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Probing Quantum Memory Effects with High Resolution
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Trapped atomic ions enable a precise quantification of the flow of information between internal
and external degrees of freedom by employing a non-Markovianity measure [H.-P. Breuer et al.,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 210401 (2009)]. We reveal that the nature of projective measurements in
quantum mechanics leads to a fundamental, nontrivial bias in this measure. We observe and study
the functional dependence of this bias to permit a demonstration of applications of local quantum
probing. An extension of our approach can act as a versatile reference, relevant for understanding

complex systems.

In nature any quantum system inevitably interacts
with its environment [1]. This interaction induces dy-
namics, which creates classical and quantum correlations,
and will eventually lead to decoherence and dissipation
for observables of the open system. Common approaches
to enable a description of the open system dynamics in-
volve the approximation of a Markovian process, i.e., a
memoryless time evolution. However, in many cases this
assumption is not justified, and distinct dynamical fea-
tures witness underlying non-Markovian behavior.

The classical definition of non-Markovianity fails in the
quantum regime, due to the special role of measurements,
as described by the projection postulate [2]. Recently,
several definitions of quantum non-Markovianity, as well
as quantitative measures, have been developed [3-8], see
reviews [2, 9, 10]. The physical implications of memory
effects have initiated a variety of applications for diverse
quantum systems and phenomena, e.g., Ising/Heisenberg
spin chains and Bose-Einstein condensates [11-13], quan-
tum phase transitions[14], Anderson localization [15],
opto-mechanical systems [16], chaotic systems[17, 18],
quantum dots [19], energy transfer processes in photo-
synthetic complexes [20], and quantum metrology [21].

The definition of quantum non-Markovianity devel-
oped in Ref. [4] features a physical interpretation based
on concepts of quantum information theory. It employs
a distance measure in state space to characterize the dis-
tinguishability of quantum states[22] of the open sys-
tem. In this context, non-Markovianity is identified as
backflow of information to the system, i.e., as an in-
crease in distinguishability. So far, non-Markovianity and
related questions of initial system-environment correla-
tions have been experimentally observed in photonic [23—
29], nuclear magnetic resonance [30], and trapped-ion sys-
tems [31].

Trapped atomic ions are well suited to further inves-
tigate aspects of memory effects. Individual control of
electronic and motional degrees of freedom permit the
realization of effective spins with tunable couplings via
or to bosonic degrees of freedom [32-37]. Techniques
for preparation, (coherent) manipulation, effective inter-
action, and detection of quantum states are performed
with efficiencies close to unity [33, 34, 38-40]. Isolation

from surroundings approximates a closed system with pa-
rameters that can be tuned continuously—from a simple
toylike system, still allowing for exact numerical treat-
ment of pure and mixed states, up to complex system-
environment configurations and interactions [35, 36, 41—
44].

In this work, we study fundamental aspects of quantum
non-Markovianity in a trapped-ion system. We experi-
mentally monitor and quantify the exchange of informa-
tion between an open system and its well-defined quan-
tum environment with the measure defined in Ref. [4].
Thereby, we reveal that its mathematical definition trans-
lates intrinsic uncertainties into a systematic bias. Still,
we show how to employ our system as a local quantum
probe to characterize system-environment couplings and
environmental states.

To define quantum non-Markovianity for a system S
interacting with its environment E, the authors of Ref. [4]
suggest to utilize the time evolution of the trace distance,
defined by D(t) = $||pL(t) — p%(t)||. It quantifies the
distinguishability of two system states p}g’Q [22], which
are obtained by tracing out the environmental degrees
of freedom. While Markovian processes are defined by
a monotonic decrease of D(t), the characteristic feature
of non-Markovian dynamics is any increase of D(t) [4].
Further, the accumulated growth of D within a maxi-
mal duration tyay, where D is sampled in steps of At, is
quantified by [4]:

tmax

N= 3" [D(t) - D(t - At)],. (1)

t=At

Explicitly, the sum extends over all positive changes of
D(t). In the following, we consider the non-Markovianity
corresponding to a representative pair of orthogonal ini-
tial states p}g’Q(t =0). We note that the choice of the
sampling rate v = 1/At and 1/tax defines the highest
and lowest frequency, respectively, with which a growth
in D can be detected.

In classical probability theory, there exists a mathe-
matical condition for stochastic processes to be Marko-
vian in terms of conditional probability distributions [45].
This definition cannot be transferred to the quantum



