where G(¢,t') = Texp{i I dsQV(s)} is the memory kernel and 7 denotes time ordering.

Weak coupling.— We now perturbatively expand the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation in V. The lowest
non-zero order gives,

t . s I,
&Mz—%Adﬂw%MP®{Wﬁ@ﬂﬂ®%JH. (53)
It is always possible to write the interaction in the form

V=) S,®Ba, (54)
[e%

where S, acts on the system and B, on the bath. We then obtain,

V()= > Spw @ nBoIl,y, (55)
where we introduced éa(t) = eitHB Bae—itHB’ g;m’ = Rm(t)SaRjnl (t) Note that, although R(t) in

general does not preserve the original product structure of the interaction, mixing operators from
system and bath, the product can be restored at the cost of introducing the sum over m,m’. This
is the immediate consequence of treating (Hgp),, exactly, which imprints a dependence on m on the
transitions in the system induced by the operators S;, Substituting Eq. (55) in Eq. (53) we obtain,

mm/*

O = Zﬂ / d'col (1) {Smm/(t)ﬁ Vﬂi g, (’)—§2m/(t)§fl,m(t’)ﬁ7‘r;fj/)} the  (56)

where we introduced the microcanonical correlation functions,

Col (b =) = trp {TLBa (D)L Ba(t) } = trp {TLBa(t — #)ILyB(0) }.

The dependence on t — t' instead of ¢,¢" is a consequence of [II,,, Hg] = 0. The correlation functions
have the property,

Col (bt —t') =l [—=(t—1)]. (57)

The next steps follow closely the microscopic derivation of a Lindblad master equation. We will
perform the Markov and secular approximations [81].

Markov approximation.— Assuming that the microcanonical correlation functions decay on a time-
scale that is much shorter than the characteristic time over which j,, changes, we can substitute g, (t')
with p,(t) in Eq. (56). Further changing variables to 7 =t — ¢/, we find

Opm~ Y / drC® () [éjm,(t)p’;’ Wes (o ry—8 05, (- ””‘;(t) +hee,
m’af m’ m
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The integrals can be evaluated by introducing the Fourier modes of the operators
Z eI (W), (58)

As we now show, the frequencies w are related to the eigenfrequencies of H,,. Introducing the notation,
Hp, [ Am) =&y, [Am) we write

£) = 3 e (Al (59)
A
resulting in,
52 () = 3 etEm—Cn) pody 3y, | (60)
AV

where FON, = (X\,| S, |vpms) are complex scalars satisfying,
Fo = (Faim)”. (61)

In general, the eigenvectors from different m’s are not orthogonal, i.e., (V| Am) # Ox,, for m #m’ .
Equation (60) leads to the eigenfrequencies w = w(Ap, V) = =&y, + &, ,, and the corresponding
Fourier modes, L,/ (w) = F/\O‘myy | Am )V |. Here we consider the case of nondegenerate frequencies,
e, if WA, V) = WAL, V00), then Am = A, and v, = v/,,. To simplify the notation, we carry on
the calculation with the summation over w, keeping in mind the explicit dependence on the eigenvalues

of H,, and H,,. Using the Fourier decomposition we find,

O = 3 3 TN @) L) P L () = L @)L () 2 4 (62)

m'af w,w’ Vm/

where we introduced,

oo .
:/0 dTe_szC%il(T). (63)
Secular approximation.—We retain only terms with w’ = —w. However, note that, since V is
Hermitian,
> Sa®Bs =) Sl ®B. (64)
(0% (03

That is, either the terms in the sum are Hermitian or the sum contains their Hermitian conjugate. For
simplicity, let us assume henceforth that at least the system operators are Hermitian, S, = SL, Va.
This implies that,

Lo (=) = Lo e (0)]T = (Fii ) [ XA - (65)

Rotating back to the original frame, we find the general form of the MARE,

: m 1 m
O = =il + HES, pu] + 32 57 T [ 225 )l = 5 { bl 224 (60)

m’ v Vm
where
HYS = =35 v [AmdAml (67)

m’ v
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and

A\ *
Z W:zgz’ 'r?;iir;j’ (F:Zmy’) mm’/2 + ZCmm’ (68)

