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I.  INTRODUCTION

In general, a physical system can seldom be considered gdey isolated from its environment. Such closed systeams
and should, of course, be studied in great detail. Howesgdahey lack the ability to interact with the environment inigithey
are embedded or with the apparatus that is used to perforraurezaents on it, such studies do not include the effectseyf th
usually uncontrollable, environment which may affect tiyaamics of the system in a non-trivial manner. The alteveas to
consider the system of interest as an open system that isearsyrgeracting with its environment.

The central idea of theoretical treatments of open quan ®s is to derive approximate equations of motion of tiséesy
by elimination of the environmental degrees of freed 144 1928, Pauli derived a master equation for the occupatio
probabilities of a quantum subsystem interacting with tiirenment[[5]. Since then, various methods have been dpeel
to derive quantum master equations starting from the Liivon Neumann equation for the density matrix of the whole
system|[1E4L16]. In order to obtain an equation of motion far $ystem which is tractable and readily amenable to detaile
analysis, it is customary to make the so-called Markov axipration, which in essence assumes that the correlatiotiedfath
degrees of freedom vanish on a short time span.

Without reference to any particular model system, in 1970dhlad derived a quantum master equation which is Markovia
and which preserves positivity (a non-negative definitesitgmatrix) during the time evolution|[4] 7]. The applicktyiof the
Lindblad master equation is restricted to baths for whighttime correlation functions of the operators that coupéestystem
to the bath are essentialffunctions [8], an assumption that may be well justified imaum optics [6].

Using second-order perturbation theory, Redfield derivaethater equation which does not require the bath correlmton
be approximatel3-functions in time[[lL]. The Redfield master equation has tbomany applications to problems where the
dynamics of the bath is faster than that of the system, féait® to the case of nuclear magnetic resonance in whiclystens
consists of one spin coupled to other spins and/or to phoridris approach and variations of it have been successfpfilied
to study the natural linewidth of a two-level systeml[9-Kijstems of interacting spirls [12] and nonlinear spin relarg13].

The Redfield master equation can be systematically derigad the principles of quantum theory but only holds for weak
coupling. However, the Redfield master equation may leact ity matrices that are not always positive, in particulaen
the initial conditions are such that they correspond to itengatrices that close to the boundary of physically adiblsglensity
matrices|[14], 15].

Obviously, the effect of the finite correlation time of thetmal bath becomes important when the time scale of themayste
is comparable to that of the thermal bath. Then the Markogjaproximation may no longer be adequate and in deriving
the quantum master equation, it becomes necessary to eortk& non-Markovian aspects and to treat the initial coomlit
correctly [4] 16-24].

By introducing the concept of slippage in the initial comtits, it was shown that the Markovian equations of motioramietd
in the weak coupling regime are a consistent approximatiothé actual reduced dynamics and that slippage captures the
effects of the non-Markovian evolution that takes place ishart transient time, of the order of the relaxation time hof t
isolated bath [14]. Provided that nonlocal memory effelus take place on a very short time scale are included, thé&dwtiam
approximation that preserves the symmetry of the Ham#tioniields an accurate description of the system dynamiic§. [14
Following up on this idea, a general form of a slippage omerat be applied to the initial conditions of the Redfield neast
equation was derived|[8]. The slippage was expressed irstefran operator describing the non-Markovian dynamics ef th
system during the time in which the bath relaxes on its owlafively short, time scale. It was shown that the applicatbthe
slippage superoperator to the initial density matrix ofsiistem yields a Redfield master equation that preservesvitygs].
Apparently, the difference between the non-Markovian dyica and its Markovian approximation can be reduced sigmifiy
by first applying the slippage operator and then letting frstesn evolve according to the Redfield master equation [8].

The work discussed and cited earlier almost exclusivelyses on models of the environment that are described byeceoll
tion of harmonic oscillators. In contrast, the focus of théper is on the description of the time evolution of a quargystem
with one spin-1/2 degree of freedom coupled to a larger systesimilar degrees of freedom, acting as a thermal bath. Our
reasons for focusing on spin-1/2 models are twofold.

First, such system-bath models are relevant for the desmripf relaxation processes in nuclear magnetic and elercpin
resonance [1, 10, P5] but have also applications to, e.dfighieof quantum information processing, as most of the nodséd
in this field are formulated in terms of qubits (spin-1/2 @it [26) 27].

Secondly, the aim of the present work is to present a quénéitassessment of the quantum master equation approach by
comparing the results with those obtained by an approxondtiee, numerical solution of the time-dependent Scimger
equation of the system+bath. The work presented in thisrpdiffers from earlier numerical work on dissipative quantu
dynamics[[28=32] by accounting for the non-trivial manydpalynamics of the bath without resorting to approximatjaats
the expense of using much more computational resourcesethavith state-of-the-art computer hardware, e.g the IBieB
Gene/Q, and corresponding simulation softwaré [33], itlhesome routine to solve the time-dependent Schrodingeatiem
for systems containing up to 36 spin-1/2 objects. As we destnate in this paper, this allows us to mimic a large thernaghb
at a specific temperature and solve for the full dynamic diaiuof a spin-1/2 object coupled to the thermal bath of sbih-
objects.
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From the numerically exact solution of the Schrodingeraiyits we compute the time-evolution of the density matrix of
the system and by least-square fitting, obtain the “optimaéntum master equation that approximately describesaime s
time-evolution. For a system of one spin-1/2 object, thiargum master equation takes the form of a Bloch equationtimité-
independent coefficients. Clearly, this procedure of olitgi the quantum master equation is free of any approximatia
accounts for all non-Markovian effects in as much the gdrstracture of the quantum master equation allows. Our satran
results show that, with a few rather exotic exceptions, tleeBtype equation with time-independent coefficientsvjates a
very simple and accurate description of the dynamics ofaf2 object in contact with a thermal bath.

The paper is organized as follows. In sectidn II, we give theniitonians that specify the system, bath and system-bath
interaction. Sectiof 1l briefly reviews the numerical ta@fues that we use to solve the time-dependent Schrodiagetion, to
compute the density matrix, and to prepare the bath in theldlestate at a given temperature. We also present simnlasults
that demonstrate that the method of preparation yields ¢heect thermal averages. For completeness, [Séc. |V redateis
the standard derivation of the quantum master equatiotesviie formal solution of the latter in a form that is suited dur
numerical work and shows that the Redfield equations hasédhin. We then use the simulation tool to compute the carogia
of the bath-operators that determine the system-bathaictien and discuss their relaxation behavior. Sedfibn Vaémp the
least-square procedure of extracting, from the solutiotheftime-dependent Schrodinger equation, the time-#eolunatrix
and the time-independent contribution that determine thifhal” quantum master equation. This least-square phaeeis
validated by its application to data that originate from Blech equation, as explained in Appenflik A. In Sed. VI, wecifye
the procedure by which we fit the quantum master equationdal#ta obtained by solving the time-dependent Schrodinger
equation and present results of several tests. The resfsptying the fitting procedure to baths containing up to gias are
presented in SeE_VII. Finally, in Sdc. Mlll, we discuss soemeeptional cases for which the quantum master equatioatis n
expected to provide a good description. The paper conclvidegshe summary, given in Sec.JX.

Il. SYSTEM COUPLED TO A BATH: MODEL

The Hamiltonian of the system (S) + bath (B) takes the gerierin
H = Hs+ Hg + AHsg. (1)

The overall strength of the system-bath interaction isralet by the parameteék. In this work, we limit ourselves to a system
which consists of one spin-1/2 object described by the Hamidn

Hs = —h*ay, (2)

where g, = (0%, 0%,07%) = (0}, 02,03) denote the Pauli-spin matrices for spin-1/2 objecandh* is a time-independent
external field. Throughout this paper, we adopt units suahftk= 1 andh* = 1/2 and express time in units af/h*. We will
use the double notation with tHe&,y,z) and(1,2,3) superscripts because depending on the situation, it diegpthe writing
considerably.

The Hamiltonian for the system-bath interaction is chosdpet

Ng 3
Hse=— Y (Jonag + ool + Jioiag) = > 0§Ba= Za(')Bi, (3)
n=1 a=xy.z i=

whereNg is the number of spins in the bath, th§ are real-valued random numbers in the rapgé +J] and

Ng Ng Ng
Bx=Bi=—3 Joy , By=B=— Y NoY , B,=Bs=- Foy (4
n=1 n=1 n=1

are the bath operators which, together with the paramletdefine the system-bath interaction. As the system-bagiaotion
strength is controlled b}, we may setl = 1/4 without loss of generality.
As a first choice for the bath Hamiltoniaty we take

Ng Ng
He = —K Y (0non,1+ 000y, +00507, 1) — 5 (Mion+hior). (5)
n=1 n=1

The fieldshf andhj are real-valued random numbers in the rapgeg, +hg] and[—h§, +hg], respectively. In our simulation
work, we use periodic boundary conditiog§ = oﬁﬁrNB for a = x,y,z Note that we could have opted equally well to use
open-end boundary conditions but for the sake of simpligitpresentation, we choose the periodic boundary conditiGior

A =1, the first term in Eq[{5) is the Hamiltonian of the one-disienal (1D) Heisenberg model on a ring.



