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Laser technology has developed and accelerated photo-induced nonequilibrium physics from both
scientific and engineering viewpoints. The Floquet engineering, i.e., controlling material properties
and functionalities by time-periodic drives, is one of the forefronts of quantum physics of light-matter
interaction, but limited to ideal dissipationless systems. For the Floquet engineering extended to a
variety of materials, it is vital to understand the quantum states emerging in a balance of the periodic
drive and energy dissipation. Here we derive the general description for nonequilibrium steady states
(NESS) in periodically driven dissipative systems by focusing on the systems under high-frequency

drive and Lindblad-type dissipation with the detailed balance condition.

Our formula correctly

describes both the time-average and fluctuation of the NESS for arbitrary strengths of dissipation.
Our approach will play fundamental roles in Floquet engineering in a broad class of dissipative
quantum systems such as atoms and molecules, mesoscopic systems, and condensed matters.

I. INTRODUCTION

State-of-the-art laser technology has opened new re-
search fields in physics: the Floquet science and engineer-
ing [IH3]. The main focus of these fields is the nonequi-
librium states driven periodically by external fields, e.g.,
intense laser fields. Physical properties of the nonequi-
librium states are mainly understood by the so-called ef-
fective Hamiltonian, which reflects the periodic driving,
according to the Floquet theorem [4, [5] and the ensuing
theoretical developments [6HS]. Conversely, designing a
suitable driving protocol, one can engineer the effective
Hamiltonian, which enables us to have desirable proper-
ties and functionalities of physical systems. Indeed, vari-
ous exotic states and useful manipulation of matter have
been theoretically proposed and some of them have been
experimentally realized: Floquet topological states [9, [10]
in solids [I1], ultracold atomic gases [12], and in photonic
wave guides [I3], Floquet time crystals [I4] in nitrogen-
vacancy centers [I5] and trapped ions [I6], and control of
quantum magnets [17] and their interactions [I8].

However, these Floquet-theoretical predictions based
on the effective Hamiltonian are quantitatively only in
ultraclean materials or well-designed artificial systems,
where dissipation is negligible. For the Floquet science
and engineering in real generic materials, it is indis-
pensable to understand the nonequilibrium steady state
(NESS), which emerges in a balance of the energy in-
jection by the periodic driving and the energy dissi-
pation [I9H23]. Although there are several studies on
driven dissipative systems (Floquet topological insulators
[24,25], quantum dots [26], the Rabi model [27], and Bose
gases [28 29]), the general formula describing the NESS
has not been obtained. The most significant obstacle to
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address this issue is that the NESS is hardly obtained
even in simple models. Thus the known examples are
restricted to special models mappable to static ones in
rotational wave frames [30, B1]. Another attempt is to
conjecture that the NESS is generally described by the
Floquet-Gibbs state (FGS), i.e., the Gibbs state with the
effective Hamiltonian, but the conditions for the FGS be-
ing realized have shown quite restrictive [32-34]. Hence,
despite its importance, the general formula for the NESS
has been still an elusive problem.

In this paper, in exchange for restricting ourselves to
the high-frequency drivings, we deal with generic systems
and driving protocols, obtaining simple and general for-
mulas for the NESS [Egs. (7)-(10) below]. We obtain
these formulas by applying the high-frequency expansion
technique, which has been recently developed [6] [7, [35-
[37], to the Lindblad equation with the detailed balance
condition. As exemplified in an effective model for the
NV center in diamonds, our formulas correctly describe
both the time average and fluctuation of the NESS at the
leading order of w™! (w denotes the driving frequency).
These formulas also capture nontrivial behaviors of phys-
ical quantities due to the dynamical-symmetry breaking
that cannot be described by the effective Hamiltonian
or the FGS, and will thereby play critical roles in the
Floquet science and engineering in dissipative quantum
systems.

II. FORMULATION OF THE PROBLEM

We begin by considering a quantum system defined
on an N-dimensional Hilbert space. This system can be
single-body or many-body as long as it satisfies the re-
quirements that will be described below. We let Hy de-
note the time-independent Hamiltonian, which describes
our system in the absence of driving. The eigenener-
gies and eigenstates of Hy are denoted by {E;}Y; and
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{|E:)}X.;, respectively. For simplicity, we assume that
the eigenenergies are not degenerate and F; < Fs <

- < En (the generalization to degenerate Hj is for-
mulated in Supplemental Material). The effect of the
driving is represented by a time-dependent part Hey(t)
of the total Hamiltonian,

H(t) = Hy + Heox(t). 1)

We assume that the driving term is periodic with pe-
riod T: Hext(t + T) = Hext(t) and hence H(t + T) =
H(t). Without loss of generality, the decomposition
is defined so that the time average of Hey(t) vanishes,
fOT dt Hext(t) = 0. Thus the Fourier series of Heyt(t) can
be written as

Heyi(t) = Y Hpe ™, (2)
m#0

To study driven dissipative systems, we consider the
density operator p(t) whose dynamics is described by the
Lindblad equation [38] (we set & = 1 throughout this

paper):

dzisf) = Lyp(t) = —i [H(t), p(t)] + Dp(t)],
1

Dol = 3T, (zunozl, - 5 {thzsn0} ) @

Here L;; := |E;) (Ej| is the time-independent Lindblad
operator describing the transition from the j-th to the
i-th eigenstates of the undriven Hamiltonian Hy. When
E; < Ej, L;; represents a decay (excitation) process for
i < j (i > 7). The real number I';; (> 0) denotes the rate
for the corresponding process, and we set I';; = 0 for each
i. Note that Eq. is trace-preserving d tr[p(t)]/dt = 0,
and thus we use the normalization tr[p(t)] = 1.

We assume that the transition rates I';; satisfy the de-
tailed balance condition,

Fije_’gEj = I‘jie_’BEi (fOI‘ 7 7é j), (4)
where 3 is the inverse temperature of the bath coupled
to the system. We also assume that the matrix I';; is a
nonnegative irreducible matrix [39]. These assumptions
ensure that, without driving, the system goes, irrespec-
tive of the initial state, to the thermal equilibrium state,
or the canonical ensemble pea, = e ?H0/Z of Hy with
Z = tr(e7PHo). We note that the Lindblad operators
L;; may depend on the driving in general if we consider
more microscopic theories of dissipation [23]. However,
we neglect this dependence in this work for simplicity.