regime, as the quantum state changes discontinuously
and randomly conditioned on the outcome of a projective
measurement. In particular, measurements on the open
system completely destroy all—classical and quantum—
correlations between system and environment. Hence,
they strongly influence the subsequent dynamics[2]. On
the one hand, Eq. (1) provides a clear definition for a
measure of quantum non-Markovianity which is inde-
pendent of measurement-induced state changes described
by the projection postulate. On the other hand, mea-
surements are subjected to intrinsic uncertainties, re-
ferred to as quantum projection noise (QPN) [46]: Con-
sider a superposition state of a two-level system, |¢) =
calA) + cp|B), with |cal? + |cg|> = 1. Any projec-
tive measurement transfers |¢) into the pointer basis of
the measurement device. For example, if the pointer
basis is {|A),|B)}, the result indicates either |A) or
|B), with probability |ca|? or |cp|?, respectively. Con-
sequently, expectation values can only be determined
by averaging r repetitions. The related statistical un-
certainty is proportional to 1/4/7 and persists, even in
absence of any uncertainty in state preparation. We
point out that the mathematical definition of N trans-
lates QPN into a systematic bias B. This yields the
explicit functional dependence N = N (tmax,7,7). We
regard values with zero QPN and infinite v as true val-
ues, i.e., Niue = limy ;o0 N(tmax, 7, 7). We identify
B = N — Nipue to be a nontrivial function of the partic-
ular evolution D(t) and the parameters tyax, 7, and 7.

In order to investigate properties of quantum non-
Markovian dynamics, we consider the following toy sys-
tem. It is composed of a single spin-1/2, representing
the open system .S, and a bosonic degree of freedom that
spans its environment F, see Fig.1. The bipartite sys-
tem S + E is assumed to be isolated from an additional
surrounding X. We write the open system’s Hamilto-
nian as Hg = hw,0./2, where o, is the Pauli matrix
with eigenstates |]) and |1) and effective energy splitting
hw,, and the reduced Planck constant h. The environ-
ment is represented by the Hamiltonian Hgp = hwgala,
with annihilation (creation) operators a (a') and eigen-
frequency wg, and the Fock states are labeled n. The
dynamics of the total system S + E is governed by the
Hamiltonian [35]

H=Hgs+ Hg + Hy (2)
hw,
2

Here, we express the interaction term H; by the spin cou-
pling rate ©, spin-flip operators o* = (0, +i0,)/2, Pauli
matrices o, 4, and the spin-boson coupling-parameter 7.
Further, we investigate the evolution of initial product
states p(0) = ps(0) ® pr(0), with two representative
states, p5(0) = [1) (1] and p%(0) = |{) ({], and thermal
states pg(0) defined by average occupation numbers n.
We choose pg(0) near the ground state to ensure that
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FIG. 1. Toy system to study quantum memory effects. Illus-
tration of the total system, composed of a single spin-1/2, ini-

tially in p5(0) = ) (1] (dashed) or p2(0) = |4} (4] (solid), and
a bosonic environment, initially in a thermal state with low
fi. While pg?(t) are depicted on the left in the Bloch-sphere
representation, the related populations of the n = {0,1,2}
environmental states are shown on the right. Information is
transferred from S to E and into correlations/entanglement
(not depicted); the amount is accounted for by the change of
distinguishability D(t) of p5>(t).

energies of spin and bosonic degrees of freedom remain
comparable, enabling observations of distinct features of
quantum memory. In Figurel, we illustrate an exem-
plary time evolution p;’Q(t) and changes in Fock-state
populations that indicate a transfer of information from
S to E.

In our experiment, we implement H with a single
trapped 2°Mg?t. TFor all our measurements, we en-
sure that residual decoherence rates I'gec, due to cou-
plings to X (technical noise), are negligible, [gee <
1/tmax < ©2[47]. Two electronic hyperfine states form S,
while F is composed of a motional mode with frequency
wg/(2m) = 1.920(3) MHz. The coherent S-E interaction
H; is implemented via two-photon stimulated Raman
transitions [33] with ©Q/(27) ~ 100kHz and n =~ 0.32.
More details on the experimental implementation and
data analysis are described in the Supplemental Mate-
rial [47] and Refs. [36, 37]. To record D(t), we perform
measurement series of time-resolved spin-state tomogra-
phy [33]. Each sequence starts with initialization of pk(0)
or p%(0), with dedicated 7. We implement H for vari-
able duration ¢ € [0,97], with 7 = 27 /. Subsequently,
we detect expectation values (oy(t)), (I = z,y, 2), in in-
dividual sequences for each [ with fixed » = ry = 500
and v = v ~ 157~ L. From recorded (o;(t)), we deter-
mine pg°(t), corresponding D(t) and A, and their sta-
tistical uncertainties [47]. To assess systematic effects of
our measurements, we compare our data with numeri-
cal simulations of the total system dynamics generated
by H [37, 47]. We conduct independent calibration mea-
surements to determine corresponding parameters wg,
w,, £, and n. In particular, we choose v and r according
to our experimental realizations to generate numerically
simulated values for the averages (o;). These yield the
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FIG. 2. Features of non-Markovianity. Experimental results
(data points) for D(t) and N, for 7 = 1.0(1) and w. =~ wg,
are compared to corresponding (solid lines) and true (dotted
lines) numerical results. Shaded areas indicate the effect of
the fundamental quantum projection noise (QPN). (a) Non-
Markovian behavior is indicated by increases of D. System-
atic deviations of data points (error bars: 1s.d.) from the
solid line reveal technical imperfections, while systematic de-
viations due to QPN remain negligible. (b) Memory effects
are evidenced by increasing N. Noise yields an increasing
bias, predominantly, when amplitudes in the dynamics be-
come comparable to QPN amplitudes. Error bars (1s.d.) de-
pict correlated statistical uncertainties, and we show repre-
sentatives only [47].

dispersion of D and values N that include the effect of
QPN [47]. Additionally, to estimate Nrye and, therefore,
to quantify B, we perform numerical simulations. To
this end, we consider zero noise amplitude, equivalent to
r — 00, a sampling rate 1007, and all other parameters
fixed according to the experimental realizations [47].