As a second choice, we consider the 1D ring with Hamiltonian

Ng Ng
Hg = - (Kionon1+ Kyoyoy. , +Kioraz, ) z (hox+hiop), (6)
n=1 n=1
where thekX’s, K¥’s, andKZ's are uniform random numbers in the rargé, K]. Because of the random couplings, it is unlikely

thatitis mtegrable (in the Bethe-ansatz sense) or has ey special features such as conserved magnetization etc.

The bath Hamiltonian§15) andl (6) both share the propertythieadistribution of nearest-neighbor energy levels is afiver-
Dyson-type, suggesting that the correspondig classidhklechibit chaos. Earlier work along the lines presentetimpaper
has shown that spin baths with a Wigner-Dyson-type didtidbuare more effective as sources for fast decoherencesihian
baths with Poisson-type distributidn [34]. Fast decoheeds a prerequisite for a system to exhibit fast relaxatiahé thermal
equilibrium statelEEﬁ/ﬁG]. Extensive simulation work orirspaths with very different degrees of connectivity/[3Z}4uggest
that as long as there is randomness in the system-bath ogugid randomness in the intra-bath couplings, the simptietao
(8) and [6) may be considered as generic spin baths.

Finally, as a third choice, we consider

Ng
He =~ 3 (Kiwonoy + K oYy +KZ 0307 ) = 3 (Hoy+ o), )

(n,n") n=1

where thek /s, Ky /s, andK? s are uniform random numbers in the rarjg&, K|, andy (, vy denotes the sum over all pairs
of nearest ne|ghb0rs ona three dimensional (3D) cubicéatiAgain, because the random coupllngs and the 3D conitgcti

it is unlikely that it is integrable or has any other specedtlires such as conserved magnetization etc. As the sobftibe
time-dependent Schrodinger equation (TDSE) for the 3D eh&ds. [T) takes about a factor of 2 more CPU time than in the
case of a 1D model with the same number of bath spins, in masiraf§imulations we will use the 1D models and only use the
3D model to illustrate that the connectivity of the bath i$ aoelevant factor.

. QUANTUM DYNAMICS OF THE WHOLE SYSTEM

The time evolution of a closed quantum system defined by Hanién [1) is governed by the TDSE

.0
W) =H[W(D)). (8)
The pure statgd(t)) of the whole system $ B evolves in time according to
Ds Dg
W(t) =e ™ |w(0) le c(i, p.t)li, p), ©)
1

whereDs = 2 andDg = 28 are the dimensions of the Hilbert space of the system and begpectively. The coefficients
{c(i, p,t)} are the complex-valued amplitudes of the correspondingees of the sef|i, p) } which denotes the complete set
of the orthonormal states in up—down basis of the system atiddpins.

The size of the quantum systems that can be simulated, titat $$ze for which Eq[{9) can actually be computed, is prilpar
limited by the memory required to store the pure state. 8gl¥he TDSE requires storage of all the numbfg8, p,t)|i =
1,2,p=1,...,2%8}. Hence the amount of memory that is required is proportitmas 1, that is it increases exponentially
with the number of spins of the bath. As the number of aritlieregterations also increases exponentially, it is advistdlse
13 - 15 digit floating-point arithmetic (corresponding to-2®* bytes for each pair of real numbers). Therefore, reprasgaati
pure state oNg + 1 spin-1/2 objects on a digital computer requires at led%t2 bytes. For example, fakg = 23 (Ng = 35)
we need at least 256 MB (1 TB) of memory to store a single $tdte)). In practice we need storage for three vectors, and
memory for communication buffers, local variables and theecitself.

The CPU time required to advance the pure state by one timer steprimarily determined by the number of operations to
be performed on the state vector, that is it also increagesnentially with the number of spins. The elementary openat
performed by the computational kernel can symbolically bigten as|W) <+ U|W) where theU’s are sparse unitary matrices
with a relatively complicated structure. A characteri$tiature of the problem at hand is that for most of ths, all elements
of the set{c(i, p,t)|i = 1,2, p = 1,2M8} are involved in the operation. This translates into a cooaptid scheme for efficiently
accessing memory, which in turn requires a sophisticatethwenication scheme [33].

We can exclude that the conclusions that we draw from the nicadeesults are affected by the algorithm used to solve
the TDSE by performing the real-time propagationed§f" by means of the Chebyshev polynomial algorithnl [41-44].sThi
algorithm is known to yield results that are very accuratesg to machine precision), independent of the time steg
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A disadvantage of this algorithm is that, especially whemribmber of spins exceeds 28, it consumes significantly mBté C
and memory resources than a Suzuki-Trotter product-farhased algorithm [45]. Hence, once it has been verified kieat t
numerical results of the latter are, for practical purppsssgood as the numerically exact results, we use the lattahé
simulations of the large systems.

A. Density matrix

According to quantum theory, observables are representétebmitian matrices and the correspondence with meassirabl
quantities is through their averages defined als [46]

() =Tt p(t)<7, (10)

wheres/ denotes a Hermitian matrix representing the observaiite,is the density matrix of the whole syste®a- B at time

t andTr denotes the trace over all states of the whole systenBSIf the numerical solution of the TDSE for a pure state of
Ng + 1 spins already requires resources that increase expalemtith the number of spins of the bath, computing Eql (10)
seems an even more daunting task. Fortunately, we can mald tiee “random-state technology” to reduce the computatio
cost to that of solving the TDSE for one pure state [47]. Theikeéo note that ifld) is a pure state, picked randomly from the
2\s+1_dimensional unit hypersphere, one can show in generafahatermitian matricess [47]

Tr o = D(®|./|®) + ¢(D/?), (11)

whereD is the number of diagonal elements of the matsix(= the dimension of the Hilbert space) afid@’(x) should be read
as saying that the standard deviation is of osddfor the case at haridl= 2"8+1 hence Eq[{11) indicates that for a large bath,
the statistical errors resulting from approximatifige” by (®|.«7|®) vanishes exponentially with the number of bath spins. For
large baths, this property makes the problem amenable t@ncahsimulation. Therefore, from now on, we replace the™
by a matrix element of a random pure state whenever the tga@tion involves a number of states that increases expiaitgn
with the number of spins (in the present case, bath sping.only

The state of the systefiis completely described by the reduced density matrix

ps(t) = Trep(t), (12)

wherep(t) is the density matrix of the whole syste®a- B at timet, Tr g denotes the trace over the degrees of freedom of the
bath, andlr sps(t) = Tr p(t) = 1. In practice, as the dimension of the Hilbert space of thik by be assumed to be large, we
can, using the “random-state technology”, compute thestoaer the bath degrees of freedom as

(Tre);, Zc c(, p,t) (i, pl[], p)- (13)

In the case that the system contains only one spin, whicteisdke that we consider in the present work, the reducedylensi
matrix can, without loss of generality, be written as

3
pst) =2 3 [1+palt) :gz[m ot (14)

a=xy,z
wherepy(t) = p1(t), py(t) = p2(t) andp,(t) = ps(t) are real numbers. Making use of the “random-state techgtldgollows
immediately from Eq.[(1l4) that

Pa(t) = px(t) = Trsps(t)ag = Tr p(t)dg ~ (P(t)| G| ¥(t))

p2(t) = py(t) = Trsps(t )%—Tr p(t)ag ~ (W(t) g W(t))

P3(t) = p(t) = Trsps(t)og = Tr p(t )Uo ~ (W(b)|og|P(D)). (15)

Therefore, to obtain (accurate approximations to) the etgpien values of the system operators we compute the esipres
that appear in the left-hand side of Hg.J(15) using the nuraksolution of the TDSE in the form given by Ef] (9).

B. Thermal equilibrium state

As a first check on the numerical method, it is of interestmoutate the case in which the system+bath are initially imrttze
equilibrium and study the effects of the bath sitg and system-bath interaction strengdtton the expectation values of the
system spin.



The procedure is as follows. First we generate a randomatdte whole system, meaning that

e PH/2|o)

|CD(B)> = Wa (16)
wheref denotes the inverse temperature. As one can show that fartmeyvabler (t) t) [47]
—BH
(o (0) = T (o) s 0)(g)) + 00, 17)

we can usé®(B)|.«/|®(B)) to estimate(7(t)). As e PH commutes withe ™, (7 (t)) = (7 (t = 0)) is time independent.
Excluding the trivial case thdH, .o/ (t)] = 0, (®(B)|« (t)|®(B)) = (P(B)|e"™ oze ™ |d(B)) depends on time: indeed, in
general the random stat®(f3)) is unlikely to be an eigenstate bf. Therefore, the simulation data obtained by solving the
TDSE with|®(B3)) as the initial state should display some time dependenceetier, from Eq.[(17), it follows directly that the
time dependent contributions will vanish very fast, nanas{p /2. Hence this time dependence, an artifact of using “random
state technology”, reveals itself as statistical fluctuadiand can be ignored.