From the properties in Eq. (57, 61) the rates are symmetric tensors,
L\, =T (69)

which is understood as a generalized detailed balance condition. In general, the above MARE does
not have a conserved quantity as Eq. (2). It has been shown in Ref. [36] that under very general con-
ditions the generator of non-Markovian evolution can be written as Eq. (66), but previous microscopic
derivations [38, 39] obtained a simpler structure. We have obtained the generator in its general form
explicitly, i.e., with m-dependent jump operators.

A.2  Trace-preservation

The results from Ref. [36] assure that Eq. (66) generates a completely-positive and trace-preserving
evolution (CPTP) of pg. Yet, it is instructive to show trace-preservation. Introducing,

Q(mv)‘ay) = <)\m’,0m|7/m> = [Q(mvyvA)]*v )‘7&”7 (70)
p(m, A) = (Al pm [Am) (71)

we can decouple coherences from populations in Eq. (66),

,+F”"

8tQ<mv A, V) == [Z (E)\m - glhn) Z mm ] (m, A, V) (72)

ep(m, \) = ZZFA” [ Pl ”)—p(’;}’k)}, (73)

with (Hy, + HES) [Ay) = &€, [Am). Trace preservation of the system density matrix is equivalent to
> xm OcP(m, A) = 0. Performing the sum, we conclude that this is the case due to the detailed balance
condition in Eq. (69).

B Inhomogeneous Anisotropic Central Spin Model

We now particularlize the microscopic derivation of App. 7?7 to a Hamiltonian that is more general
than Eq. (1) in the main text, including inohomogeneity in the anisotropy tensor. The interaction
term can be writen as,

Hsp =Y > [AR*Sali + SalAPT I + AYTI)] = 3 SalB +BY +B)

k a=z,y,2

where S, are spin-1/2 operators, A" , a, B = x,y, 2 are elements of the inhomogeneous anisotropy
tensor, Ay, and we introduced AO‘ + Aa@:tiAg’y. In the second equality we introduced the operators,
N/
=Y AL (74)
k

We now split the interaction as in Eq. (47), by noting that

(Hsg),, ZS VY = mZAazSa, (75)
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with Ay, = >, AY*/N. Thus

0H = lela,zscx*]z; V= Zsa(éBz + B;’; + Bg) = ZSa ® Ca, (76)

«

where J, = 7, I7,

0BZ =D SANCIE, Co = 0B;, + B + B, (77)
k

and JAY® = A%® — A,. quantifies the inohomogeneity. Note that V' is now in the form required in
the general derivation, Eq. (54), and the operators involved in the product structure are Hermitian,
St =8,, Cl, = Cq,. According to §H, the m-resolved Hamiltonian now reads,

—

Hm:§0-§+m214_1a725’a:§m-§, Bm: HO"'mZAa,ZéOM (78)
a a

with eigenvalues +¢,, and eigenvectors |[1,,), [{m). From Eq. (49), we obtain the unitary transforma-
tion,

R(t) = &' 2 Ry (1), Run(t) = € [P} im| + €7 L) dim| (79)

All the steps of the general derivation now follow. We now seek to achieve the form presented in
Eq. (2) by computing the correlation functions explicitly. We write,

Col (1) = e {I Ca(NILy Cap = > Coli(r (80)
Jj=+,—,z
with,
C%Ej(T) = tr{HmdéZ( ) /5BB} (81)
OBt (1) :tr{nméz (1) /BB} (82)
0707[‘57;’ (1) = {Hméc_y( ) ’Bﬁ} (83)

We start by discussing Eq. (81) which entails processes induced purely by the inohomogeneity. Since
[6BZ, I7] = 0, this correlation function is proportional to &, and is time-independent, §BZ() = 6 BZ.
The former means that no jumps in the bath are induced and the latter that the correlation function
does not decay, violating the Markov approximation.