First, we consider an example to discuss distinct fea-
tures of recorded non-Markovian behavior. In Figure 2,
we show measured D and N (data points) for n = 1.0(1)
and resonant interaction, w,/wg = 1.000(2), and find
good agreement with numerical simulations (solid lines).
Error bars depict the amount of QPN, while additional
experimental uncertainties are neglected. Information,
initially encoded in S, is transferred to E or S-E corre-
lations, evidenced by decreasing D and flat A/. Memory
effects are witnessed whenever D increases, accounted for
by an increase of /. The estimated true numerical re-
sults (dotted lines) deviate from data in D only for partic-
ular durations, indicating residual systematic/technical
effects. In contrast, they increasingly deviate from data
in N. We find that QPN accumulates to a systematic
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FIG. 3. Characterizing the impact of QPN and sampling.

Experimental results A (v,7) (data points) are compared to
corresponding (solid lines) and true (dotted lines) numerical
results for tmax = 97 and D shown in Fig.2(a). The bias
B(~,r) is indicated by the shaded area, while error bars are
omitted for clarity. (a) We find that B(yo,70)/Ntrue & +17%
and substantially increases for r < 79 due to QPN. The
bias approaches negative values for r > ro, e.g., B(yo,7 =
104)/./\@ruc ~ —8%, indicating that low amplitudes of fast dy-
namics in D are missed by our recording at vo. (b) QPN leads
to limy— oo B(7y,70) — 00, while finite sampling yields nega-
tive B for y7 < 8. The dashed line illustrates lim, oo N (7, 7).

bias in N. Predominantly, the increases of B occur for
durations of near constant A/. Here, amplitudes of the
dynamical evolution of D become comparable to noise
amplitudes in D that are a direct consequence of QPN.

Next, we present results to investigate N (y, ) for fixed
tmax = 97. In Figure 3, we quantify the impact of QPN
on N as a function of r and +, for the time evolution
depicted in Fig.2. We vary r for fixed 7 = 7y by posts-
election of random subensembles of the ry experimental
realizations, generate resampled evolutions D(t), and cal-
culate corresponding N (7o, 7) [47]. The results, depicted
in Fig.3(a), are in agreement with corresponding simu-
lations. For increasing r, the results approach the esti-
mated Niue. However, for r > 7y, we find a significant
underestimation, e.g., B(yo,7 = 10%)/Niyue ~ —8%. We
attribute this to dynamical features that cannot be re-
solved due to our choice of yy. Further, we vary the mean
sampling rate by random postselection of data points in
recorded D for fixed r = ro[47], and show correspond-
ing results and numerical simulations in Fig.3(b). We
find that N (v, rg) continues to increase with increasing
v, and even diverges for v > 7. Sampling rates that
are too small to resolve fast dynamical features in D re-
sult in a significant underestimation of N, i.e., B < 0.
However, sampling rates that approach reasonable val-
ues overestimate Niue due to the contribution of QPN
and, correspondingly, lim,_, ., B(7,79) — co. Generally,
the variable amount of B can hamper a determination
of V.

Nevertheless, we demonstrate that an application of
the non-Markovianity measure A/ to probe characteris-
tics of E, cf. Ref. [2], is still possible, when QPN is taken
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FIG. 4. Application of local quantum probing. Experimental results (data points, error bars: 1s.d.) of N (o, 70) for distinct
tmax = {2,5,9}7 (triangles, squares, circles) are compared to corresponding (solid lines) and true (dotted lines) numerical
results. (a) We choose i = 0.09(2), to ensure elementary quantum dynamics. In turn, corresponding D(¢) are close to trivial,
i.e., sinusoidal with variable frequency and amplitude. Contributions of QPN (shaded areas) are near constant. (b) We observe
positive and negative slopes in N (1) for w, /we = 1.000(2), reflecting increasingly complex S-F dynamics. Here, the impact of

QPN is variable.

into account. In particular, we keep our parameters of
S and E close to the simple regime and benchmark the
ability of S to probe S-E couplings and variable states
of E. In a first measurement series, we probe changes
in S-F couplings by variation of w, near wg, for fixed
7 = 0.09(2), and determine N (yo,70). Figure4(a) de-
picts N (y0,70,w.) for three distinct tyax = {2,5,9}7.
We observe resonances near w, ~ wg that differ signif-
icantly in shape, depending on tya.x. For small .y,
recorded N feature a double-peak structure. This reflects
an expected increase of the effective coupling rate '