III. DERIVATION OF MAIN RESULTS BY
HIGH-FREQUENCY EXPANSION

The key idea to obtain the nonequilibrium steady state
is the high-frequency expansion for the Lindblad equa-
tion [37]. Among several formulations, we adopt the van

Vleck perturbation theory [6, [7], which leads to the fol-
lowing propagation for p(t) (see Supplementary Mate-
rial for detail): p(t) = e9Melt—t)Lette=G(t") p(¢'). The
time-independent part Leg is represented by the effective
Hamiltonian

Lest(p) = —ilHeg, p) + D(p) + O(w™?) ()

with Heg = Ho+w™ ">, o o[H-n, Hp]/n+ O(w™?). The
time-dependent part e9®) is the so-called micromotion
operator periodic in time G(t + T) = G(t), and given by
G()(p) = w3 solHoms ple= ™ Jm + O(w2). With-
out loss of generality, we suppose the initial time to be
t' = 0, having

p(t) = 7 Wetberre=90) p(0) (6)

with p(0) being our initial state.

To obtain the asymptotic behavior of p(t), we focus on
the first part p/(t) = et*<7e=9(0)p(0). Remark that this
is the solution of the time-independent Lindblad equa-
tion dp/(t)/dt = Legp'(t) from the initial state e =9(9) p(0).
Under our assumptions on D, p/(t) approaches, irrespec-
tive of the initial state, the unique state pl_ characterized
by Lespl, = 0.Thus we come to the first main result, ob-
taining the asymptotic behavior

P(t) = press(t) = 9D pl as t— oo. (7)
Since G(t) = G(t+T), this nonequilibrium steady state is
also periodic in time. Focusing on the leading-order con-
tribution, we have a simple explicit formula for ppess(t):

Pness (t) = Pcan + oMM (t) + oFE + O(w72)a (8)

in which both oyM(t) and opg are O(w™!) and we call
oMM (t) and opg the micromotion and Floquet engineer-
ing parts, respectively. Equation is our second main
result, which we prove in the Supplemental Material.
Note that tr[ppess(t)] = 1 is satisfied, at least, up to this
order since both oy (t) and opg are traceless as will be
evident below.

The micromotion part oy (t) in Eq. is defined by

1 efimwt

O’MM(t) = ; Z m [Hmapcan]- (9)
m#0

We have named it after the following two properties of
oym(t).  First, this part is periodic in time oy (t +
T) = omm(t) and contributes to oscillations of physi-
cal observables. Second, onmm(t) does not contribute to
the time averages of physical observables for one period
of oscillations. In fact, for an observable A, we have

SO dttrlonna (1) A)/T = 0.
The Floquet-engineering part org in Eq. is inde-

pendent of time and given by

(Ex|AHcg|Er)

E bB)=————"7""
(Eklorel B (Ex — E1) — 19m

(pGh —pln)  (10)

can — Pcan



for k # 1 and (Ey|org|Ex) = 0 for all k, where AH.g =
Heg — Ho = O(w™1), pE’iﬂl = ¢ PEr /7 is the Boltzmann
weight, and vy = >, (i +11) /2 represents the symmet-
ric decay-rate matrix (see Supplemental Material for the
generalization to degenerate Hy). We call opg the Flo-
quet engineering part because it describes how the effec-
tive Hamiltonian changes physical observables from their
values in thermal equilibrium. In contrast to the micro-
motion part, the Floquet engineering part contributes to
the time-averaged quantities. As discussed below, Eq.
is regular in the weak dissipation limit v;; — 0, where
we obtain opg and hence ppess(t) independent of +;;, and
Pness(t) coincides with the canonical Floquet steady state
that we define.

Equation serves as the foundation for the Flo-
quet engineering in dissipative quantum systems. Let us
imagine, for example, that an observable A has zero ex-
pectation value at thermal equilibrium, tr(pcand) = 0,
but nonzero value for the NESS, tr(opgA) # 0. This
situation means that one can implement an appropriate
periodic driving Hext(t) and hence AHeg, thereby acti-
vating the observable A. Upon this engineering, Eq.
tells us how much activation is possible for observables
of interest. We will see some examples below.

We emphasize that our formulas [Eqgs. (8)—(10)] are ex-
tremely efficient in practical calculations of the nonequi-
librium steady state. In the straightforward calculation,
one numerically integrates the time-dependent Lindblad
equation with a sufficiently small time step until the
system reaches the NESS. In contrast, our formulas en-
able us to evaluate the NESS directly without numerical
integration.

IV. NUMERICAL VERIFICATION IN A
SINGLE SPIN WITH S =1

By taking a single spin with S = 1, we demonstrate
how our formula works in the quantum dynamics de-
scribed by the Lindblad equation (3). We consider an
effective Hamiltonian for the NV center in diamonds [40]:

Hyvy(t) = =ByS. + N.S2 4 Noy (S2 — 5) + HOE (1),
(11)

where B, is the static Zeeman field, N, and N, are the
coupling constants of magnetic anisotropic terms, and
HE%(t) = —Bg(Sy coswt + Sy, sinwt) represents the cou-
pling to the circularly-polarized ac magnetic field. Since
N, > N, in the NV centers [40], we set N, = 1 and
Nzy = 0.05 in our analysis.

Typical time evolutions O(t) = tr[p(t)A] are shown
for two representative observables A = S, and {S;, Sy}
(= 25y + SyS;) in Figs. [[(a) and (b), respectively. In
this calculation, we take the thermal state for the time-
independent part of Hyy at ¢ = 0, and let it evolve ac-
cording to the Lindblad equation with H(t) being
Hxv(t). The static Zeeman field is B; = 0.3, and the
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FIG. 1. (Top) Time evolution of (a) S; and (b) {Sz, Sy} =
SzSy + Sy Sz of a single spin described by the Lindblad equa-
tion with the Hamiltonian (see text for the param-
eters). The dashed line show the one-cycle average at a suf-
ficiently long time. (Bottom) One-cycle average A(w) for (c)
A =S, and (d) A = {Ss, Sy} calculated from the dynamics
simulation (solid line), our formula [Eq. (8)] (circle), and the
FGS [Eq. (12)] (square). All the other parameters except w
are the same as in the top panels.

driving parameters are By = 0.1 and w = 1. As for the
Lindblad operators, we take I';; according to the heat-
bath method as I';; = ye A /(e AEi 4 e=BEi) for i # j
with rate constant v = 0.2 and § = 3, and I';; = 0 for all
i’s. Figures[[{a) and (b) show that, after a sufficiently
long time ¢ > ~~!, the system reaches the nonequi-
librium steady state, in which the observables oscillate
with period T = 27/w. In particular, the observable
A = {S,,S,} is initially zero for a symmetry reason
(e.g., Sz — —S:), but becomes nonzero on time aver-
age. Namely, this observable is engineered by the peri-
odic drive HESI¢(t).