We now focus on a spin-1/2 environment, see App. B.1 for approximations for arbitrary spin. We
find
N2 — 4m?

INN=1)' (84)

COP(T) = Ot Y OATZSAY Vi,
k
where the volume factors denote the number of states with total magnetization m [59, 82] and are
given by
N!

Vo = S T (e — )l (85)

The time independence in Eq. (84) is a consequence of the fact that our Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) does
not include any T processes on the bath (e.g. spin-flips/thermalization). In reality, the correlation
function in Eq. (81) decays with the 7} time of the bath (see, for instance Ref. [22]). We thus treat
this correlation function phenomenologically as

COZ (1) = S e TVTLCZ (0), (86)
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where C% (0) is given by Eq. (84).
We now concentrate on evaluating Eq. (82). Writing out,
C%én+ Z Aa7+A,B: —’LTWkr;;m/’ r;m, — tr{HmIIme’II;} (87)
we find )
_ m
e = O 0 { T I I} = Vi (2 + N) : (88)

The correlation function then reads,

mm/

« N/2 +m o ITW
C 5#(7—) = m/jm_le/N/ dwoag(w)e'™.

In the last equality we introduced the spectral densities [83]

N

Oap(w) = S APT AP T (w — wy). (89)
k=1
Similarly, we find,
af,— Nj2—m [ —iTw
C’mi;, = 6m/7m+1Vm/N LOO dwoag(w)e ™. (90)

We now determine the jump operators featuring in the MARE. Equation (79) fully determines the
Fourier components,

S‘%m, (t) = R (t)S. Z e*WtLa ), (91)
where
(gm + gm’) Fa h T ‘\Lm><Tm” y (92)
( — &) = F2N M| (93)
zm/< — b)) = :mt% Y- (94)
L% (=& + &) = FENT 11X (95)

and we used the notation ng;iﬂy = (Am| Sa [Vmy). Crucially, the above establish the set of eigenfre-
quencies,

{gm + é-’m’a _fm - gm/v fm - gm’a _gm + 5m’}7 (96)
with &, > 0. From Eq. (63), we find
1 —wT Vin 2Nm? — 1
aff _ 1 a,z B,z
WP (w) =Ty T @h) 2 > SATTSAL TN (97)
as well as N/ )
o _ 2+m { B / 008V }
Wmm—l(w) Vin N WQO&E( ) i p.v. dv w—vl’ (98)
and N
Wel ) = Vi 2™ 70ap(-w) +i pv. [ w2 gapls ] | (99)

where p.v. indicates the Cauchy principal value. The real parts of these quantltles determine the rates
in the MARE while the imaginary parts contribute to the Lamb shift, see Eq. (68). We may further
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simplify the MARE by considering spectral densities that vanish at low (and negative) frequencies,
such that

Qa,@(_ém - fm’) = Qaﬁ[i(gm - fm/)] =0. (100)

Furthermore, we assume that the splitting of the eigenenergies of H,, is large compared to the
inverse 17 time of the bath, such that

1
~0 101
1+ (gm + 5m’)2T12 ( )
With these simplifications, we obtain the MARE
Oupm = =i B S+ HE o] + 3 (D [ tl] + D (b)) £ (102)
Pm—1 1 Pm
Pm m m—1|57,  |Im— m| T 5 m ml|s Yy,
+ T Lot 222 bl = 5 { Mol 2]
m 1 m
+ Tyt o] P Lol = 5 {1kl 22 1],
with the rates
_ L m alt Blr \*
Ly =27V, (2 + N) %Re{gaﬁ(gm + gmfl)Fm,m—l(Fm,m—l) }> (103)
N? — 4m?
o a,z B,z
'Ym—leZ(SAk 5Ak Vm4N(N—1)’ (104)

k ap

and the Lamb shift can be computed from Egs. (67) and (68). To arrive at Eq. (2) in the main
text, we drop the Lamb-shift Hamiltonian, and we set 7,, = 0 by neglecting the k-dependence in the
system-bath coupling.