(faster dynamics) for a detuning from resonance by dw, =
w, — wg, which can be estimated by Q' o \/Q2 + dw?2.
In contrast, for larger tp.x, line shapes become domi-
nated by the resonant S-FE interaction, since amplitudes
in D(t) are < Q2/Q'?, i.e., they are largest for w, = wg,
cf. [47]. Comparing our data to corresponding and true
numerical results, we estimate B /Mrue ~ 18% on average
with small variations, and we can experimentally resolve
predicted features. In a second series of measurements,
we probe the environmental state by tuning the initial
fi. In Figure4(b), we depict experimental and numeri-
cal results of N (7o, 70,7) for tmax = {2,5,9}7 and fixed
w, =~ wg, and compare them to the related true values.
For short durations, we find an increase of NV (72) for in-
creasing 7, while for longer durations this trend changes
and true values suggest a decrease of (7). We reveal
that |B/Nirue| varies substantially between 0% and 45%,
depending on .« and n. For increasing 7, the spin inter-
acts with a larger number of Fock states and the evolution
of D features a less trivial frequency spectrum [47]. This
results in a faster and more complex dynamics D(t) that
cannot be resolved with constant significance for fixed ~q
and rg.

While our results can be considered to be a textbook

example, for increasingly complex or unknown states of
E and/or interactions of S and FE, the quantification of
B becomes less trivial. Leaving the regime of numer-
ical tractability, it can be successful to experimentally
record functions N(v,r), as presented above. An esti-
mation for B(~g,r9) may be obtained by extrapolating
lim, _, oo N (70, r) for varying . A detailed mathematical
characterization of B(y, ) can assist such extrapolations.
In addition, an estimation of B can be achieved, e.g., by
optimizing semi-empirical models, which are designed to
describe D and tested to return recorded N (v, r)[47].
Further, in combination with these models, Fourier se-
ries of recorded D(t) may allow to isolate dynamics of
interest from QPN. Thereby, frequency filters or regular-
ization methods may allow to estimate B(y,r) [48]. But,
we point out that an optimized strategy depends on tech-
nical limitations, excess noise levels, and properties of S
and F.

In summary, we set up our trapped-ion system to
implement an effective spin representing an open sys-
tem, which we couple to an environment composed of
a bosonic degree of freedom. We investigate the evolu-
tion of the trace distance of two initially orthogonal spin
states to study distinct features of quantum memory ef-
fects. Our results demonstrate that inherent fluctuations,
arising from random projection during the measurement
process, yield not only uncertainties, but also a signifi-
cant bias in the quantification of such effects. This af-
fects any experimental platform and even numerical ap-
proaches, such as Monte Carlo simulations. We quantify
this bias in our system to determine accurate values of
the quantum non-Markovianity measure. On the basis
of these findings, we employ the open system as a lo-
cal quantum probe to explore characteristics of system-
environment couplings and environments. Our experi-



mental platform is ideal to tune to more complex environ-
ments and couplings [37], which includes adding spin or
bosonic degrees of freedom, preparing a variety of initial
environmental states, and engineering couplings to addi-
tional, even classical, surroundings. As such, it can act
as a versatile reference and aids understanding of physi-
cal systems, in which parameters are less controlled, and
other noise sources contribute substantially to an excess
bias.

Further, our fundamental findings lead to questions
concerning generalizations and applications of non-
Markovianity. The effect of QPN on other measures,
which are based on, e.g., the divisibility of the dynami-
cal map [5, 6, 8] or the mutual information between the
open system and an ancilla system [7], needs to be stud-
ied, as we expect them to be significantly influenced by
QPN as well. Overall, it may be practical to extend
definitions of non-Markovianity measures by including
physical constraints, in order to enable a comparison of
different systems. Time scales and the related flow of
exploitable information may depend on the application.
In any case, an upper limit for the sampling rate may
be given, e.g., by the so-called quantum speed limit [49],
which, in turn, would directly limit the impact of QPN.
Based on such extensions, applications for characteriz-
ing time scales and experimentally accessible complexity
measures may emerge. These are needed, e.g., in the
context of equilibration dynamics and thermalization in
isolated quantum systems [37].

We thank D. Porras for providing the software pack-
age used to perform numerical simulations and T. Filk for
helpful comments on the manuscript. Our work was sup-
ported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft [SCHA
973; 91b (INST 39/828-1 and 39/901-1 FUGG)] as well
as the European Union (EU) through the Collaborative
Project QuProCS (Grant Agreement No. 641277).

[1] H.-P. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The Theory of Open
Quantum Systems (Oxford University Press, Oxford,
2002).

[2] H.-P. Breuer, E.-M. Laine, J. Piilo,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 021002 (2016).

[3] M. M. Wolf, J. Eisert, T. S. Cubitt,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 150402 (2008).

[4] H.-P. Breuer, E.-M. Laine, and J. Piilo, Phys. Rev. Lett.
103, 210401 (2009).

[5] A. Rivas, S. F. Huelga, and M. B. Plenio, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 105, 050403 (2010).

[6] D. Chruscinski, A. Kossakowski, and A. Rivas, Phys.
Rev. A 83, 052128 (2011).

[7] S. Luo, S. Fu, and H. Song, Phys. Rev. A 86, 044101
(2012).

[8] D. Chrusciniski and S. Maniscalco, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112,
120404 (2014).