To test our formula quantitatively, we first focus on
the one-cycle average A(w) = T~1 :+T dstr[p(s)A] for
t > v~ L. In Figs. c) and (d), we compare the one-cycle
averages calculated from the actual dynamics and those
calculated from our formulas (8) and (recall that the
micromotion part oy (t) does not contribute to the one-
cycle averages). At high frequency w 2 10, the difference
of the actual dynamics and our formula decreases quite
well. Defining this difference as AA(w), we plot it against
w for A =S, and {S,,S,} in Figs.[J(a) and (b), respec-
tively. We stress that the difference AA(w) decreases
more rapidly than O(w™!) (O(w™2) for S, and O(w=?)
for {Sz, Sy}). This means that our formulas (8) and
perfectly describe the actual NESS at the level of O(w™").
As shown in Supplemental Material, AA(w) = O(w™2)
holds true not only for the two observables but also for
all the other observables. Therefore, we have verified our
formula apart from the micromotion part.

For the complementary test of our formula , we
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FIG. 2. (Top) Difference AA(w) between the one-cycle

average A(w) calculated from the dynamics simulation and
that from our formula [Eq. (8)] (circle) or the FGS [Eq. (12))]
(square) plotted against w for (a) A = S, and (b) A =
{Sz,Sy}. (Bottom) Difference AY. 4 (w) between the one-cycle
standard deviation ¥ 4(w) calculated from the dynamics sim-
ulation and that from our formula [Eq. (8)] (circle) or the FGS
[Eq. (12)] (square) plotted against w for (c) A = S and (d)
A = {5z, Sy}. In all the panels, the solid and dashed lines are
guides for the eye, showing o< w™2 and o w™!, respectively.

consider the one-cycle standard deviation ¥4(w) =
{71 ttJrT ds {tr[p(s)A] — A(w)}?}'/2, which quantifies
the micromotion amplitude. This quantity is suitable for
testing our formula because it is contributed only by
the micromotion part oy (). Since ¥4 (w) is an O(w™1)
quantity in general, the accuracy of our formula is veri-
fied if the difference AY 4 (w) is O(w™?), where AX 4 (w) is
defined by (the absolute value of) the difference between
Y 4(w) calculated from the actual dynamics and that
from our formulas and (9). This criterion is indeed
satisfied as shown in Figs. 2(c) and (d) for A = S, and
{8z, Sy}, respectively. We remark that our formula leads
to X4 (w) = 0 at O(w™!) for these observables, which can
be analytically shown by noticing Hiq o< S+ = S, £S5y,
Thus the plotted data correspond to X 4(w) itself for the
actual dynamics, and AY. 4 (w) could be reduced by deal-
ing with the higher-order terms in Eq. . In any case,
the fact that AY 4 (w) = O(w™?) justifies our formulas

and @

V. COMPARISON WITH THE
FLOQUET-GIBBS STATE

Let us make comparisons with the Floquet-Gibbs state
(FGS), which has been a candidate for the ensemble de-
scription of the periodically driven dissipative quantum
systems [32H34]. To define the FGS, we introduce the

4

Floquet state |u;(t)) and its quasienergy ¢;. According
to the Floquet theorem, the time-dependent Schrédinger
equation i% [¥(t)) = H(t)|(¢)) has the independent so-
lutions [¢;(t)) = et |u;(t)) (i = 1,2,...,N) with pe-
riodicity |u;(t +T)) = |u;(¢)). In terms of the Floquet
states, the FGS is defined by

1 sl
= Za 2’

pra(t) = |

ui(t)) (wi()], (1)

where Zpq =), e~P¢ . To obtain the Floquet states and
quasienergies in practice, the common method, which we
employ here, is to calculate the one-cycle unitary evolu-

tion U(T) = Texp[—i fOT ds H(s)], where T denotes the
time-ordered exponential, by numerical integrations of
the time-dependent Schrodinger equation. The eigenvec-
tors and eigenvalues of U(T) correspond to |u;(0)) and
e~ T which give us ¢; and |u;(t)). Note that the Flo-
quet states and quasienergies thus obtained are exact and
involve all-order contributions in 1/w.

Quantitative comparisons between the actual dynam-
ics and FGS are shown in Fig. 2l In panel (a) and (d),
we plot the difference of the one-cycle average calculated
from the actual dynamics and FGS for the two represen-
tative observables A = S, and {S;,S,}. Remarkably,
the difference is O(w™!), meaning that the FGS cannot
reproduce the leading-order contribution of the one-cycle
average [41] in contrast to our formula (§)). As for the mi-
cromotion amplitude, or the one-cycle standard deviation
Y 4(w), the FGS reproduce the actual values better than
our formulas and @D This is partly because the FGS
involve all-order contributions in 1/w while our formulas
are the leading-order approximation. As stated above,
our formula could be improved order-by-order when we
start over from our first main result (7).

A weak point of the FGS is highlighted in Fig. [I[d),
in which the FGS gives {S;,Sy}(w) = 0 for any w
while it is not true in the actual dynamics. This is
due to an antiunitary dynamical symmetry constrain-
ing the Floquet states and hence the FGS. In fact, we
take an antiunitary operator V: VS,VI = —S, and
VSVt =8, (o = y and 2). Then we notice the dy-
namical symmetry V Hyxvy (T —t)VT = Hxvy(t), which im-
plies that |4;(t)) = V |u;(T —t)) is also a Floquet state
with quasienergy €;. Assuming that quasienergies are not
degenerate as in our examples, we have that |a,(t)) and
|u;(t)) are equivalent up to an overall phase shift. Ow-
ing to VAVT = —A with A = {S,,S,}, the one-cycle
averages of A calculated for |a;(t)) and |u;(t)) differ by
their signs, meaning that the one-cycle average vanishes
in fact. Note that similar arguments apply to other ob-
servables satisfying VAV = —A.