For the system in thermal equilibrium at the inverse temjpeeg we have

<U(>)<> = tanr(BhX) ) <0g> =0 , <Og> =0. (18)

In Fig.[d we show simulation results for a bathBat 2 for Ng = 13 (left) andNg = 28 spins (right). If the system-bath interaction
is sufficiently weak then, from Ed._(L8), we expect thag) ~ tanhBh* which for Bh* = 1 yields(o§) ~ 0.762. From the TDSE
solution withNg = 13, it is clear that the spin averages fluctuate (due to thetifee random thermal state which is not an
eigenstate oH). As expected, foNg = 28 the fluctuations are much smaller, in concert with Eql..(17)

Computing the time averages for a bath wiifs= 13 and for the time intervaD, T] with T = 1000 yields

T/ dt (B(B)[a%(t)|D(B)) = 0.81(0.14)
= / dt (®(B)|aY(t)|®(B)) = 0.00(0.05)
/ dt (®(B)|0Z(t)|®(B)) = —0.01(0.05), (19)
where the numbers in parenthesis give the standard devi&@Ng = 28 and for the time intervaD, T] with T = 200 we find
T/ dt (®(B)| a3 (t)|d(B)) = 0.76(0.01)
T/ dt (®(B)|aY(t)|®(B)) = 0.00(0.01)
z / dt (®(B)]0Z(t)|P(B)) = 0.00(0.01), (20)

indicating that for most practical purposes, a batiNgf= 28 spin may be sufficiently large to mimic an infinitely larggathn.
The numbers in Eq[{20) also give an indication of the stagikfluctuations that we may expect for a bath contairiigg= 28
spins. For the model parameters and the valuk ofhosen, the second-order correctiond iare of the order of @1 and are
hidden in the statistical fluctuations, suggesting thateslofA < 0.1 are within the perturbative regime.

The latter statement is not as obvious as it may seem. To fatst A, we have

(d5) = (95)s— BA ((0g)s — 1) (B)e, (21)

where(.)s and(.)g denote the thermal equilibrium averages with respect teyiseem and bath, respectively. For the sake of
argument, consider the case tKat 0, hj = 0 andhjy = h§ foralln=1,... ,Ng (the same reasoning applies to the contributions
of second order id). Then, Eq.[(2l1) becomes

(a§) = tanh(Bh*) + BANg (1 — tanh(Bh*)) tanh(Bhg), (22)

showing that the contribution of the “perturbation terméiieases with the number of spins in the bath. In other wordsniot
sufficient to consider small values #f For the perturbation by the bath to be wealk, it is necessatyA\tNg is small. In this
respect the spin bath considered in this paper is not diffdrem e.g. the standard spin-boson model [4]. In our sitinha
work, we adopt a pragmatic approach: we simply compute teeages and compare them with the theoretical results of the
isolated system (as we did above). The couplirig considered to be small enough if the corrections are hiddthe statistical
fluctuations.
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FIG. 1. (color online) Time evolution of the average of thetsyn spin as obtained by solving the TDSE with a random thestate a3 = 2

as the initial state. The Hamiltonian of the bath is given oy @) withK = —1/4 andA = 1 (antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model), The
parameters of the system-bath Hamiltonian Eby. (3Jarel/4 andhf = h% = 1/8. The system-bath interaction=0.1. (a)Ng = 13; (b)

Ng = 28. Lines connecting the data points are guide to the eye.

IV.  QUANTUM MASTER EQUATION: GENERALITIES

We are interested in the dynamics of a system, the degreeseafdm of which interact with other degrees of freedom of a
“bath”, “environment”, etc. The combination of system +lp&irms a closed quantum system. When we consider the system
only, we say that we are dealing with an open quantum systdra.qlantum state of the system + bath is represented by the
density matrixo = p(t) which evolves in time according to

20 ifp(e).H, @3)
whereH is the Hamiltonian of the system + bath (recall that we adojfitsisuch thab = 1).
The “relevant” part of the dynamics may formally be sepatdtem the “uninteresting” part by using the Nakajima-Zwignz
projection operator formalism/[2] 3]. Le# be the projector onto the “relevant” part and introduce tiwutille operator
ZA=i[AH]. Denoting by2 = 1 — & the projector on the “uninteresting” part, it follows that

0700 _ o 4ty + 2.2 9910, o
0200 _ 5 4 5p1)+ 022011 )

Note that becausH is Hermitian,i.?, i 2 andi2.¥ 2 are Hermitian too. The formal solution of the matrix-valued
inhomogeneous, linear, first-order differential equatton (2%) reads as

t
2p(t) = 272 2p(1 =0)+/ due??? 9.2 2p(t —u), (26)
0
as can be verified most easily by calculating its derivatiith wespect to time and usin & = &, 2 = 2% =0 and
29 = 2. Substituting Eq[(26) into EJ._(24) yields

dZp(t)
ot
We are primarily interested in the time evolution of the syst Therefore, we choos® such that it projects onto the system

v.ariables and we perform the trace over the bath degre&eedom. A common choice for the projectét is [4,18,[14] 20| 22,
23]

't
=PLPpt)+ PL 2272 Ip(t =0)+ / du 222242 9.9 Pp(t—u). (27)
JO

PA=pgTrgA, (28)



where
e*BHB 29
PB = ma (29)
is the density matrix of the bath in thermal equilibrium. Acdingly, the density matrix of the system is given by
ps(t) =TreZp(t) =Trep(t), (30)

consistent with Eq[{12).
In the present work, we will mostly consider initial statbattare represented by the direct-product ansatz

p(t=0) = psps, . (31)

but occasionally, we also consider as an initial state, lleental equilibrium state of the system + bath, thap{s= 0) =
e PH/Tr e PH, see SedIIIB. The direct-product ansatz Eq] (31) not amiglies 2p(t = 0) = 0 but also defines the initial
condition for Eq.[(2]). In general, this initial conditioraypnbe incompatible with the initial condition for the TDSEtbé whole
system, which may affect the dynamics on a time-scale coatpato the relaxation time of the bath [22].

Adopting Eq.[(31), Eq[{27) simplifies to
t
0p0_st(t) =Trg 2L Pp(t) + / duTrg 2.2 2e"?%? 22 ?p(t—u), (32)
0
which is not a closed equation fpg(t) yet [20].

Using the explicit form of the Hamiltonian Ed.I(1), the firstin in Eq. [3R) may be written & g 2.Z Zp(t) = ZLps(t)
where for any system operatkg,

3 _
LoXs = —i {[Hs, Xs(t)] + Z<Bi>5 [O'(I_-,,Xs(t)] } , (33)
i=
and(B;)g = TrgpeBi. Therefore, Eq[{32) may be written as
t
‘9pa—5t(t) = Zops(t) + /O duTrg 2.2 2e'"W2%2 9 2 pgps(u). (34)

Using representation Ed._(14), multiplying both sides of &4) by O(J;, performing the trace over the system degree of
freedom, and denoting(t) = (pa(t), p2(t), p3(t)), Eq. [34) can be written as

dg_t(t):Lp(t)+/0tduM(t—U)P(U)Jr/otd“K(”)’ (39

where
N D
L k= éTI’ SO'OZOO'O

M ji (U) = = ol £ 26972 9.4 pg o

2
K(u) = %Tr 0l 426972 94 pg. (36)

As we have only made formal manipulations, solving Egl (F3he system is just as difficult as solving EQ.](23) of the vehol
system. In other words, in order to make progress, it is reacg$0 make approximations. A common route to derive antaua
which can actually be solved is to assume thas sufficiently small such that perturbation theory may bedu® approximate
the second term in EJ_{B4) and that it is allowed to repfasge) in Eq. [33) byps(t) [4].

As the purpose of the present work is to scrutinize the appratons just mentioned by comparing the solution obtained
from the Markovian quantum master equation with the oneinétiby solving the TDSE, we will not dwell on the justificatio
of these approximations and derivation of this equatiagifitbut merely state that the result of making these appnakons is
an equation that may be cast in the form

B — Ap(t)+b. (37)
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In the following we will refer to Eq.[(37) as “the” quantum ntasequation (QMEQ). In Se€_TVIA we give a well-known
example of a quantum master equation that is of the form[Eg). (3
The formal solution of Eq[{37) reads as

p(t)=e*p(0)+ /O " lt-unp, du, (38)
or, equivalently
p(t+1) :eTAp(t)Jr/(:e(T’“)Ab du=e"p(t)+B, (39)
where
B= /0 " uAL gy (40)

does not depend on time. Equatibn](39) directly connectsemtimerical work because in practice, we solve the TDSE avith
finite time stepr.

Generally speaking, as a result of the coupling to the bathsystem is expected to exhibit relaxation towards a siatjo
state, meaning tha(t) ~ p() for t sufficiently large. If such a stationary state exists, itdak from Eq. [39) thap(«) ~
e’ p () + B or thatB ~ (1—e™)p(w), yielding

p(t+T1)—p() ~e™(p(t) —p(x)). (41)
Equation[(41l) suggests that the existence of a stationaty ishplies that there is no need to determnéHowever, numerical
experiments with the Bloch equation model (see Appendixhapsthat using Eq[{41), a least-square fit to solution of teeB
equation often fails to yield the corregt®. Therefore, as explained in SEd. V, we will use Eq] (39) ardrdene bothe™ and
B by least-square fitting to TDSE or Bloch equation data.

We can now formulate more precisely, the procedure to testhn or not a quantum master equation of the form [EG. (37)
provides a good approximation to the dagét) = (a%(t)) obtained by solving the TDSE of the system interacting withtath
using a time step. To this end, we use the latter data to determine the mefttiand vectoB such that, in a least square sense,
the difference between the data obtained by solving[Ed).f(8% substantial interval of time and the corresponding E@&ta
is as small as possible. If the valuesm(ft) computed according to Eq_{39) are in good agreement witldt@py(t), one
might say that at least for the particular time interval sddthere exists a mapping of the Schrddinger dynamidseo§ystem
onto the QMEQ Eql(37).