[9] A. Rivas, S. F. Huelga, and M. B. Plenio, Rep. Prog.

and B. Vacchini,

and J. I. Cirac,

Phys. 77, 094001 (2014).

[10] I. de Vega and D. Alonso, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 015001
(2017).

[11] T. J. G. Apollaro, C. Di Franco, F. Plastina, and M. Pa-
ternostro, Phys. Rev. A 83, 032103 (2011).

[12] P. Haikka, S. McEndoo, G. De Chiara, G. M. Palma, and
S. Maniscalco, Phys. Rev. A 84, 031602 (2011).

[13] P. Haikka, J. Goold, S. McEndoo, F. Plastina, and
S. Maniscalco, Phys. Rev. A 85, 060101 (2012).

[14] M. Gessner, M. Ramm, H. Haffner, A. Buchleitner, and
H.-P. Breuer, EPL 107, 40005 (2014).

[15] S. Lorenzo, F. Lombardo, F. Ciccarello,
Palma, (2016), arXiv:1609.04158.

[16] S. Groblacher, A. Trubarov, N. Prigge, G. D. Cole,
M. Aspelmeyer, and J. Eisert, Nat. Commun. 6, 7606
(2015).

[17] M. Znidari¢, C. Pineda, and I. Garcia-Mata, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 107, 080404 (2011).

[18] C. Pineda, T. Gorin, D. Davalos, D. A. Wisniacki, and
I. Garcia-Mata, Phys. Rev. A 93, 022117 (2016).

[19] K. H. Madsen, S. Ates, T. Lund-Hansen, A. Loffler,
S. Reitzenstein, A. Forchel, and P. Lodahl, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 106, 233601 (2011).

[20] P. Rebentrost and A. Aspuru-Guzik, J. Chem. Phys. 134,
101103 (2011).

[21] A. W. Chin, S. F. Huelga, and M. B. Plenio, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 109, 233601 (2012).

[22] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation
and Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 2000).

[23] B.-H. Liu, L. Li, Y.-F. Huang, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, E.-
M. Laine, H.-P. Breuer, and J. Piilo, Nat. Phys. 7, 931
(2011).

[24] C.-F. Li, J.-S. Tang, Y.-L. Li, and G.-C. Guo, Phys. Rev.
A 83, 064102 (2011).

[25] A. Smirne, D. Brivio, S. Cialdi, B. Vacchini, and
M. G. A. Paris, Phys. Rev. A 84, 032112 (2011).

[26] S. Cialdi, A. Smirne, M. G. A. Paris, S. Olivares, and
B. Vacchini, Phys. Rev. A 90, 050301 (2014).

[27] N. K. Bernardes, A. Cuevas, A. Orieux, C. H. Monken,
P. Mataloni, F. Sciarrino, and M. F. Santos, Sci. Rep.
5, 17520 (2015).

[28] J.-S. Tang, Y.-T. Wang, G. Chen, Y. Zou, C.-F. Li, G.-C.
Guo, Y. Yu, M.-F. Li, G.-W. Zha, H.-Q. Ni, Z.-C. Niu,
M. Gessner, and H.-P. Breuer, Optica 2, 1014 (2015).

[29] J. Sun, Y.-N. Sun, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, K. Luoma, and
J. Piilo, Sci. Bull. 61, 1031 (2016).

[30] N. K. Bernardes, J. P. S. Peterson, R. S. Sarthour, A. M.
Souza, C. H. Monken, I. Roditi, I. S. Oliveira, and M. F.
Santos, Sci. Rep. 6, 33945 (2016).

[31] M. Gessner, M. Ramm, T. Pruttivarasin, A. Buchleitner,
H.-P. Breuer, and H. Héffner, Nat. Phys. 10, 105 (2014).

[32] D. J. Wineland, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 1103 (2013).

[33] D. Leibfried, R. Blatt, C. Monroe, and D. J. Wineland,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 281 (2003).

[34] R. Blatt and D. Wineland, Nature 453, 1008 (2008).

[35] D. Porras, F. Marquardt, J. von Delft, and J. I. Cirac,
Phys. Rev. A 78, 010101 (2008).

[36] C. Schneider, D. Porras, and T. Schaetz, Rep. Prog.
Phys. 75, 024401 (2012).

[37] G. Clos, D. Porras, U. Warring, and T. Schaetz, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 117, 170401 (2016).

[38] C. J. Ballance, V. M. Schéfer, J. P. Home, D. J. Szwer,
S. C. Webster, D. T. C. Allcock, N. M. Linke, T. P. Harty,

and G. M.


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.88.021002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.150402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.050403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.050403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.052128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.052128
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.86.044101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.86.044101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.120404
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.120404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/9/094001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/9/094001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.015001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.015001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.032103
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.84.031602
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.85.060101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1209/0295-5075/107/40005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.04158
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms8606
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms8606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.080404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.080404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.022117
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.233601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.233601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3563617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3563617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.233601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.233601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys2085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys2085
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.83.064102
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.83.064102
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.84.032112
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.90.050301
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/srep17520
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/srep17520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OPTICA.2.001014
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11434-016-1089-8
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/srep33945
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nphys2829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.85.1103
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.75.281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature07125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.010101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/2/024401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/2/024401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.170401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.170401

D. P. L. Aude Craik, D. N. Stacey, A. M. Steane, and
D. M. Lucas, Nature 528, 384 (2015).

[39] D. Kienzler, H.-Y. Lo, B. Keitch, L. de Clercq, F. Le-
upold, F. Lindenfelser, M. Marinelli, V. Negnevitsky,
and J. P. Home, Science 347, 53 (2015).