We remark that the dissipation can break such an
antiunitary dynamical symmetry and this is the origin
of the nonzero one-cycle average of {S;,S,}(w). We
can show that this average vanishes by taking the limit
vi; — 0 in Eq. . In other words, the NESS in dissi-
pative systems shows richer properties inferred only from



the effective Hamiltonian itself. Our formula well de-
scribes these properties unlike the FGS , which in-
corporates no information about the dissipation, or the
Lindblad operators.

One might be interested in an approximate description
of the NESS independent of the details of v;; for weak
dissipation, and expect that the FGS serves as such a de-
scription. Interestingly, this is not true at least within our
formulation of periodically driven dissipative systems de-
scribed by Eqs. (3) and (). Instead, the actual NESS co-
incides with yet another state which we name the canoni-
cal Floquet steady state (CFSS) defined by replacing the
quasienergy €; by the real energy E; in Eq. . One can
show this by comparing the high-frequency expansion of
the CFSS and our formulas [Eqgs. (7)—(10)] in the limit of
vi; — 0 (see Supplemental Material for details).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have derived and verified the simple and general
formulas [Egs. (7)—(10)] describing the NESS in dissi-

pative quantum systems under high-frequency periodic
drivings. We have also exemplified the dynamical sym-
metry breaking and the possibility of the Floquet engi-
neering in driven dissipative systems in the NV centers in
diamonds. Being quite general, our formulas would play
the fundamental role in understanding and engineering
unusual nonequilibrium states in various quantum sys-
tems such as atoms and molecules, trapped ions, con-
densed matters, and so on.
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S1. HIGH-FREQUENCY EXPANSION FOR THE LINDBLAD EQUATION

The high-frequency expansion has been developed in unitary dynamics and there are several formulations as sum-

marized in Ref. [7].

For the Lindblad equation, the high-frequency expansion has been discussed in terms of the

Floquet-Magnus formalism in Ref. [37]. In this paper, we make use of the high-frequency expansion of the Lindblad
equation in terms of the van Vleck approach, which we describe below for completeness.
The Lindblad equation that we discuss in this work is symbolically represented as

Opp(t) = L(E)p(1), (S1)
where the time-dependent Liouvillian £(t) is defined by
L(t)p = —i[H(t), ] + D(p), (52)

where H (t)

= H(t+T) is the periodic Hamiltonian and D(p) denotes the dissipation term represented by the Lindblad

operators. We introduce the Fourier series for the Liouvillian as

t)=> Lye ™" (S3)

Since the Lindblad operators ﬁij are time-independent in this work, each Fourier component is given as follows:

Lop = —i[Hy, p] + D(p);

The formal solution of Eq. (S1)) is obtained as p(t) = V(t, ¢

(m #0). (S4)

)p(t") with the propagator

/

V(t,t') = Texp [/ L(s ] (S5)
where T exp denotes the time-ordered exponential. The determining equations for V are
atv(t7 t/) = ﬁ(t)V(t, t/)a (86)

V(' t)=1. (S7)
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The high-frequency expansion in terms of the van Vleck approach makes the following ansatz:
Vit t') = 90 elt=t) Lerrg=G(1") (S8)

where G(t) is periodic in time and Leg is time-independent. This ansatz satisfies Eq. for any choices of G(t) and
Leg, and what determines these two is Eq. . As we will see below, Eq. only determines the derivative of G(t)

and thus we further impose fOT G(t)dt = 0 to fix the constant of integration.
To obtain the determining equations for G(t) and Leg, we substitute Eq. into Eq. , having

D90y 4 9 Log = L)W, (S9)

To rewrite the first term on the left-hand side (see Ref. [42] for the case of unitary dynamics), we invoke the Wilcox
formula [43] dye P = ffoﬁ e " (O\H)e=B=wHgy for H = H(N\). We replace A\, H, and 3 by t, —G, and 1,
respectively, obtaining

D (91 = {/ et [@gu)}e‘““”d“} o = {/ 1 e“adgdu[atguﬂ} 9 = {(adg) [0, (H)]}e9D.  (S10)

0 0

Here adg is defined by adgp = [G(t), p] and ¢(z) = (e* — 1)/z. We substitute Eq. (S10)) into Eq. and have
0:G(t) = ¢~ (adg)L(t) — ¢~ " (adg)e™ Leg. (S11)

Now we notice ¢~ (z)e” = ¢~!(—x) and make use of the Taylor expansion of ¢~!(z): ¢~1(z) = 377, Bhak, where

By, denotes the Bernoulli number (By =1, By = —1/2, B, =1/6---). Then we obtain

o0

2.9(1) = 3 P (adg)* [£(0) + (~1) L] (512)
k=0

Now we determine G(t) and Lo from Eq. (S12]) by the series expansions

Gt)=>6W(t); L= LY. (S13)
k=1 k=1

We substitute these expansions into Eq. (S12)) and find the order-by-order solutions, where we assign an order 1 for

L(t) and k for G¥)(t) and Eg? (see Ref. [7] for the case of unitary dynamics).
The first-order equation leads to

8,6 (t) = L£(t) — LY. (S14)

To obtain ES&), we integrate Eq. (S14) over 0 < ¢ < T. With the periodicity G(T') = G(0), we obtain

_ [ dt
£y :/ SL() = Lo, (S15)
0

To obtain G(t), we integrate Eq. (S14)), having

t —imwt
1 1 _ 1 _ e —1 (1)
g( )(t) _ g( )(0) = /0 L(s)ds — tLoyg = tLo + mééo e Loy —tLg, (S16)
which means
) _ i e—imwt
G\M(t) L. (S17)
w m

m#0

Note that £(()f1_l) is O(w®) and GV () is O(w™1).
The second-order equation leads to

2,92 (1) = ~ 1100 1), £(0) + £3] - £ (518)

€



8

izobtainhﬁéé), we integrate Eq. (S18) over 0 < t < T. Upon this, we note that G(?)(¢) is periodic and fOT G (t)dt = 0.
en we have

2 T 2w o) m w =

T . .
£ — _1/0 @[g(l)(t)’ﬁ(tﬂ - L, Lom] _ i 3 [ﬁmvmim] (S19)

By straightforward calculations, one can obtain G(®)(t) by integrating Eq. (SI8)) from 0 to ¢. Likewise, one could
systematically build the higher order solutions although we do not go further here.