B.1 Large spin-s bath

We consider a bath with N > 1 identical spins and each spin has spin s. Counting the possible states
whose azymuthal projection add up to a given value m becomes impossible. However, an approximate
value can be given in the large N-limit, due to the central limit theorem. To this end, we use a
probabilistic approach: we consider the infinite temperature state, where each micro-state is equally
likely. We then consider the probability, p.,, that we find a given magnetization, m. The volume
factor then reads

Vin = (25 + 1)Vpp, (105)

where (25 + 1)V is total number of possible configurations. In the infinite temperature state, the
average and variance of a single spin are given by,

1

- I & +1
Y=o 2 = van(s.) 2= g
j=—s

p=1(9) = :2s+1j 3

2s

=—35
For non-interacting spins, the total magnetization satisfies a central-limit theorem and we have

3 -
S) " ———e N 107
pm( ) mgs ( )

which fully determines the volumes. This problem is equivalent to computing the microcanonical
partition function of a Boltzmann gas [58].
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As a consequence, the spectral properties of a large ensemble of N spin-s nuclei can be emulated by
a larger ensemble of N’ spin-1/2 nuclei, as long as both produce the same distribution. Since Eq. (107)
is fully determined by its variance, the condition is,

4
N' = gNs(s +1). (108)

Thus, using this relation we can use all the results for spin-1/2 replacing N by N’. In particular,
[4/3Ns(s+1))]!

[2/3Ns(s+ 1)) +m]![2/sNs(s+ 1)) — m]!’

We now compute the rate in Eq. (88). The calculation is possible by rewriting it fully in terms of

the above volume factors, and thus holds under the the large N limit. To achieve this, we first, note

that since Eq. (88) has permutation invariance with respect to k, we can sum over k and divide by N
without changing the result,

Vi & (109)

tr{HmI,IIk} = %tr{HmJ+J}, (110)

where J = )", I} are total spin operators. We now proceed by performing the calculation in the Dicke
basis, in which the projectors write,

sN dj

O, = > Y [jmd)jmd| (111)

j=Im| d=1

where J - J|jmd) = j(j 4 1) |jmd), and d are degeneracies of each Dicke state due to permutations
with the same j, m. Using standard relations from angular momenta,

{10,777} = Z d;[j(j + 1) — m(m — 1))]. (112)
=|m|
The degeneracies of the Dicke states satisfy the property,
sN

3 dj = Vi (113)

For a detailed discussion on the degeneracy of Dicke states, see Ref. [82]. This allows the second term
in the square brackets above to be summed directly, and implies that d; = V; — V;;1. We thus have,

sN
T T7 b = Vi 3 (V) = Vi) i + 1) = m(m = 1)] (114)
j=Im|
So far, we have not performed any approximation, and the steps do not depend on the value of s.
The calculation is finished by using the approximate expression for the the volumes, Eq. (109), and
we have,
(2j + )N N
, - T < —. 115
(a3 + DIV =3 )
With the above expression we can perform the sum in Eq. (114). As expected, the result is the same
as for s =1/2, but with N — N’ = N(4s/3)(s + 1),

Vi=Vip =

2
Tt (8) = Ot m—1Vim [ s(s+ )+m, (116)
resulting in the rates
2 m a *
T, = 27V [ s(s+1)+ N}ZRe{Qaﬁ(fm-Fgm DFs (R L)), (117)

ap

The same rates have been found in Ref. [57] via a heuristic argument.