A. Markovian quantum master equation: Example

We consider the Redfield master equatlon [1] under the Maakoassumptiori [4,) 8]

3
dpd—st(t) = —i[Hs, ps(t)] + A 2, (Rips(t)o; + o3ps(IR] — ojR;ps(t) — ps(t)R] ;) “2

whereps(t) is the density matrix of the system. The opera®ysire given byl[8]
3w _ _
Ri=Y / dt Cy(t)e tHege®™s  j=123, 43)
k=10
whereCj (t) = TrgpgBj(t)Bx(0) are the correlations of the bath operatols [8]. The spedfimfof Cjx (t) is not of interest to

us at this time (but also see SEC.IVII). For what follows, ifiportant that the specific form E_{43) of the operafysllows
us to write

3
Rj = Z rjkak, (44)
k=1

where
r,—lz/o dt Gjx (1)
rjzz/ dt (Cja(t)cos 't +Cjz(t) sin2’t)
0

rjs = / dt (Cja(t)cos It — Cjp(t) sin2t) | (45)
0
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FIG. 2. (color online) The absolute values of three of theertiath-operator correlations Ef. {47) as obtained by splthe TDSE for a
bath ofNg = 32 spins with a random thermal statefat 1 as the initial state. The bath-operator correlations st absolute values that
are too small to be seen on the scale of the plot have beenedmitthe parameters of the system-bath Hamiltoitlgg areJ = 1/4 and
h§ = h% = 1/8. (a) the bath HamiltoniaHg is given by Eq.[(5) wittK = —1/4 andA = 1 (antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model) ane: 0;
(b) same as (a) except that= 0.1; (c) the bath Hamiltoniafg is given by Eq.[(B) withK = 1/4 andA = 0; (d) same as (a) except that
A =01

do not depend on time (due to the Markov approximation).
As a first step, we want to derive from EG.142), the correspumelquations in terms of the(t)’s. This can be done by using
representation Eq._(114), multiplying both sides of [Eq] @&h oy for k= 1,2, 3 and taking the trace, a calculation for which we

resort to Mathemati®. We obtain

d

% = +47% [(r'23 - r'32) - (rsz + r3.R3) p1+r5p2+ r?l?lpiﬂ

d

% = +h*ps+4A2 [(rgl - r'ls) + 1501 — (r1R1 + r§3) p2+ rgng]

d

% = —h*p+4A2 [rIlZ — by + 101+ 15500 — (rlRl + rsz) p3], (46)

where we used the notatiar= 2% +iZ'. It directly follows that Eq.[(46) can be written in the forrg 31). It is straightforward
to show that this holds for quantum master equations of thdtlad form as well.

B. Bath correlations

A crucial assumption in deriving the QMEQ E@.137) from theeixequation Eq[(34) is that the correlations of the bath
decay on a short time scale, short relative to the time sdaheamotion of the system spihl[4]. Moreover, in the perttixtea
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derivation of quantum master equations, such as the Redfiatder equation, it is assumed that the time evolution obdik
operators is governed by the bath Hamiltonian onlly [4].

Having the time evolution of the whole system at our disposalcan compute, without additional assumptions or approxi
mations, the correlations

C(,j,t) =Trp(t=0)Bi()B;j(0) , 1i,j=12,3, (47)

of the bath operators Ed.l(4). Note thatin general,[Eq. @&pimplex-valued and that, because of the choicd Eh.C3il);,t) =
Cij (t) if A = 0. Of particular interest is the question whether, for thesefn value of the system-bath interactiorihe dynamics
of the system spin significantly affects the bath dynamics.

In Fig.[2 we present simulation results of the correlati@isi,t)| for a bath ofNg = 32 spins, for different choices of the bath
Hamiltonian, and with and without system-bath interactidhe calculation of the nine correlations Eq.1(47) requaelsing
four TDSEs simultaneously, using as the initial states &melom thermal statgl(3)), B1|¥(B)), B2|¥(B)), andBs|W(B)).
As the whole system contains 33 spins, these calculatianfaaty expensive in terms of CPU and memory cost. One such
calculation needs somewhat less than 1TB memory to run &ed &bout 5 hours using 65536 BlueGene/Q processors which,
in practice, limits the time interval that can be studied.

In all four cases, the absolute values of correlations férj are much smaller than those fioe j and have therefore been
omitted in Fig[2. The remaining three correlations decgyjdig but, on the time scale shown, are definitely non-zeto-af0.

Comparison of the top and bottom figures of [Ely. 2 may sugbesthe bath correlations decay faster if the bath is desdrib
by the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg modgl (5) than if thé bamiltonian has random couplings [see Edg. (6)]. Howetes,
is a little misleading. For the bath Hamiltonian with randoouplingsK in the rangd—1/4,1/4], we have(|KJ|) ~ 1/8. On
the other hand, for the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg batthaveK = —1/4 roughly indicating that the bath dynamics may
be about two times faster than in the case of the bath Harratlomith random couplings. The presence of random couplings
renders the quantitative comparison of the relaxation gimen-trivial. However, from Fid.]2 it is clear that as a béte
antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model performs better thamtodel with random interactions in the sense that ferl0 the
correlations of the former seem to have reached a statictaisy whereas in the case of the latter, they do not. Moreosiag
the full Hamiltonian = 0.1) instead of only the bath Hamiltonian to solve the TDSE} forl0 the changes to the correlations
are less pronounced if the bath is an antiferromagneticadbisrg model than if the bath has random interactions. Based
these results, it seems advantageous to adopt the antifegreetic Heisenberg modéd & —1/4) as the Hamiltonian of the
bath.

Qualitatively, in all cases, the correlations are eithealsfior all t or decrease by about order of magnitude on a short time
scale { < 10), indicating that the approximations that changed EB) {8to Eq. [3T) may apply to the spin model we are
considering.

V. ALGORITHM TO EXTRACT e™ AND B FROM TDSE DATA

Recall that our primary objective is to determine the Maikovmaster equation Ed._(37) which gives the best (in the-leas
square sense) fit to the solution of the TDSE. Obviously,rtgiires taking into account the full motion of the systein spot
only the decay envelope, over an extended period of time.

The numerical solution of the TDSE of the full problem yiettie datapy(t) = (oX(t)). In this section, we consider these
data as given and discuss the algorithm that takes as inpwithes ofp(t) and returns the optimal choice of the matefk
and vectoB, meaning that we minimize the least-square error betweedala{p(t)} and the corresponding data, obtained
by solving Eq.[(3B).

Denotingpk(n) = p«(n1), it follows that if Eq. [39) is assumed to hold, we must have

p1(1) P1(2) ... pa(N) ()11 (€M)12 (€™)13 (B)s E § 83 ' EN:B
P2(1) P2(2) .. pa(N) | =| (€)1 (€M)22 (€™)23 (B)2 ( ) 3(1) L pa(N=1) |
p3(1) p3(2) ... ps(N) (€™)31 (€™)32 (€™)33 (B)3 11 1

(48)

whereN is the number of time steps for which the solution of the TDSEriown. We may write EqL_{(#8) in the more compact
form

Z=YX, (49)

whereZ is a 3x N matrix of data)Y is a 3x 4 matrix that we want to determine, aids a 4x N matrix of data.
We determine’ by solving the linear least square problem, that is we sefarche solution of the problem mir(|Z — YX 2.
A numerically convenient way to solve this minimization pkem is to compute the singular value decomposition [48,0£9]
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X = UZVT whereU is an orthogonal & 3 matrix, Z is the 3x N matrix with the singular values of on its diagonal, an¥/"
is an orthogonaN x N matrix. In terms of these matrices we have

Y=2zvZtUT, (50)

whereZt is the pseudo-inverse &, which is formed by replacing every non-zero diagonal eofrg by its reciprocal and
transposing the resulting matrix.

Numerical experiments show that the procedure outlined@ionot robust: it sometimes fails to reproduce the kneftn
andB = 0, in particular in the case that” is (close to) an orthogonal matrix. Fortunately, a strdigitard extension renders
the procedure very robust. The key is to use data from threewith different initial conditions. This also reduces tieance
that the estimates @&” andB are good by accident. In practice, we take the initial staidse orthogonal (see Séc]VI for the
precise specification).

Labeling the data for different initial states by supersisrive have

(Z(1> 7(2) 7(3) ) -vY ( X1 x@ x@ ), (52)

but nowZ = (M 2@ zB)) andX = (XM X2 X)) are 3x 3N and 4x 3N matrices of data, respectively. Using Hg.](50) we
compute

()21 (€M)22 (€™)23 (B)2
(€™)31 (€™)32 (€)33 (B)3

[y
N

((GTA)ll (€™)12 (€)13 (B)l)
Y = )

(52)

from which the matri>e™ and vectoB immediately follow. In AppendikA, we discuss the methodttiva used to validate the
extraction method.

VI. FITTING A QUANTUM MASTER EQUATION TO THE SOLUTIONOFTHET DSE

The procedure to test the hypothesis as to whether the QME@EJprovides a good approximation to the exact TDSE of
a (small) system which is weakly coupled to a (large) envitent can be summarized as follows:

1. Make a choice for the model parametefshg, K, A, and the system-bath interactidnfor the number of bath spirids,
the inverse temperatufeof the bath, and the time stap(t = 1 unless mentioned explicitly).