Let us rewrite Leg = Eég + ﬁgf) in terms of the effective Hamiltonian Heg [6, [7]:

2 2 1 [ﬁ—mva] -2
H.g = H — _ . 2
t 0o+ o ngo m +O(w™) (520)

To do this, we consider the action of E((jf) onto a density operator p. From Egs. (S21) and (S14)), we have

o 1 . i 1, .
L&o=—= 3" —(mlomp—Lomlmp) = = 3 —((Hons [Hornspl] = s [Homs )
m>0 m>0
i 1. - L
= T E[[H—m’ Hm]vp]a (821)
m>0

where we have used the Jacobi identity [A, [B,C]] + [B, [C, A]] + [C,[A, B]] = 0. Combining Egs. (54), (S17)), )
and (S20)), we obtain

Lep = —i[Hemr, p] + D(p) + O(w™?). (522)

We remark that Legp is not equal to —i[Heg, p] + D(p) at higher orders because Leg involves contributions of D from

O(w™2).

S2. DERIVATION OF THE MAIN RESULT [EQS. (8)—(10)]

Here we derive Egs. (8)—(10) from Eq. (7) in the main text. For this purpose, we solve Legpl, = 0 for p., at the

leading order of w~!. It is convenient to work in the energy eigenbasis and separate the diagonal and off-diagonal

parts:
P = P + plL0Y, (S23)
P =" By (Bxl (S24)
k
D = N B (B (S25)
ki (kD)

where |E}) denotes the eigenstate of Hy with eigenenergy Ej.
First, we consider the off-diagonal elements of both sides of L.gpl, = 0, having, for k # I,

(Bl Leploo| Er) = [—i(Bx — By) — i oot — (ol — pl ) (Bi| AHeg | Ey) — i (Bl [AHeq, p°V]| Er) =0, (S26)

where vy = Y, (i + 1) /2 and AHog = Hog — Hy = O(w™1). Equation (S26)) is transformed as

2 F d
i ABAH|E) iy (B[ Aes, o5 E)
< (Ev—E)—vm > (Ex — Ep) —ivi

(S27)

Note that the denominators (Ey — E}) — iy, do not vanish since 75 > 0 is ensured by the nonnegativity and
irreducibility of I';;. Now, as a working hypothesis, we suppose that the diagonal elements pLEE are O(w?) as verified

later. Then the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (527) is O(w™!) since AH.g = O(w™!). Notice that the



second term depends only on the off-diagonal elements p’*! and Eq. (S27) can be solved recursively. This yields the
w™! expansion for the off-diagonal elements p/*!, whose leading order contribution is given by

o (Ex|AHeg|Ey) (p kb

711 —2
. : — Y £ 0w, 528
(Ex — Ep) —ivi Poc) @) (528)

Next, we consider the diagonal elements of both sides of Logp,, = 0, having

(Ey| Lottple|Er) = —i (Ep|[AHeg, oLV Br) + Z(Fklp/ — Dieplh) = 0. (529)
]

We note (Ej|[AH., '(Od)]|El) = O(w™2) since both AHg and poy o are O(w™!). Thus the diagonal elements p/**
are determined up to O(w~1) by the equation:

Z(ka/” Tup) =0. (S30)
!

According to the irreducibility and the detailed balance condition of I'y;, we have the unique solution as

—BEg
rkk _ (k) _ € S31
Poo’ = Pean =~ (S31)
where the error is O(w™2). This result means
S = o+ 0?). (582)

Since these diagonal elements p/** are O(w?), the working hypothesis introduced above has been verified. By substi-
tuting Eq. (S31)) into Eq. (S28)), we have the leading-order expression for the off-diagonal elements:

i (B AHeg|Ey)

<= B i (P, — pl,) + O(w™2) = (Ey|6we|E) + O(w™?), (S33)
which implies
PV = Gpg 4+ O(w™2). (S34)

We remark that tr(épg) = 0 since the each of the diagonal elements of 6pg vanishes.
Now that we have obtained the leading-order expression for g, = poo AGNE P (d) , let us calculate the time-dependent

density matrix by p(t) = e9® /. By noticing that pog ) is O(w?) and pooOd) is O(w’l) and using the Taylor expansion
9 =14+ G(t) + O(w™?), we obtain

p(t) = Pean + G()[PLS"] + 6rr + OW™?)

= ﬁcan + &MM(t) + &FE + O(W_2)a (835)
where we have defined
oana(®) = GO = L S T L ) (836)
o) w = m m» Pcan]-

Thus we have derived the Eqgs. (8)—(10) in the paper. We remark tr[dym(t)] = 0, which follows from the cyclic
property of trace, and hence tr[p(t)] = 1, at least, up to this order.

S3. GENERALIZATION TO THE DEGENERATE ENERGY SPECTRA

Here we generalize our main results [Egs. (8)-(10)] to the cases in which the energy spectrum {E;}¥ , is degenerate.
To deal with such a spectrum, we introduce new notations for the eigenenergies and eigenstates of Hy given by EY
and |Ef) with Hy |EY) = E; |E®). Here, i (= 1,..., M) labels the distinct eigenenergies and o (= 1,2,...,N;) does
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the degenerate eigenstates, and we assume the orthonormality (Ef‘|EJa/> = 0;j0aa’- We remark that the choice of the
degenerate eigenstates has arbitrariness up to unitary transformation for each degenerate subspace:

\EY) — [E2) = Z \EPYU (S37)

where U is an N; x N; unitary matrix. We should be aware that the following formulation needs to be invariant
under the unitary transformation .

The Lindblad operators with the detailed balance condition are generalized as follows: Iiij — ﬁm’ jor = |E) <Ej“/ |
The corresponding transition rates are written as I'; jo’, which are assumed independent of the degeneracy labels o
or o/ and to satisfy the detailed balance condition:

Fiaﬁja/eiﬁE" = FjalyiaeiﬂEi (for i # 7), (S38)

and I'jo joo = 0 for ¢ = j. We also assume that the transition rates I';o jor are irreducible, which is satisfied, for
example, if I';o jor > 0 for all pairs of ¢ and j. Then the dissipation term in the Lindblad equation is given by

g - .
=Y Tiajs ( ioipPLY 55 — Q{Lja,ngia,mvPQ : (539)
ia,jf
(i)
As one can check easily, the dissipation term (S39)) is invariant under Eq. (S37).