[40] T. P. Harty, D. T. C. Allcock, C. J. Ballance, L. Guidoni,
H. A. Janacek, N. M. Linke, D. N. Stacey, and D. M.
Lucas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 220501 (2014).

[41] 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).

[42] C. Monroe and J. Kim, Science 339, 1164 (2013).

[43] M. Ramm, T. Pruttivarasin, and H. Héffner, New J.
Phys. 16, 063062 (2014).

[44] M. Mielenz, H. Kalis, M. Wittemer, F. Hakelberg,
U. Warring, R. Schmied, M. Blain, P. Maunz, D. L.
Moehring, D. Leibfried, and T. Schaetz, Nature Com-
munications 7, 11839 (2016).

[45] N. G. van Kampen, Stochastic Processes in Physics and
Chemistry (North Holland, Amsterdam, 1992).

[46] W. M. Itano, J. C. Bergquist, J. J. Bollinger, J. M. Gilli-
gan, D. J. Heinzen, F. L. Moore, M. G. Raizen, and D. J.
Wineland, Phys. Rev. A 47, 3554 (1993).

[47] For further details, see Supplemental Material, which in-
cludes Refs.[50-52].

[48] W. H. Press, S. A. Teukolsky, W. T. Vetterling, and
B. P. Flannery, Numerical Recipes: The Art of Scientific
Computing, 3rd ed. (Cambridge University Press, New
York, NY, 2007).

[49] S. Deffner and E. Lutz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 010402
(2013).

[50] G. Clos, M. Enderlein, U. Warring, T. Schaetz, and
D. Leibfried, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 113003 (2014).

[61] T. Schaetz, A. Friedenauer, H. Schmitz, L. Petersen, and
S. Kahra, Journal of Modern Optics 54, 2317 (2007).

[52] D. J. Wineland, C. Monroe, W. M. Itano, D. Leibfried,
B. E. King, and D. M. Meekhof, J. Res. Natl. Inst. Stand.
Technol. 103, 259 (1998).


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nature16184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1261033
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.220501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature09801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1231298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/6/063062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/6/063062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms11839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms11839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.47.3554
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.010402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.010402
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.113003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340701639631
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.6028/jres.103.019
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.6028/jres.103.019

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

EXPERIMENTS

We employ a linear radio-frequency (rf) Paul trap with
drive frequency €¢/(27) ~ 56 MHz to trap single 2>Mg*
with secular frequencies wyaq/(27) =~ {3.9,4.7} MHz in
radial directions and wg/(27) ~ 1.9MHz in axial di-
rection. We implement control of the internal and ex-
ternal states of the ion with coherent laser transitions.
Details on the experimental setup can be found in the
Supplemental Material of Ref. [37] and in Refs. [50, 51].
Two electronic ground states in the hyperfine mani-
fold of 2°Mg™ (nuclear spin 5/2) form our open system,
1) = 3S1)2|F=3,mp=3) and ||) = 35} ,5|F=2,mpr=2),
with a splitting of about 27 1775 MHz, where F and mp
denote the total angular momentum quantum numbers
of the ion’s valence electron.

To analyze the open system’s dynamics under a given
interaction with its quantum environment, we prepare
factorizing states of the total system, ps(0) ® pg(0), turn
on the interaction for variable duration ¢, and, subse-
quently, perform spin-state tomography. A schematic of
the experimental sequence is depicted in Fig. 5.

Spin-state tomography

Initialization of total system state . .
S-E interaction

ps(0) @ pe(0

Doppler| [Sideband| | Spin state Spin state | |Fluorescence

Heating | |Interaction

cooling | | cooling [ |preparation rotation detection
~1ms ~1ms ~10us ~20ps t ~5us ~40us
FIG. 5. Experimental sequence (not to scale) implemented

to record dynamics of {g;(t)), for | = z,y,z. In particular,
we adjust relative phases of the laser fields, which also imple-
mente the S-F interaction, within the analysis pulse to enable
projection of the different spin components onto the z axis.
We perform individual sequences to observe (o;(t)) with in-
teraction durations ¢ € [0,97] varied in steps of At ~ 7/15.

We employ Doppler cooling and subsequent resolved
sideband cooling to prepare the ion in a thermal motional
state with 7 ~ 0.1. The ion’s spin state pg is initial-
ized via optical pumping and microwave electron shelv-
ing techniques [33] to prepare either p5(0) = [1) (1] or
p%(0) = [4) (4|. To initialize motional states pg(0) of in-
terest with 7 € [0, 1.5], we apply electric-field white-noise
to the ion via one of our trap electrodes. This results in
a controlled heating rate 7 ~ 0.15 quanta/us, while rele-
vant ambient heating rates are about 6 quanta/s.