24



B.2 Conserved quantity
We now show that Eq. (2) conserves the quantity,
M=m+B,-8S. (118)

Note that even the average of this quantity, (M), in general contains correlations between system and
bath, since B,, - S is an m-dependent operator. To show the conservation law, we observe that

N - 1
By - S ’Tm/ \l/m> = ii ’Tm/ \l/m>a Vm, (119)

i.e., the eigenvalues do not depend on m. With this observation, we can follow a similar argument
to Ref. [38]: we show that the equation for the populations, d;p(t / |, m), implies that 9;P(M) = 0,
with

P(M> = Z Z 5M,m+ap<0'7 m), (120)

m o=+1/2

where p(1/2,m) = p(T,m) and p(—1/2,m) = p(}, m). Using Egs. (4) and (5), we find

,M—1/2 ,M+1/2
8, P(M) :FM—1/2M _FM+1/2M (121)
V-2 Vi-1/2
p{, M +1/2 p(t,M —1/2
SRS TA2 T Y T
M-1/2 M-1/2

B.3 Analytic solution

We follow Ref. [38] and use the conserved quantity to construct the propagator acting on the popula-
tions, Egs. (4, 5). The evolution of the coherent part is simple and does not couple to the populations—
we leave it for last. We emphasize that the equations of populations and coherences in general only
decouple in the m—dependent basis spanned by {|opm)}sm. The conservation of M implies that the
jump processes allowed by the MARE must conserve M, implying that the propagator can be decom-
posed as

K =@ K, (122)
M

where K|/ is the restriction of K to the subspace with a fixed M; these are two-dimensional subspaces
spanned by pairs of the form, p(t,m), p(},m + 1). To make progress, we introduce the vector,

-
p(d,m+1)

=y
Il

and write Eqs. (4, 5) as 9;p'= Gp, where where G = @, G|y with

r -1 fm
G = ;*1 ( . V1 ) (124)
m Vin+1

Then, we simply have to exponentiate each block

1-— G_ﬂ:‘m 1— e_tfm -1 Vi
=< M TP el L A e vy vl (R

T Vit
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where we introduced,

= Ferl < Vm >
r, = 1 . 125
Vin * Vi1 (125)

In the long-time limit, this propagator implies that the populations in the m-dependent basis must
satisfy

pss(\L>m + 1) o Vm+1

= . 126
peltom)  Vm 120
We now discuss the coherent sector; q(o, v, m) = (0| pm |Vm). From the MARE (102),
T r
oq(o,v,m) = —|2i&, + Ym ¥ 2m+ mi1 q(o,v,m). (127)

2V

The above equation can be directly exponentiated, and we are done constructing the analytic solution.
The plots in the main text are obtained by implementing the solutions numerically and evolving initial
conditions. For the spin qubit, we use a cutoff for |m| equal to N/50. This is justified since P, is
never polarized excessively and leads to errors of the order of 10710,

B.4 Second law of thermodynamics

The existence of a conserved quantity also allows us to generalize the second law of thermodynamics
from Ref. [38] to the MARE. We consider the observational entropy

Sobs = Zp o,m)[—Inp(o,m) + InV,]. (128)

a,m

In this appendix, we prove that
01 Sobs > 0. (129)

The crucial step is to show that the above is minus the time-derivative of the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence between the generic probability vector p and the corresponding steady-state vector, pus;

O Dx1(P | Pss) = O Zp (o,m) pss(z;ﬂ;i) (130)

It sufficies to concentrate on,

Oy Zp o,m) 1npss o,m) = 0 Zp tm hlpss I )—i—p(i,m) hlpss(inm) (131)

a,m

= 0 Z [P(M =m+1/2) = p(,m + 1)] Inpss(T,m) + p({, m) In ps (1, m)
= @Zp Jom) Inpgs(4,m) = p(d,m + 1) In pss (1, m),

where we used that P(M) = > om IMm+op(o,m), OyP(M) = 0, Opss(o,m) = 0. We now use
Eq. (126)

8tzp o,m)Inpss(o,m) atzp bym) Inpss({,m) (132)
Voo
=0 phmt D npa(bm+1) =0 3 pllm+ )in 5.
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The first two terms cancel each other upon change of indices and we are left with,

—8tham In pgs (o, m) ——6,52 om+1)InVy,p —p(l,m+1)1In V) (133)
= —8t Z p(L,m)InV,, + p(t,m)InV,,] = -0, Zp(a, m)InV,,,

where we used again the definition of P(M) and the conservation law, 0;P(M) = 0. With the result
above, we have that

atDKL (ﬁ]ﬁss) = _atsobs (134)

To complete the proof, we note that the dynamics of p’is Markovian, see Egs. (4, 5). Then, we can
use the data-processing inequality [84], which implies

_atDKL(ﬁIﬁss) Z 07 (135)

and we have shown that Eq. (129) is satisfied.