Now that we have the Lindblad equation, we can repeat the high-frequency-expansion arguments in Sec. [S1] to
obtain Eq. (S22)) for the generalized D term (S39). Thus, we move on to deriving the counterparts of the main results
[Egs. (8)—(10)] by generalizing the arguments in Sec.

Let us solve Legpl, = 0 for pl at the leading order of w™!. The solution p., is necessarily written in the following
form:

P = Pl 4 g od), (540)

P = 37 e B (B (541)
k,afB

P00 = 3l ) (P (512
ka,lB
(k1)

Since we have arbitrariness of choosing the degenerate eigenstates as noted above, we can assume without loss of

generality that pfx()d) is diagonal

P = qradap, (543)

where qro > 0.
First, we focus on the off-diagonal matrix elements of L.gp,, = O: <E,§|Eeﬁpm\E5> = 0. Repeating similar
arguments in deriving Eq. (S28)), we have

rap _ (BR|AHen|EY)

~ . o= +0(w™?), S44
p (Ek_El)_ml(qk qp) +O(w™7) (S44)

where we have introduced the working hypothesis qxo, = O(w®) and vy = Zi,'y(l_‘i%ka +Ty.08)/2 (Remember that
I'ka,ip is independent of o or 3).

Next, we consider the diagonal elements of L.gpl, = 0: <E,‘3‘|£eﬁﬁoo|E,f ) = 0. While, for a # /3, we have irrelevant
equations of O(w™2), for a = 3, we have

Z(Fka,lﬁfﬂﬁ —L'ig kaqra) = 0. (S45)
LB
According to the irreducibility of I'yq,5, this equation has the unique positive solution, which is given by

e PEk
Qka = pﬁ’éi = ?’ (846)
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with Z =3, e BEk_ One can confirm this by using the detailed balance condition. From the above argument, we
obtain

Py = Pean + 6¥E + O(w™?), (S47)
where

(E¢|AHg|E))

Eg|6ve|EY
(Eplore|E)) = (Br — B0 — i

) —pl)  (k#D) (548)
and (E¢|6pp|El) = 0 for k = 1.
Finally, we calculate the time-dependent density matrix by p(t) = e9(®p’_, obtaining

p(t) = pean + Gam(t) + e + O(w™?), (S49)

where oy (t) is the same as Eq. for the nondegenerate case.

To summarize, our main results [Egs. (8)—(10)] are generalized in a straightforward manner. Among the three
terms on the right-hand side of Eq. , the first two pean and Gy (t) are expressed exactly in the same way for
the degenerate case, and the third one g is naturally generalized as in Eq. .

S4. ALL THE OBSERVABLES IN THE EFFECTIVE MODEL FOR THE NV CENTER

Although we have discussed the two observables S, and {S,, S, y}, there are in total 8 observables 1nc1ud1ng these
two (since we are considering a spin-1 system represented by 3 x 3 matrices): the splns along one direction, S’gc7 S
and Sz, and the nematics 5'3, S‘g — Sf,, S’mgy + S’yS'x, Sy.é'z + 5'25’1, and S’zéz + SzSz. In this section, we consider all
these observables and validate our main results [Egs. (8)—(10)].

A. Vanishing one-cycle averages due to dynamical symmetry

We compare the one-cycle average A(w) of an observable A for the actual dynamics with that from our formulas
[Egs. (8)-(10)] and the FGS. Upon this comparison, we note that the average vanishes for A = S,, S, S, + 5.5,

and S.S, + STS'Z The common property shared by these observables is that they are all odd under the w-rotation
around the S, axis:

UzAU?N = —A  for A=8,,5,,5,5. +5.5,,5.5, + 5.5, (S50)
Another important property is the dynamical symmetry associated with this unitary operation:
UzHv(t+T/2) U7 = Hyy(t). (S51)

As we see below, Egs. (S50) and (S51) imply that the one-cycle averages for these observables vanish in the actual
calculation, our formulas [Eqs. (8)—(10)], and the FGS, respectively.
First, we discuss the actual dynamics governed by the Lindblad equation:

Oup(t) = —i[H(t), p(t)] + D[p(t)]- (S52)

We try to have some implication of the dynamical symmetry ( - to this equation. For this purpose, we shift
t—t+ T/2 in the equation and apply UZ from left and sz from right to the both sides of the equation, having
0:pU% (t) = —i[Hyv (1), U7 ()] + D'[p7% (1)), where pUz (t) = Uzp(t + T/2)UZ1, D' is defined by Li; — Li; = UzLy;UZ
in D, and we have used Eq. (S5 - In fact, D’ = D holds true because the time-independent part ETI%V of H’Nv(t) is
invariant under U z: [U z H’I%V] = 0 and hence the energy eigenstates |Ey) are the simultaneous eigenstates for H’I%V
and U % (recall that sz appears together with LT- in D). Therefore, we have

0:p7= (t) = —i[Hwv (1), pU7 ()] + D[~ (1)), (S53)
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which is the same as Eq. (S52)). As is the case in the high-frequency expansion, we assume that Eq. (S52)) leads to
the unique time-periodic NESS press(t) = press(t + 1) in t > v~1. Then we have

Tz

Press (t) = pudss(t) = UZ puess (t + T/2)UZ. (S54)

From this equation, we have the one-cycle average of an observable in Eq. (S50)) as

T T T
A [ Ftlhaen®) = [ Ftrlpnenlt + /20 A0 = [ FrlpenlA) = =4, (555)

which means A = 0 for the NESS. To obtain this, we have used, the cyclic property of trace, the periodicity of ppess(t),

and Eq. (S50).