Following state initialization, we turn on the system-
environment interaction for variable duration t via two-
photon stimulated Raman (TPSR) transitions [33] with
variable two-photon detuning w, [35]. The laser beams
are detuned from the transition to 3P3/, by Agr/(2m) ~
65 GHz and aligned such that the effective wave vector

points along the axial direction. Intensities of the beams
are adjusted to yield the coupling strength Q/(27) =
100kHz. We choose interaction durations ¢ € [0,97] in
steps of At =~ 7/15.

To determine D(t), we measure {o;(t)) (I = z,y, z) for
both initial spin states p}g’2, see Fig.6. We implement
state-sensitive fluorescence detection [33] via the closed
cycling transition |1) <+ 3Ps/5[4,4) in order to obtain
occupation probabilities Pyy € [0,1]. This corresponds
to expectation values (0.) = 2Py — 1 € [~1,+1]. To
detect (0, ), we map the Bloch-vector component of in-
terest onto the z axis via well-defined rotation pulses em-
ploying TPSR transitions with w, = 0, such that P
yields expectation values (o, ,). Each sequence is re-
peated r = rg = 500 times to yield averages (o (¢)). Cor-
responding uncertainties 6{o;(t)) [46], representing (only)
quantum projection noise (QPN), are given by the stan-
dard deviation of the binomial distribution:

s =21 (122) (1- ).

From the measured (o;(t)), we calculate Bloch vectors
v(t) = ((ox(t)), (oy(2)), (o))", and the corresponding
trace distance of the states pg’Q

1
DvEVE) = 5/ VD) (v - v3)

with statistical uncertainties, obtained by error propaga-

tion:
(82%6@%)2. (1)

We get A by evaluating changes between two consecutive
measurements, AD(t) = D(t) — D(t — At), and calculat-
ing

0D =

IS

l=z,y,z2 m=1,2

tmax

N = Z AD(t)|>0'

t=At

The sum extends over all positive values of AD(t), i.e.,
all increases AD; = D; — D;_1 > 0. The corresponding
uncertainty A is again obtained by error propagation of

the contributing uncertainties JAD; = /dD? +6D? |

and consequently:
SN = [> 6AD?.

The above expression considers only statistical uncertain-
ties, while systematic effects are not considered. How-
ever, we note that our tomography scheme is based on
well-defined spin-state rotations, that are most efficiently
performed for motional states with n — 0. Since Rabi



rates depend on n [52], the fidelity of our experimental
sequence is a function of pg. We check the fidelity F' of
our experimental sequence by evaluating

F [pexp (1), poum (t)] = \/\/ Pexp (£) praum (t) \/ Pexp (1),

where pexp represents the experimentally real-
ized/detected spin state and ppum is numerically
simulated (see next section) for the corresponding
experimental parameters. Figure6 depicts measured
(o(t)) compared to numerical simulations and the cor-
responding fidelity F(¢) for the time evolution depicted
in Fig. 2.

Interaction duration t/7

FIG. 6. Measurement of pg*(t) and corresponding fidelity
F(t). We compare measurements of spin-state components
(o1(t)) (I = z,y,2) (data points) with simulated (o;(¢))true
(solid lines) for both initial states py (orange) and p% (blue)
for D(t) from Fig. 2. We observe small systematic variations
of our experimental fidelity that originate from the motional-
state sensitivity of our tomography scheme.

We observe small systematic modulations of F(t) as
pg is modified during the interaction, see Fig. 6. For the
measurement of D(t) with 7 = 1.0(1), see Fig. 6, we find
a mean experimental fidelity F' = 0.996(3) for both initial
states p}g’Q. Throughout our manuscript, we neglect the
dynamical variation F'(t) in order to detect pg(t) inde-
pendently from pg(t) and measure trace distances D(t)
with uncertainties given by dD(t) (see above).

NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

To assess systematic effects in the quantification of
quantum memory effects associated with QPN and sam-
pling, we implement numerical simulations of the Hamil-
tonian H, cf. [37]. For tractability, we introduce a Fock-
state cutoff n, = 20, which includes more than 99.9988%
of the initial state population for the worst case of our
experimentally realized pg, i.e., n = 1.4. We perform cal-
culations with parameters w,, wg, and €2, that we extract
from independent calibration measurements to match the
experimental realization.

To estimate true values for the non-Markovianity
Nirue, we calculate time evolutions D(¢) with sampling
rate v = 100y and r — oco. To judge the accuracy of our
estimations, we calculate values for v = 200v,. We en-
sure for all presented numerical simulations of N e that
N(20070)/Nirwe < 1073, We incorporate QPN in our
numerical simulations by following this five-step recipe:

1. Simulate true values (0})true (I = 2,9, 2) for both
initial states p}g’Q.

2. Calculate the QPN-induced uncertainties §(o;)true
according to Eq.(3) with corresponding measure-
ment repetitions r.

3. Generate random numbers (0;) with a Gaussian
probability distribution centered at (o;)true With
width (1s.d.) 6{07)true-

4. Calculate trace distance D with incorporated QPN
from (o).

5. Extract N from these D to yield one realization of
the non-Markovianity with incorporated QPN.

In order to obtain time evolutions D(¢) with mean QPN
impact, we repeat steps one to four for k times and aver-
age the resulting D. Accordingly, to obtain N with mean
QPN impact, we repeat steps one to five for k¥’ times and
average the resulting A/. We choose k = k' = 50 for our
simulations and, thereby, fluctuations between different
runs with equal parameters remain non-significant.