B.5 Decomposing the observational entropy

Here we consider decompositions of the observational entropy. To this end, we note that it can be
split in terms of marginal entropies and coarse-grained mutual information [38],

Sobs = Sp(P) + S(ps) — DxL[p| P ps] ZP In Viy,. (136)

We further note that S(pg)—the Shannon entropy of the marginal ps(o) = >, p(o, m)—does not
bear an obvious relation with the von Neumann entropy of the system. It can however be associated
to the von Neumann entropy of a generalized dephasing map, Z, acting on pg,

1 27 B .G —ivB.§
Dps =Y. Tnlow) = 3 5= [ eSS, (137)

We then write,

S(ps) = S(pS) + Crel, (138)

where we introduced the (genelarized) relative entropy of coherence [85],

Crel = S('@pS) - S(pS) (139)
We can then write the observational entropy as,

Sobs = SB(P) 4+ S(ps) + Crel — DKL[PIP ps] + > P In Viy,. (140)

Finally, we argue that C,q > 0. Note that & is CPTP and unital, (1) = 1. Using the monotonicity
of the quantum relative entropy under CPTP maps [86],

Dxr(ps|l) = Dxi[Z(ps)|2(1)], = S(Zps) = S(ps), (141)

Therefore, C.e; > 0. That is, the von Neumann entropy of the system discsussed in the main text
lower bounds the entropy of the marginal,

S(Zps) > S(ps)- (142)
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C Superconducting qubit

Below we derive Eq. (13) by providing an effective Hamiltonian and specializing the results of App. B.

C.1 Schrieffer-Wolff transformation

In this subsection we consider TLSs with arbitrary frequencies. Via Schrieffer-Wolff pertubation theory
we show that the far off-resonant TLSs do not contribute to the magnetization exchange processes
and justify concentrating on the quasi-resonant TLSs. We consider the Hamiltonian H = Hy+ V with

Niot
Ho=wsS: + > _ wySk, (143)
k=1
and the coupling Hamiltonian
Neot Niot Ntot
V=> 455 = Z ApS.SF 4 - Z A (878, + 519), (144)

k=1

with g(k) = (S’g(ck), Sg(/k), Sgk)). We consider cases in which V represents weak coupling, with hyperfine
constants Ai. The TLSs ensemble can be decomposed into two parts: the quasi-resonant TLSs that
have a frequency close to wg and the TLSs that are off-resonant. The set of quasi-resonant TLSs is
defined by

Os = {wi : |wp —ws| < 6} (145)

The off-resonant TLSs have frequencies wy ¢ Os that are farther than § away from wg. Following
Ref. [87], we may then apply a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation to reduce the interaction to

Y AS - Sy + > kSk S, (146)
k:wr€0s k‘wk§§05

where Ap = wi — wg. Assuming the off-resonant TLS to be in a state that is diagonal in the basis
of S¥, their effect on the system is fully captured by a random but time-independent shift in the
frequency wg. Since we do not investigate the coherence properties of the superconducting qubit, this
has no effect on our results and we drop it in the following.