Second, we show that those one-cycle averages vanish in our formula [Eq. (S35))] as well. Recall that the micromotion
part oy (t) does not contribute and neither pe., nor 6pp depends on time. Thus we are to prove tr[jcand] =
tr[oppA] = 0. The first equation tr[pcanA] = 0 follows from the invariance of the static Hamiltonian [UZ, Hy] = 0

and Eq. (S50). To show the second one tr[6pgA] = 0, we translate the dynamical symmetry [Eq. (S51)] into the
Fourier components:
(—)"UzHn U = Hy, (S56)

which is obtained by Fourier-expanding both sides of Eq. (S51]). This relation implies that the effective Hamiltonian is
invariant under the unitary transformation: UﬁHefoTfT = H.g and hence UﬁAHefoff = AH.g. In fact, this relation
leads to the invariance of the Floquet-engineering part opg:

Uz6ppU?t = 6pg. (S57)

To show Eq. (S57)), we compare the matrix elements in the energy eigenbasis. This basis is convenient because
UZ |Ey) = €% |E}) holds true. The left-hand side of Eq. (S57) gives

e (Ey|AHog| Ey) e_wl( B _ 0y

can — Pcan

(Ex|Uz6ppUZT|E) = " (Ey|6pp|E) e " =

(Ex — Ep) — iy
Ep|UzAH U |E E|AHg|E, X
_ BV AHU 1B iy oy - Bl AHerlED )y (g o B, (S58)

(Ex — E1) — iy (B, — Ep) — iy

which thus equals the right-hand side of Eq. . Thus Eq. has been proved and leads to tr[&FE/ﬂ = 0 together
with Eq. . Therefore, the one-cycle averages for the observables in Eq. vanish in our formula .

Finally, we show that the one-cycle averages for those observables vanish in the FGS. In fact, a stronger statement
holds true: The one-cycle average vanishes for each Floquet state,

T T
/chmi(t)filui(t)):/o %trﬁui(t))(ui(t)\fl]:& (S59)

Thanks to Eq. (S50)), it is sufficient to show that the one-cycle-averaged Floquet state

T
i = [ o) o). (360)

is invariant under UZ for each i. This invariance follows from the dynamical symmetry (S5I)) as follows. Let us
remember the defining equation of the Floquet state

. d
i) = i | T (0) = s (0. (s61)
By applying (A]i from left, shifting time as t — t + T/2, and making use of the dynamical symmetry (S51f), we have

[ ) = 5] 0 st +7/2)) = 0% e+ 772 (562
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Thus Uﬁ |u;(t +T/2)) is also the Floquet state with quasienergy €;. Assuming that the quasienergies are not degen-
erate, we obtain

U7 Jui(t +T/2)) = € Jui(t)) (S63)
for some phase ;. Noticing the periodicity |u;(t + T)) = |u;(t)), we obtain
. dt dt -, 2 = FS[rz
5= [ 2 o) s = [ R0 e+ /20 e+ /20 031 = 03503, (564)

which means ﬁf is invariant under the unitary transform U Z and hence tr[pFSA] = 0. By taking the weighted average

with p%% = e 5% | Zpg, we obtain

T
dt )
/0 ?tr pra(t ZszGtr [PFSAl =0 (S65)

for A in Eq. - We note that, by replacing p by pga)n, we obtain the same-type equation for the canonical
Floquet steady state.

B. Nonvanishing one-cycle averages

We have shown that the one-cycle averages for the four observables in Eq. vanish for the actual dynamics,
our formulas [Egs. (8)—(10)], and the FGS, respectively. In other words, our formulas and the FGS both respect the
dynamical symmetry and give precise descriptions for these observables.

Thus, for the complete comparison, we are to discuss the remaining four observables: S’Z, S’g — 5’5, 5’3, and {5}, S'y}
In Fig. we plot the deviation of the one-cycle average calculated by our formula and the FGS (as well as the
canonical Floquet steady state for future reference) from that of the actual dynamics. While the deviation of the
FGS is O(w™1!) for all these observables, that of our formula is O(w~2). Thus our formula correctly describes all the
observables at O(w™1).

10-2 (a) Error ave. S, 10-2 (b) Error ave. 57 - S? 10-2 L (c) Error ave. S? 10-2 (d) Error ave. {Sx, Sy}
10-4 10-4 {1 $-og. 10744
~ A4 0 s T
1076 1076 | 0, nEEEd
[ ]
[ ]
108 1 1078 1 10-¢ 1 e,
(]
_10 |® OurFormula _10 |® OurFormula _10 |® OurFormula _10 |® OurFormula
107714 Floquet-Gibbs 107714 Floquet-Gibbs 10771 4 Floquet-Gibbs 1071 4 Floquet-Gibbs
A CFSS oA CFSS LA CFSS . CFSS
10° T T 10° T T 10- T T 10~ T T
10! 107 10! 107 10! 102 10! 102
w w w w

FIG. S1. Difference of the one-cycle average calculated from the actual dynamics and that from our formula [Eq. ] (circle),
the FGS (square), and the CFSS (triangle) plotted against the driving frequency w. Each panel shows the result for the
observables as described in the panel title. The solid and dashed lines are the guides to the eye showing the lines with slopes
—2 and —1, respectively.

C. One-cycle standard deviations

In the paper, we have discussed the difference of the one-cycle standard deviation AX 4(w) for the representative
two observables A = S, and {Sm, S y}. Here we supplement the data, plotting AX 4(w) for all the eight observables
calculated with our formula [Egs. (8) and (9)], the FGS (as well as the CFSS for future reference) in Fig.

The difference AY4(w) between the actual dynamics and our formula is O(w™=?2) for all observables as shown in
Fig. This result supports that our micromotion part éy(t) properly describes the NESS at O(w™!). Quanti-
tatively, AY 4(w) is smaller for the FGS, where all-order contributions in w™! are included. We could improve the
accuracy of our formula by extending our formula to higher orders.
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(d) Error std. 57 - 52

1 1 1 1
10 e Our Formula 10 e Our Formula 10 e Our Formula 10 e Our Formula
10-2 [ ] zls::et—Gibbs 10-21 [ ] (F:Isg;et—Gibbs 10-21 m Floquet-Gibbs 10-2 m Floquet-Gibbs
A A
teoa jeoe
10—5 i
10—8 4
?
107114 nay % 10711 ’!==:__.
|, | |
10-14 i 10-14 i 10-14 i "ay 10-14 i fa, "n
10? 102 103 10! 102 103 10! 102 103 10! 102 103
w w w w
101 (e) Error std. S2 100 (f) Error std. {Sx, Sy} 10! (g) Error std. {S,,S,} 10! (h) Error std. {S,, Sx}
e Our Formula e Our Formula @ Our Formula e Our Formula
10-2 m Floquet-Gibbs 10-21 m Floquet-Gibbs 10-2 m Floquet-Gibbs 10-2 m Floquet-Gibbs
10—5 i
10—8 i
10—11 4
10—14
10!

FIG. S2. Difference of the one-cycle standard deviation calculated from the actual dynamics and that from our formula
[Eq. (S35)] (circle), the FGS (square), and the CFSS (triangle) plotted against the driving frequency w. Each panel (a-h) shows
the result for the observables as described in the panel title. The solid and dashed lines are the guides to the eye showing the
lines with slopes —2 and —1, respectively.