2. Prepare three initial staté#(0))x = [X)|@), |¥(0))y = |y)|@), and|¥(0)), = | 1)|¢) where|x) = (| 1)+ | 1))/v2,ly) =
(| 1) +i| 1))/+v/2, and|@) denotes a pure state picked randomly from the-@imensional unit hypersphere. For each
of the three initial states we may or may not use differenlizaons of |@). If 3 > 0, prepare typical thermal states
by projection[417], that is set¥(0))x = |x)|@(8/2))/(®(B/2)|@(B/2))Y/? (and similarly for the two other initial states)
where|g(B/2)) = e P"e/?|g).

3. For each of the three initial states, solve the TDSE fert0=n7 < T = N7. The case of interest is whéhis large
enough for the system-bath to reach a steady state. For dable three different initial states compupg;(k) =
(W(kr)|gp|W(kr))j, fori, j = x,y,zand store this data.

4. Use the data; j(k) to construct the 3 3N matrix Z = (2122 Z®) and 4x 3N matrix X = (X1 X2 X)) [see
Eq. (51)] and compute thex34 matrixY, yielding the best (in the least-square sense) estima&$ aindB.

5. Use the estimates &f” andB to compute the averages [denoted fy (k)] of the three components of the system
spin operator@(t), according to Eq.[(39) for each of the three different ihigtes. Quantify the difference of the
reconstructed data, i.e. the solution of the “best” appration in terms of the QMEQ, and the original data obtained by
solving the TDSE by the number

emaslt = kt) = max|py (k) — 51 (k)| (53)

6. Check if the approximate density matrix of the system neefibyp; j (k), is non-negative definite. In none of our simula-
tion runs the approximate density matrix of the system dtités test.
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FIG. 3. (color online) Comparison between the spin averagexbtained by solving the TDSE (solid lines) and the QMEQdsircles) with
e’ andB extracted from the TDSE data. (a) initial stéygl¢); (b) initial state| 1)|@). The model parameters ard:= 0, Ng = 13,3 =0,

K =-1/4,A=1andh§ = h% = 1/8. For clarity, the system-spin averages are shown with a titrerval of 100. The markers represent the
data obtained by least-square fitting to 15000 numbers gtteby the TDSE solver.

Test of the procedure to fit Eq. [3T) to TDSE data

If the system does not interact with the bath=€ 0), the system spin simply performs Larmor rotations in tlagnetic field
H = (h*,0,0). Therefore, thel = 0 case provides a simple, but as mentioned in Appdnllix A fltmmumerical viewpoint the
most difficult case for the fitting procedure.

In Fig.[3, we present simulation results of freandz-components of the system spin as obtained by solving theETigh
initial statesy)|@) and| 1)|@), respectively. Looking at the time interval shown in Ei.r@laecalling that the spin components
perform oscillations with a period/h*, it is clear that Fig[13 does not show these rapid oscillatiomstead, not to clutter
the plots too much, we only plotted the values at regularvals, as indicated by the markers. For the initial statap), the
x-component is exactly constant (both for the TDSE and tinmdugion using the estimatesl* andB) and therefore not shown.
The difference between the spin averages obtained from Ef&ETand from time evolution according to EG.1(39) (using the
estimatece™ andB) is rather smallgmax(t) < 107° for 0 < t < 10000) and is therefore not shown either.

The small values ofnax(t) are reflected in the excellent agreement between the TDSB&ER (Eq. [37)) data shown in
Fig.[d. From these simulation data we conclude thatfer 0, the matrixe™ and vectoB obtained by least-square fitting to
the TDSE data define a QMEQ that reproduces the correct vafube spin averages.

The next step is to repeat the analysis for the case of wea&myisath interactiod = 0.05 (recall that we already found
thatA = 0.1 corresponds to a weak interaction). To head off misunadedstgs, recall that our least-square procedure estimates
the bese™ andB using the data of three different solutions of the TDSE. kslaot fit data for individual spin components
separately nor does it fit data obtained from a TDSE solutfame particular choice of the initial state. Our proceduedds
the besilobalestimates foe™ andB in the least-square sense.

In Fig.[4 we illustrate the procedure for sampling and preiresthe TDSE data and for plotting these data along with the
data obtained from Eq[{B9) using the estima¢&ti andB. We present data for short times (top figures) and for the &hol
time interval (bottom figures). The TDSE data (solid linep&ng sampled, namely at times indicated by tthvalues of the
markers, which in the case corresponds to a time steps ok8eHigsl4(aj34(c)]. The sampled data of the whole interval
[0,1000 are used to determire” andB by the least-square procedure described in Skc. V. In thikpkr case, the TDSE
solver supplies 15000 numbers to the least-square proeedibe estimated™ andB thus obtained are then used to compute
the time-evolution of the spin components, the data beipgesented by the markers.

From Fig[4(d), it is clear that although the QMEQ producesdbrrect qualitative behavior of tikecomponent of the system
spin, the difference with the TDSE data is significant (asl$e @lear fromemax(t)). In particular, the TDSE data of the
component of the system spin do not show relaxation to thenhleequilibrium value, which is zero fg@ = 0. At first sight,
this could be a signature that the fitting procedure breatsdiecause it is certainly possible to produce a much bettertfie
TDSE data of the-componentf we would fit a curve to this data onlBut, as explained above, we estimaté andB by fitting
to the nine (three spin componentsthree different initial states) of such curves simultarsipuApparently, the mismatch in
thex-component is compensated for by the close match ofteemponent [see Fifi] 4(e) ardtomponent (not shown)].

Remarkably, the matrie™ and vectoB extracted from the TDSE data yield a QMEQ that does indidaa¢ the system
spin relaxes to a state that is close to thermal equilibritire QMEQ yields a value of 0.04 for the expectation value ef th
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FIG. 4. (color online) Comparison between the spin averagesbtained by solving the TDSE (solid lines) and the QMEQidwircles)
with e andB extracted from the TDSE data. (a)—(c) show how the TDSE daiid(line) are being sampled, namely at times indicated by
thet-values of the markers, which in the case corresponds toeagiaps of 0.2. (d)— (f): the sampled data of the whole int¢®/4000, in

this case 15000 numbers, are used to determine by the psmstesprocedure described in Jet. V, the parameters thatthattime-evolution

of the Markovian master equation Ef.{37). The latter is theed to compute the time-evolution of the spin componehts data being
represented by the markers. For clarity, in the bottom figutiee data are shown with a time interval of 10. The modelrpaters are:

h§ =hg =1/8andA =0.1,Ng = 13,8 =0,K = —1/4, andA = 1. (a),(d) initial statéx)|@); (b),(e) initial statdy)|@); (c) initial state|z)|@);

(f) the erroremax(t).

x-component of the system spin and values less thaft fild the other two components. From the general theory of tiiEQ
in the Markovian approximatior|[4], we know that if the cdations of the bath-operators E.[47) satisfy the KubotMar
Schwinger condition, the stationary state solution of thED is exactly the same as the thermal equilibrium statee$jistem
(ignoring corrections of/(A ) [see Refl_20 for a detailed discussion)].

The mismatch between the QMEQ and TDSE data oktbemponent can be attributed to the fact that a batiizof 13 spins
is too small to act as a bath in thermal equilibrium. Howetrex,argument that leads to this conclusion is somewhatesuid
shown in Sed IITB, the random state approach applied toytstem + bath yields the correct thermal equilibrium proigsrtin
particular, in the case at han £ 0, Ng = 13), within the usual statistical fluctuations it yielgB(8 = 0)|g (t)|®(B = 0)) ~ 0
for o =x,y,z. Note thatin this kind of calculation, the initial state(8 = 0)) is a random state of the system + bath. In contrast,
the data shown in Fifl 4(d) are obtained by solving the TDSA thie initial statd¥W(0))x = |X)| @) (see Sed¢ V). Therefore, the
results of Fig[¥(d) demonstrate that fég = 13, the statement that

X)) —> TDSE evolution—s |®), (54)

where® denotes an (approximate) random state of the whole systemot necessarily trueOtherwise, we would have
<<T>|og(t)|<5> ~ 0 fort large enough, in contradiction with the data shown in Eigl)4Roughly speaking, one could say that a
bath ofNg = 13 is not sufficiently “complex” to let the TDSE evolve certanitial states towards a random state of the whole
system. For a discussion of the fact that in general,[Eq.d6d} not necessarily hold, see Ref. 36.

As a check on this argument, we repeat the simulation withttaNia= 24 spins. The results are shown in Fify. 5. Comparing
Figs.[4 andb, it is clear that for long times the value ofttmomponent decreases as the number of spins in the batlasesre
and that the agreement between the TDSE data and the fittedJQ@MEa has improved considerably. This suggests that as the
size of the bath increases and with the bath initially in alcan state, the TDSE evolution can drive the state to an (xppete)
random state of the whole system, meaning that the wholermsystiaxes to the thermal equilibrium state. However, audised
in Sec[IX there are exceptions [36].