SYSTEMATIC STUDY OF B(v,r)

In order to study the impact of QPN and sampling
on the measure for non-Markovianity A, we vary the
sampling rate v and measurement repetitions r, while
keeping other parameters fixed. To minimize effects of
systematic uncertainties of the latter, we vary v and r
retrospectively, by employing variable postselection pro-
cedures.

We vary r for a given measurement (oy(t)) with rg rep-
etitions by random postselection of subensembles with r
of the r( realizations for each (o;). Thereby, we generate
new results for each data point (oy(t)) with corresponding
uncertainties according to Eq. (3). We extract D(¢) and
associated A and average over 100 iterations to obtain
mean values N (7o, 7).

In order to vary =, we proceed analogously: Measure-
ments of (o;(t)) with sampling rate 7o for interaction
durations t € [0,tax] create My = Yotmax data points
D(t). To vary ~, we randomly postselect a subensem-
ble with M of the M, data points, yielding a measure-
ment of the time evolution D(t) with mean sampling rate
v = (M —1)/tmax- We extract N and average over 100
iterations to obtain N (v, 79).

The bias B is an explicit function of v and r, i.e., B =
B(y,7) = N(v,7) — Nirue- For our system, which we
operate in a regime where numerical calculations can be
performed, we can systematically study B as a function
of v and r. In Figure7 we depict simulated values of
B(vy,r) with experimental parameters according to the
measurements depicted in Figs. 2 and 3.

Bias B(v, r)/Nirue

80—

103

Repetitions r
o
N

S
10’ § /é’ /g.» YA ® é
)
7\\/// v\\\\\\u\: [ EV4ENEE| \\7
100 10! 102
Sampling rate /7!
FIG. 7.  B(7,7)/Nire as a function of v and r. The dot

marks the experimental parameter combination (o, 70), while
dotted lines represent the cuts from Fig. 3.

As depicted, B(v,r) is a nontrivial function, that di-

verges for v — oo. As r is increased, the divergence flat-
tens, but cannot be eliminated for realistic values of r for
our system. We emphasize that increasing v inevitably
results in a growth of N. Thus, any increase of v needs
to be accompanied with substantial enhancement of r in
order to avoid an increase of B. Moreover, to find opti-
mal settings for v and r, involved optimization strategies
are needed, in particular, if numerical simulations are not
available.

COMMENT ON GENERAL STRATEGIES

In case of more complex environmental states and in-
teractions, our approach to determine B based on exact
numerical simulations of underlying quantum dynamics
may fail. In such cases, we suggest to use, e.g., semi-
empirical models or Fourier series that are optimized to
describe experimental data points (o;).

For example, semi-empirical models would be opti-
mized based on physical insights that set specific proper-
ties of S, F, and S-F interactions. Once a model is estab-
lished, it can be tested to describe experimental data. In
particular, the variation of N'(,r) can be generated fol-
lowing the five-step recipe given above, where true values
(01)true (I = x,y,2) are calculated based on the model.
Finally, when data and model calculations are in agree-
ment, the amount of B can be estimated.

QUANTUM PROBE APPLICATIONS

We understand Figs.4(a) and (b) with the following
considerations. When tuning w, nonresonant to wg, ef-
fective coupling rates increase Q' o« \/Q2 + (w, — wg)?,
see Figs.8(a) and (b). Thus, short ¢py.x may show in-
creased N for nonresonant S-E interactions. However,
for longer tpya.x, line shapes become dominated by the
resonant S-E interaction, since amplitudes in D(t) are
x Q2/Q2, ie., they are largest for w, = wg. Addition-
ally, in Fig.8(b), we observe the impact of decoherence
within the observed interaction durations. By comparing
measured and simulated D(t), we extract a decoherence
rate Tgee ~ 0.0677!. Throughout our manuscript, we
neglect this effect and consider our total system S + E
completely isolated from external baths, cf. [37].

Comparing Figures8(a) and (c) yields insight into the
effect of varying initial temperature on A" and observed
temperature-induced speed-up of memory effects. While
overall amplitudes in D(¢) are reduced, the dynamics be-
comes less trivial and partly faster.
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FIG. 8. Measured D(t), for three representative data points
of N that are shown in Fig. 4, are compared to true numerical
simulations. (a) D(¢) for w./wg = 1.000(2) and 7 = 0.09(2).
(b) D(t) for w./we = 0.900(2) and 7 = 0.09(2). (c) D(t)
for w,/wg = 1.000(2) and 2 = 0.80(2). Vertical dashed lines
depict interaction durations tmax = {2,5,9}7.
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