C.2 MARE for the superconducting qubit

We start by writing the Hamiltonian obtained from the Schrieffer-Wolff pertubation theory as,

H=Hs+0H+ Hp+YV, (147)
N N

Hg =wgS,, O6H=alJ, V= Z 0ALS.S] + Z Ay (S5 + SySY), (148)
k=1 k=1

where we introduced a = Z}Igvﬂ Ap/N, A = Ar — Na. Here, all A are perturbative and the sum
runs only over quasi-resonant TLSs. The term associated to d Ay is small even compared with Ag,
since we consider only quasi-resonant TLSs. This justifies discarding its contributions to the MARE.
Thereby, the m-dependent Hamiltonian is simply,

H,, = By, - S = (ws + am)S.. (149)

This Hamiltonian always leads to jumps between S, eigenstates, and the jump operators will not
depend on m and the MARE has the form,
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R 5 _ 1
atpm:i[Bm'Sapm}ﬁLFm[U";m 1UT2{UJT3";WL}]+FWL+1
m— m

ottest, Loty on)
Vint1 2 Vi SV

where B,, = (ws + Am)é,. Above, the rates are given by,

1 m
T, = S 1
m = Vm (2+N) Fom, (150)

with Ky, = 2mp(ws+am). Reminding that Ay are perturbative and a = >~ Ai/N, we can approximate
for the quasi-resonant TLSs o(ws + am) =~ p(wg). The couplings k,, then become independent of m
and we recover Eq. (13). In general, for the quasi-resonant TLSs, the non-perturbative contribution
is small and can be discarded, as long as |[Na| < wg. If the off-resonant TLSs are also included, or
the region of quasi-resonant TLSs is very dense, this approximation is inadequate.

D Spin qubit

D.1 MARE for the spin qubit

For the spin qubit, we start from the Hamiltonian in Eq. (32). From Eq. (78), we obtain the m-resolved
Hamiltonian,

Hy = By, - S, By = (A + Acm)é, + Qé,. (151)

This Hamiltonian has the eigenstates

A} = sin(x, ) =) + cos (3 ) [12), A =11 (152)

A, B, 1
(1O = fan~! 5T £ = |2‘ = y/A%+ 2, (153)

where we used the shorthand, A,, = A + A.m. To find the rates, we also need

2 [(26m = Ap) (26 + A) + 02

Eul 12 = 1l e [ 1) * = : 154
The rates in the final MARE are then given by, see Eq. (117),
2
Ly = 27V, {35(5 +1) + m EL 1 Po(Em + Emgr)- (155)

We assume that the spectral density is Lorentzian, motivated by an exponential decay of the corre-
lation functions at high Zeeman field [27, 32, 69],

— 4A2 il . 156
Q(w) nc (WB _w>2+72 ( )

We observe that this form of the spectral density is a simplification. In spin qubits, the dominant
nuclear dephasing leading to the decay of the bath correlation functions can be an electron(qubit)-
mediated effect which demands the inclusion of higher order contributions of inhomegeneous flip-flop
processes [32, 62, 69, 77] and strain-mediated quadrupole processes [26, 46]. Further, note that multiple
nuclear species with different spins can be included by modifying the rates and including multiple peaks
in the spectral densities at different species’ characteristic frequencies. Below, we discuss the regime
of validity of our approximations for typical experimental parameters.
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D.2 Validity of the approximations

The Markov approximation is justified whenever the relaxation time of p,,, 7, is small compared to
the bath correlation time, 75 = 1/7. In practice, the relaxation times 7, can be estimated by,

1

= (157)

1
Tm:TSTR
m

To obtain a conservative estimate, we assume Hartmann-Hahn resonance, Q = wp and 7 ~ /(N A2,).
Thus, the condition for the Markov approximation is,

2
]\:421“3 < 1. (158)
The condition is satisfied for the parameters in Table 1.

The secular approximation discards terms in which the jump terms contain frequencies w # w’. The
condition for the secular approximation is that oscillations with (difference) frequencies |w — w’'| are
fast compared to the system relaxation time; i.e., |w — w’| 7! < 7r. As long as the spectral density
is suppressed at frequencies close to zero (i.e., for the frequencies |&,, — &,|, only the frequencies
w="E&n+&yw and W = =&, — &, are relevant (see Eq. (96)). We have at Hartmann-Hahn resonance,
lw —w'| > 4min{&m, & b > 49Q. A conservative estimate for the validity of the secular approximation
is then,

A2 N

1. 1
10 < (159)

For the parameters in Table 1, the inequality is satifisfied.
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