In general, we may expect that for short times, a MarkovianEgMcannot represent the TDSE evolution very well [8, 14].
But if we follow the evolution for times much longer than thgpical correlation times of the bath-operators, the défere
between the QMEQ and TDSE data for short times does not dffeatesults of fitting the data over the whole, large time-
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FIG. 5. (color online) Same as F[d. 4, except that the battatiesNg = 24 spins andh = 0.05. The markers represent the data obtained by
least-square fitting to 15000 numbers generated by the TBSErsFor clarity the data is shown with a time interval of 6.

a)

(b)

05 | . 0.5 |l
A A =
;'5 0 ;-(_-, 0 AVA E
° P :
\ \

05 | 1 05 |

1 ‘ 1
0 02 04 06 08 1 0 02 04 06 08 1
10°t 10°t

FIG. 6. (color online) Same as F[d. 5, except that the bathitiglly at 8 = 1.

interval in a significant manner. Hence there is no need toadisthe short-time data in the fitting procedure. As a matter
fact, the data shown in Fif] 4 indicate that the least-sqpereedure applied to the whole data set yields a Markoviasténa
equation that reproduces the short-time behavior quité wel

Finally, we check that the conclusions reached so far forth g3 = 0 also hold wher8 > 0. In Fig.[8, we show the
simulation results foB = 1, for the same system and bath as the one used to obtain thstaatn in Figlh. From Fifl 6 we
conclude that the agreement between the TDSE and QMEQ dati#tésgood.

TABLE I. The parameters that appear in Hg.l(55) as obtain€fitthyg the QMEQ to the TDSE data shown in Fig. 7.

B i Aia A2 A3 bi

0 1 —0.29x10°1 +0.57x 1073 —0.11x10°2 —0.31x10°3
0 2 —0.55x 1072 —0.73x10°1 +1.01 —0.95x10°4
0 3 —0.73x10°3 -101 —0.74x 1071 —0.56x10°4
1 1 —0.40x 1071 +0.11x 101 ~0.11x10°3 —0.18x10°1
1 2 —0.11x101 —0.36x10°1 +0.99 —0.29x10°3
1 3 —0.54x10°3 —0.99 —053x10°1 —0.32x10°3
2 1 —0.35x10°1 +0.29x 101 +0.75% 1073 —0.27x10°1
2 2 —0.22x10°1 —0.45x 1071 +0.98 —0.47x10°2
2 3 —0.84x10°3 -0.98 —0.40x 1071 —0.16x10°3

VII.  SIMULATION RESULTS: Np = 28,32

As already mentioned in Sdc.llll, in practice, there is atitidn on the sizes and time intervals that can be explorgd. B
increasing the system-bath interactibpwe can shorten the time needed for the system to relax tdit@guin. On the other
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FIG. 7. (color online) Simulation data for a bath willy = 28 spins and system-bath interactidn= 0.1. The model parameters are:
h§ =hg =1/8,K = —1/4, andA = 1.eps. Solid lines: TDSE data; solid circles: QMEQ data. i (0%(t)) as obtained by starting from
the initial state|x)|g), (a)—(c) corresponding t8 = 0,1, 2, respectively. Bottom row{g¥(t)) as obtained by starting from the initial state
[V)|@), (d)—(f) corresponding t = 0,1,2, respectively. The TDSE simulations yigla(t = 200)|) = 0.044, {|o§(t = 200)|) = 0.475, and
(|og(t = 200)|) = 0.756 for B = 0,1,2, respectively, whereas for the system in equilibrium weeh@}) = 0,0.4620.762 for 3 =0,1,2,
respectively. For clarity, the data are shown with a timenval of 0.6. The TDSE solver provided 3000 numbers as inpthé least-square
procedure.

hand,A should not be taken too large because when we leave the Ipatitier regime, the QMEQ of the form E.{37) cannot
be expected to capture the true quantum dynamics. From @lorexory simulations, we know that= 0.1 is still within the
perturbative regime, hence we will adopt this value wheriaglthe TDSE for baths with up tNg = 32 spins.

In Fig.[1 we present the results as obtained with a bath auintaNg = 28 spins, prepared ft= 0,1, 2. Although Fig[¥ may
suggest otherwise, the maximum error m@xax(t) ~ 0.05,0.1,0.2 for § = 0,1, 2, respectively, indicating that the difference
between the TDSE data and the QMEQ approximation increaisesBwThe results presented in FId. 8 for a bathiNaf= 32
spins and3 = 1 provide additional evidence for the observation that & b&Ng = 28,32 spins are sufficiently large to mimic
an infinite thermal bath. At any rate, in all cases, there ig geod qualitative agreement between the TDSE and QMEQ data

From the TDSE data, we can, of course, also extract the valut® entries in the matriA and vectorb, see Eq.[(37).
Writing Eq. (37) more explicitly as

70“?;“» = A11(O§(1)) + A1 2(0%(1)) + Ar3(05(1)) + by
70“;{;“» = A2 1(O(1)) + Az 2(0(1)) + Az 3(05(1)) + by
a<aa€i(t>> = A1 (O%(1)) + As2(0%(t)) + Ag3(a3(t)) + bs, (55)

and using, as an example, the data shown in[Fig. 7, we obtivelhes of the coefficients as given in Tdble I. From TEblegl, w
readily recognize that (A3 ~ —Az > ~ 1 represents the precession of the system spin in the madieédih* = 1/2, (ii) there
is a weak coupling between tixe and(y,z)- components of the system spin and (iii) the three spin corapts have different
relaxations times.

As a final check whethek = 0.1 is well within the perturbative regime, we repeat the satiohs for a bath containing
Ng = 32 spins and system-bath interactibr= 0.2 andf = 0. The simulation data are presented in Elg. 9. Clearlygetkéll is
good qualitative agreement between the TDSE and QMEQ datadaxpected, mgemax(t) has become larger (by a factor of
about 3).

In Table[Il we present results (first three rows) for the lestgtare estimates of the parameters that enter the QMEQ, as
obtained from the TDSE data shown in Hi§j. 8. Taking into aotthat with each run, the random values of the model parasete
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FIG. 8. (color online) Simulation data for a bath witg = 32 spins prepared @ = 1 and system-bath interaction= 0.1. The model
parameters ardig = hZB =1/8,K=-1/4, andA = 1. Figures (a,b) show TDSE data (solid lines) and QMEQ datiid(sircles). (a) initial
state|x)|¢); (b) initial stately)|); (c) the erroremax(t). The data obtained with the initial stdt¢)| @) is very similar as the data obtained with
the initial stately)|@) and are therefore not shown. For clarity, the data are shattmaime interval of 0.4. The TDSE solver provided 3000
numbers as input to the least-square procedure.
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FIG. 9. (color online) Same as F[d. 8 except that 0 andA =0.2.

change, the order-of-magnitude agreement between théod&g = 28 (Tabldl, rows 4—6) and tHds = 32 data is rather good.
We also present results (middle and last three rows) fordinemeters that enter the Redfield equation[Eq. (46), asnglotfiom
the TDSE data of the bath-operator correlati@s j,t) for 0 <t < 40 [see Figd.]2(a) arid 2(c) for a picture of some of these
data]. From Tablg]l, it is clear that there seems to be lgtlantitative agreement between a description based onettifieRl
quantum master equatidn {46) obtained by using the bathatgpecorrelation€(i, j,t) data and the parameters obtained from
the least-square fit of E._(b5) to the TDSE data. Simulatimiisg the 3D bath Hamiltoniafl(7) support this conclusiae(s
AppendiXB).

Although our results clearly demonstrate that QMEQ Edl (R@ntitatively describes the true qguantum dynamics of a spi
interacting with a spin bath rather well, the Redfield quemtnaster equation Ed._(46) in the Markovian approximatiamgiv
is also of the form Eq[(37), seems to perform rather poorlgamparison. The estimates of the diagonal matrix elements o
the matrixA as obtained from the expressions in terms of the bath-ameratrelationsC(i, j,t) are too small by factors 3—7.
This suggests that the approximations involved in the dédn of Eq. [46) are not merely of a perturbative nature Hetathe
dynamics in a more intricate manner [see Ref. 19 for an irtfdeiscussion of these aspects].

VIIl. EXCEPTIONS

The simulation results presented in Sécs. VI VIl strpsghgest that, disregarding some minor quantitative miffees,
the complicated Schrodinger dynamics of the system iotix@with the bath can be modeled by the much simpler QMEQ of
the form [37). But, as mentioned in SEC] IV, there are seampioximations involved to justify the reduction of the 8adinger
dynamics to a QMEQ. In this section, we consider a few exasiplewhich this reduction may fail.

The first case that we consider is defined by the Hamiltonian

Z

Ng

)\ B
H=—h‘af+ 2 S (ondg + Yoy + onog) +
n=1

(OnOR, 1+ OO, 1+ 007, 1) - (56)
1

Al

n
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TABLE Il. Firstthree data rows: coefficients that appear in §&3) as obtained by fitting the QMEQ to the TDSE data shovigrid. Middle
three rows: the corresponding coefficients as obtained enigally calculating the parameterg that appear in the Redfield guantum master
equation Eq[{46) according to Ef.{45), using the TDSE ditaecbath-operator correlations shown in Eiy. 2(a). Lasighows: same as the
middle three rows except that the used TDSE data of the hahator correlations are shown in Fil. 2(c). Note that thadased in these

simulations are very different (see Hig. 2), yet the relevambers (those with absolute value larger than*}@re in the same ballpark.

i Aia A2 A3 bi

1 —0.49x 1071 +0.82x 1072 —0.56x 1073 ~0.19x 1071
2 —0.80x 1072 —042x 1071 +1.02 —0.14x 1074
3 —0.38x 1073 -1.01 —041x 1071 —0.40x 1073
1 —0.71x 1072 —0.15x 1073 +0.18x 1073 —0.29x 1072
2 —0.13x10°3 —0.15x 1071 +1.00 —0.63x 1074
3 +0.16x 1073 —1.00 —0.15x 1071 +0.75x 1074
1 —0.64x 1072 +0.16x 1073 +0.14x 1073 —0.26x 1072
2 +0.75x 1073 —0.14x 1071 +1.00 +0.64x 104
3 —0.16x 1073 —1.00 —0.15x 1071 +0.64x 1074
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FIG. 10. (color online) Simulation data for a bath witlh = 32 spins prepared & = 0 and system-bath interactign= 0.2. The system
Hamiltonian is given by EqL{2). The system-bath interati®given by Eq.[[8) with}X = J¥ = JZ = 1/4. The bath Hamiltonian is given
by Eq. [8) withK = —1/4, A =1 andh} = h3 = 0. The full Hamiltonian is given by Eql_(56). Figures (a,bpshTDSE data (solid lines)
and QMEQ data (solid circles). (a) initial state|@); (b) initial state|y)|@); (c) the erroremax(t). The data obtained with the initial state
| @) is very similar as the data obtained with the initial stgiép) and are therefore not shown. With this choice of paramefevath and
system-bath Hamiltonians, the system does not relax théisrtal equilibrium state lip.« (o3 (t)) = Iime<og(t)> = lim¢_ (af(t)) = 0.
For clarity, the data is shown with a time interval of 0.4. TH2SE solver provided 3000 numbers as input to the leastrequacedure.

In other words, both the system-bath and intra-bath intenag are of the isotropic antiferromagnetic Heisenbepgtsand all
interaction strengths are constant. The simulation reéoiltthis case are presented in [Figl 10. From[EiY. 10(a)iritisediately
clear that the system does not relax to its thermal equilibstate a8 = 0 (for which lim_,. (og(t)) = 0). Apparently, the bath
Hamiltonian is too “regular” to drive the system to its thairequilibrium state, hence it is also not surprising thatattempt
to let the QMEQ describe the Schrodinger dynamics fails.

The second case that we consider is defined by the Hamiltonian

X X )\ e Z~Z 7 1 e Z 7
H=—-hoy+ 2 ZlJnon00+ 2 ZlananH, (57)
n= n=

with system-bath interactiord chosen at random and distributed uniformly over the intdrva, 1] and the bath is modeled by
an Ising Hamiltonian. The model Eq_{57) is known to exhihiagtum oscillations in the absence of quantum coherénfie [50
As the bath Hamiltonian commutes with all other terms of thartltonian, the only non-zero bath correlaticg3, 3,t) is
constant in time, hence one of the basic assumptions inidgtive QMEQ Eq.[(37) does not hold.

Because of the special structure of the Hamiltonian [Eg. 5% )straightforward to compute closed form expressiomgtie
expectation values of the system spin. Bot 0 we find

72 i X /
z<oé<t>>:1—2A2<<‘@S'”zi”h>2+‘@2>> L W=0) = X|0). (58)

(h*)2 4 22
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FIG. 11. (color online) Simulation data for a bath witlh = 32 spins prepared & = 0 and system-bath interactign= 0.2. The system
Hamiltonian is given by Eq{2). The system-bath interaciggiven by Eq.[(B) with}X = J} = 0 andJZ uniformly random between-1/4
and ¥4, in which case the interaction of the system and bath sginBrough the coupling of the-components of the spins only. The
bath Hamiltonian is given by Eq](6) witkX = K§ = h% = hZ = 0 andKZ uniformly random betweer-1 and 1. The full Hamiltonian
is given by Eq.[(8F7). (a),(b) Show TDSE data (solid lines) MEQ data (solid circles). (a) initial statg)|p); (b) initial state|y)|@);
(c) the erroremax(t). The data obtained with the initial stafte')|@) are very similar as the data obtained with the initial stgjép) and
are therefore not shown. With this choice of bath and sydiath-Hamiltonians, the system does not relax to its thermailibrium state
M0 (OX(1)) = liMye0 (T (1)) = liMi—00 (GE(t)) = 0. For clarity, the data are shown with a time interval of 0:#e TDSE solver provided
3000 numbers as input to the least-square procedure.

@) = ({eosa /7 22) ) . wit=0) = ylo) (59)
i X)2 2
<o§<t>>—1—2A2<hX>2<<S'¥fhvx)2h+)gtﬂ >> CwE=0)=[ i) (60)

where# = B({sn}) = ﬂil\]ﬁsn and

(2 = Y s @)22 ({0}, (61)
e

denotes the average over all the bath-spin configurations.

From Eq. [58) it follows immediately that if the system+baghinitially in the state|W(t = 0)) = |x)|@), we must have
(g%(t)) > 1—2A2. Hence the system will never relax to its thermal equilibristate [for which lin.. (o5(t)) = 0]. Neverthe-
less, from Figl Il it may still seem that the QMEQ capturesssential features of the Schrodinger dynamics but thitaive
agreement is a little misleading. More insight into thisexgran be obtained by considering the limit of a very largenber
of bath spindNg, by assumingg) to be a uniform superposition of th&®different bath states and by approximatiag being
a sum of independent uniform random variables, by a Gausaiedom variable. Then we have (after substitutifig= h*u)

(oY(t)) = U;ﬁ/:m du e ¥0/20% cos(ZthX\/ 1+ uz) . (62)

For larget, we can evaluate Eq._(62) by the stationary phase method aerfthd that(g¥(t)) decays as Ayt. Such a slow
algebraic decay cannot result from a time evolution desdrily a single matrix exponentidf*. In other words, the apparent
agreement shown in Fig_(IL1) is due to the relatively shoretinterval covered. On the other hand, as already mentjdhed
model defined by EqL{%7) is rather exceptional in the seresettie bath correlations do not exhibit any dynamics. Henhise i
not a surprise that the QMEQ cannot capture thetildependence.

Finally, in Fig.[12 we illustrate what happens if the= 1, that is if the system-bath interaction becomes comparabthe
other energy scalds* andK. Then, the perturbation expansion that is used to derivéi&Q of the form Eq.[(3]7) is no
longer expected to hold|[4]. The data presented in[Ely. 1&rlylshow that even though the time it takes for the systeradalr
the stationary state is rather short (becalise 1), the QMEQ fails to capture, even qualitatively, the dymabehavior of the
system. Note that the Schrodinger dynamics drives thesysb a stationary state which is far from the thermal equiilin
state of the isolated system. The TDSE solution yiélgf{t = 100)) = 0.264 [|(o(t = 100))| < 102 |(0g(t = 100))| < 102,
whereas from statistical mechanics for the isolated systefh= 1 we expect(oy) = tanh(1/2) = 0.462 [(03(t = 100)) =
(0§(t = 100)) = 0], a significant difference which, in view of the strong gystbath interaction, is not entirely unexpected.
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FIG. 12. (color online) Same as FId. 8 except that 1 andA = 1.

IX. SUMMARY

We have addressed the question to what extent a quantumrregstgion of the forrh 37) captures the salient featuresef th
exact Schrodinger equation dynamics of a single spin ezl a bath of spins. The approach taken was to solve the time-
dependent Schrodinger equation of the whole system artkfidata of the expectation values of the spin component®geth
of a quantum master equation of the fofml(37).

In all cases in which the approximations used to derive a mamaster equation of the for {37) seem justified, it was
found that the quantum master equation (37) extracted fhensolutions of the time-dependent Schrodinger equagsnribes
these solutions rather well. The least-square procedatdghused to fit the quantum master equatfod (37) data to rine ti
dependent Schrodinger data accounts for non-Markovfantsfand nonperturbative contributions. Quantitatiwelyfound that
differences between the data produced by the quantum nexgiation, obtained by least-square fitting to the time-ddpet
Schrodinger data, and the latter data increases with dsiaggtemperature.

The main finding of this work is that the exact Schrodingemaiyics of a single spin-1/2 object interacting with a spia-1
bath can be accurately and effectively described by[Ed.BTh, for convenience of the reader, is repeated here aut$ s

9P _ np(t) +, (63)
where the 3x 3 matrix A and the three elements of the vechoare time independent. As the mathematical structure of the
(Markovian) guantum master equatign](63) is the same a®ftthe Bloch equatior (A1), as a phenomenological desonipti
the quantum master equatidn(63) offers no advantages bedatter. Of course, when the system contains more than one
spin, the Bloch equation can no longer be used whereas theuqmanaster equatiof (63) still has the potential to desdtile
dynamics. We relegate the assessment of the quantum mestaion approach to systems of two or more spins to a future
research project.
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Appendix A: Bloch equations

Whatever method we use to extra&f andB, it is necessary to validate the method by applying it to a-mmivial problem
for which we know the answer for sure. The Bloch equationigjimally introduced by Felix Bloch [52] as phenomenologica
equations to describe the equations of motion of nucleanei@zation, provide an excellent test bed for the extracigorithm
presented in SeClV.

In matrix notation the Bloch equations read as

——~ =AM(t) +b, (A1)
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whereM is the magnetization,

~h, -1, h |, (A2)
hy - hx - 1/Tl

)
|

andb = Mo/T1 whereMy is the steady state magnetization. The transverse andtlaliggl relaxation timed, andT; are
strictly larger than zero. The special but interesting ¢asehich there is no relaxation corresponds 1dil=1/T, =0

Obviously Eq.[(A1) has the same form as Eql (37). Hence we saikq.[(Al) to generate the dgaét) = M (t) that is needed
to test the algorithm described in SEG. V. In order that tleatidficationp (t) = M (t) makes sense in the context of the quantum
master equation we have to impose the trivial condition thatt = 0)|| < 1 and|Mg|| < 1.

We generate the test data by integrating Egl (A1). In practie compute™ using the second-order product-formula [53]
erﬂ r~ erﬂ _ (erAl/ZmerAz/merAl/Zm)m’ (A3)
whereA = A1+Azand

—1/T, 0 0

A= 0 -1/T 0|, (A4)
0 0 -1/Ty
O hz —hy
A,=| —h, 0 hye |- (A5)
hy —hx 0

The second-order product-formulaapproximation satislﬁebound|e”3 —eA || < cot3 /P where the constaes = & (|| [Ar, Ag)||).
Hence the error incurred by the approximation is known amdbeareduced systematically by increasing

Itis straightforward to compute the closed form expressimftihe matrix exponentials that appear in the second-proeluct-
formula. We have

e /T 0 0
0 e/m 0
0 0et/n

eTAl —

1 h + (h + hZ) cosTQ hhy (1 — costQ) + h,QsinTQ hihy(1—costQ) — hyQsinTQ
eh2 = o7 | dhy(1-costQ) —h,QsinTQ h2 + (hZ+ hZ) cosTQ hyh,(1—costQ) +hQsintQ |, (A6)
hyhz(1— costQ) + hyQsintQ hyh,(1—costQ) — hQsinTQ hZ + (h 4 h) cosTQ

whereQ? = hZ -+ hZ + hZ.
Summarlzmg the numerlcal solution of the Bloch equatigqs(Al) is given by
p(t+1)=ePp(t) +B, (A7)
wherep(t) = M (t) and the trapezium rule was used to write

~

T ~ ~N\ o~ ~
B— / T WAG du~ L (1+¢*)b=B. (A8)
0 2

The approximate solution obtained from E§s.J(A7) dand (A8) wainverge to the solution of Eq. (A1) as— 0. Clearly, Eq.[[AY)
has the same structure as KqJ(39) and hence we can use tensofthe Bloch equat|ons as input data for testing theagstion

algorithm. Note that the extraction algorithm is expectegiéld erA andB, note™ andB.

1. \Validation procedure

We use the Bloch equation model to generate the dat& sef{ p(kr)| 0 < k < N — 1}. The validation procedure consists of
the following steps:

1. Choose the model parametbgshy, h;, 1/T;, 1/T, and the steady-state magnetizatidp.
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2. Choosa andm.

3. For each of the three initial state§" (0) = (1,0,0)7, p(@(0) = (0,1,0)T, andp®(0) = (0,0,1)" repeat the operation

pW((k+1)1) « ePpi(kt)+B , k=0,...N-1 , j=123,

and store these data.

4. Use the datg p)(kr)} to construct the matrices 33N matrix Z = (Z(1z@z®)) and the 4« 3N matrix X =
(XM X@xE)), Then use the singular value decompositiorXofo compute the matri¥ according to Eq.[{30) and
extract the matrie™ and vectoB from it, see Eq.[(48). If one or more of the singular valueszm®, the extraction
failed.

5. Compute the relative errors

en = e — e/l (A9)
es=[B-BI/IBIl. (A10)
e = max|p((k+ L)1) —e™p(kr) ~ B /[[p(kr)| . (A1D)

A necessary condition for the algorithm to yield reliableuks is that the errorey andeg are small, of the order of 18°.
Indeed, if one or more of the singular values are zero andxtiaction has failedg, may be (very) small buga or eg is not.

In the case that is of interest to us, the case in which the avkydtem evolves according to the TDSE, we do not ketw
nor B and a small value ddp is, by itself, no guarantee that the extraction process esptoperly. Hence, it also is important
to check that all singular values are nonzero.

2. Numerical results

In Tabledll we present some representative results for trer®incurred by the extraction process. In all cases, dlagive
errors on the estimate of the time evolution operator ane¢dmstant term are for the present purpose, rather smalkeTdre,

the algorithm to extract the time evolution operagbt and constant terrB appearing in the time evolution equation Hg(39)
from the data obtained by solving the TDSE yields accuraselt® when the data are taken from the solution of the Bloch
equations. No exceptions have been found yet.

TABLE Ill. The errorsep, eg, andep as obtained fitting the matrig® and the constant terf, to the data of the numerical solution of
the Bloch equation with three different initial conditio(see text). The Bloch equations are solvedNo& 500 steps with the time step

The value of the vectdvl o = (0,0,0.4)T. The data of the whole time intervil, N — 1] were used for the least-square fitting procedure. The
column labele@; # 0 indicates whether all singular values are nonzero or rmtttfe meaning of all other symbols, see text.

hy hy h, 1Ty 1T, T i #0 ep < 10710 eg < 10710 g < 10710
0.5 15 07 0.05 03 0.1 v v v v
0.5 15 07 0 0 0.1 v v v v
0.5 15 07 0.01 0 1.0 v v v v
0 0 1 0 0 1.0 v v v v

Appendix B: Simulation results using the 3D bath Hamiltonian Eq. (7)

In this appendix, we present some additional results in sumb the conclusions drawn from the simulations of usirg 1D
bath Hamiltoniand{5) and](6).

Table[IM summarizes the results of the analysis of TDSE detaptained with the 3D bath Hamiltonian Hd. (7) with random
intra-bath couplings and randolmfields for the bath spins. The model parameters that were tasseompute the TDSE data
are the same as those that yield the results for the 1D basemted in TablE]l. Comparing the first three rows (the patarse
that appear in the Markovian master equationd (55) with theesponding last three rows (the parametggsthat appear in
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TABLE IV. First three data rows: coefficients that appear in &3) as obtained by fitting the QMEQ EQ.137) to the TDSE dath* = 1/2,

A =0.1,Ng = 27, the 3D bath Hamiltonian Eq.](7) with random couplings< 1/4) and randonf-fields (¥ = h§ = 1/4). Last three rows:
the corresponding coefficients as obtained by numericaligutating the parametergy that appear in the Redfield quantum master equation
Eqg. [48) according to Eq_(45) from the TDSE data of the batérator correlations.

i Aia A2 Az bi

1 —0.25x 1071 —0.82x10°2 +0.67x 1073 —0.11x101
2 +0.11x 101 —047x10°1 +0.99 +0.91x 104
3 +0.16x 1073 —1.00 —047x10°1 +0.51x 1073
1 —0.49x 1072 +0.49% 1075 —0.80x 1074 —0.20x 1072
2 +0.15x 1073 —0.19x 101 +1.00x 1010 +0.59x 107
3 +0.53x 1072 —0.99x 100 —0.19x 1071 —0.50x 1074

TABLE V. The same as Tab[e1V except that the random couplikgs: 10/4) and random h-fieldf = h§ = 10/4).

i Ail Ap A3 bj

1 —0.77x10°2 +0.20x 1071 —0.77x104 —0.37x10°3
2 —0.19x10°1 —0.99x 102 +0.99 —052x104
3 +0.43x 1072 —0.99 —0.88x 1072 —0.21x10°4
1 —0.16x10°2 +0.19%x 104 +0.38x 1074 —0.66x10°4
2 +0.87x10°° —0.64x10°2 +1.00 +0.13x 104
3 —0.67x10°2 -1.01 —0.66x 1072 +0.17x 104

the Redfield quantum master equation Eg] (46)), we conchatechanging the connectivity of the bath does not signifigan
improve (compared to the data shown in Tdble I) the quaivétaigreement between the data in the two sets of three rows.
In Table[M, we show the effect of increasing the energy schilkeobath spins by a factor of 10, reducing the relaxatiorsim
of the bath-correlations by a factor of 10, i.e., closer ® tibgime of the Markovian limit in which Eq_{#6) has been deudli
The differences between the QMEQ estimates (first three)rams the Redfield equation estimates (second three rongval
of A » andAg 3 are significantly smaller than in those for the case showsginTabld1V but thed; 1 elements differ by a factor
of four and theA(2,1) elements differ even much more. Although the results prtesein Table$ TV and ) indicate that the
data extracted from the TDSE through Hg.](55) and thoseméxdeiy calculating the parametesg that appear in the Redfield
guantum master equation Elg.146) in the Markovian limit wilhverge to each other, it becomes computationally vergmesige
to approach that limit closer. The reason is simple: by iasireg the energy-scale of the bath, it is necessary to re¢tiedene
step (or equivalently increase the number of terms in théb@teev polynomial expansion) in order to treat the fastliadicins
properly. Keeping the same relaxation times roughly theeshuat taking a smaller time step requires more computation. F
instance, it takes about 4 (20) h CPU time of 16384 BlueGepedQessors to produce the TDSE data from which the numbers
in TableIM (Tabl€Y) have been obtained.
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