S5. BREAKDOWN OF ANTIUNITARY DYNAMICAL SYMMETRY

We supplement the argument in the paper that the one-cycle average of A = {S’z, S’y} vanishes for the FGS but
does not for the actual dynamics and our formulas [Egs. (8)—(10)]. In the paper, we have shown that the antiunitary

operator V and the associated dynamical symmetry

VHxy(T =)V = Hyy(t) (S66)

lead to the vanishing one-cycle average for the FGS. Let us see how such an antiunitary dynamical symmetry does
not constrain the actual dynamics or our formula due to dissipation.

First, we discuss the actual dynamics described by the Lindblad equation (S52)). To utilize the antiunitary dynamical

symmetry, we substitute ¢t by 7' — ¢ and multiply V from left and VT from right. Then, we have

—0ip" (t) = i[Hnv (1), p¥ (0] + D"[3V (2)], (S67)

where we have used Eq. (S66)), ﬁv(t) = VH(T —t)VT, and D" is defined by L;; — I:;’j = VLVt in D. We notice that

D" = D because the time-independent Hamiltonian ﬁIQIV is invariant under the antiunitary transform 1% similarly to

the argument in Sec. Therefore, Eq. (S67)) leads to

0¥ (t) = —i[Hyv (1), ¥ (8)] = D[p" (1)]- (S68)
We note that the sign of the D term has changed from the original Lindblad equation and pY (t) cannot be
related directly to p(¢t). Thus the antiunitary dynamical symmetry does not constrain the actual dynamics in
the presence of dissipation.

Second, we show that our formula is not constrained by the antiunitary dynamical symmetry . More concretely,
we have VépgVT # org unlike the case of unitary transformations. To show this, we first notice that the dynamical
symmetry leads to Vf]mVT = ﬁm for the Fourier components and to VHgVt = I;Teff and hence VAH VT =
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AH.s. We second notice V = K Uﬁ, where K is the complex conjugate operator. Then, we consider the matrix
elements of VépgVT in the energy eigenbasis:

<Ek|‘75'FEVT|El> = ¢k <Ek|KCATFEK|El> e 0 = i <E‘]€|(3'FE|E'[>>‘< e W
0% (B Alog| By e~ (U AR UZ D"

( (k) _ (D) ) —

can pcan can pcan

(BEx — E) +ivu (Exr — E)) £ i
<'El€|A-Ereﬂf|-El>’k R
= (B —B) + iy Pean — Plin) # (Bilovel Br). (569)

Although <Ek|Aﬁeg\El> (Ex|AHog|E;) in fact, the sign of 4 has changed from <Ek|AHeff|El> Thus, in the
presence of dissipation, VoV # opg and tI‘(JFEA) # 0 in general even if VAVH = —A.

S6. CANONICAL FLOQUET STEADY STATE (CFSS)

Here we introduce the canonical Floquet steady state (CFSS)

pcrss(t Z e B Juy(t Z e P

where Z =Y, e P |u;(t)) is the Floquet state, and [1;(t)) = e =" |u;(t)) is the corresponding solution of the time-
dependent Schrodinger equation with €; being the quasienergy. Here, we have assumed that the driving frequency w
is so large and |u;(t)) is so close to |E;) that there is the one-to-one correspondence between |E;) and |u;(¢)) for each
index 1.

The difference between the FGS and CFSS is the weight factor. This is defined by the quasienergy e; for the FGS
whereas by the real energy E; for the CFSS. This difference is quantitatively important because E; — ¢; = O(w™!)
and the FGS and CFSS can give different scalings in w at high frequency.

The difference of the one-cycle-averaged observables calculated for the actual dynamics and the CFSS is shown in
Fig. For the two observables S, and 5%, the CFSS gives the appropriate w™2 scaling which is not captured by
the FGS. For the other two S2 — .SA'S and {S,,S,}, the CFSS deviates from the actual value at O(w™") and fails to
describe the actual dynamics at O(w~!). The CFSS thus provide partly improved descriptions for some observables
than the FGS. It is noteworthy that the CFSS does not involve any information about the system-bath coupling like
the FGS.

The difference of the one-cycle standard deviations AY 4(w) calculated for the actual dynamics and the CFSS is
shown in Fig. At high-frequency, the CFSS leads to more rapid decreases of AY 4(w) than the FGS for most
observables. Thus the CFSS gives improved descriptions of the NESS than the FGS.

) (i), (S70)

S7. EQUIVALENCE OF OUR FORMULA AND CFSSINTI';; — 0

Here we show that, in the weak dissipation limit I';; — 0, our formula [Eqs. (8)-(10)] coincides with the CFSS

rather than the FGS. Since the extension to the degenerate case is straightforward, we consider the case where Hy is
nondegenerate for simplicity.
The weak dissipation limit of our formula is obtained just by replacing 7;; with 0 in rg:

ﬁ(t) = ﬁcan + &MM(t) + &FE + O(w_2)7 (371)
with

(Ey| AHeg | Ey)

(Exloru|Er) =
and (F|6rg|Ek) = 0. We will show that pcrss(t) coincides with the above p(t) by considering its high-frequency
expansion.

This is achieved by finding the solution |t;(t)) within the high-frequency expansion. According to Ref. [6], |1 (%))
can be represented as

Ui (t)) = Oy (0)) (S73)
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where

1 e—imwt

H,, +O0(w™?), (S74)

m##0

and |91 (0)) is the eigenstate of the effective Hamiltonian Heg = Ho+ AHg with eigenvalue ¢, = Ey +O(w™!). Since
AHeg = O(w™1) as shown in Sec. |11 (0)) can be obtained by the standard perturbation technique as

El‘AHefﬂEk) 9
¥k(0)) = |Ek) l(#zk) | ) Fr_ E, +O0(w™). (S75)

Substituting this equation into Eq. (S70)), we obtain

pcrss(t)
Ey|AHg|E, E||AHg|E B B
= a0 | 180 (0l + 3 Bl AHlB) |y () 4 3 B ) | =000 1 0072
E, — E, E, — E,
1(#k) 1(#k)
. (Ex|AH.¢|E E|AH.4|E B
=G p e G0 4 Z Canw |Ey) (B +pggim |E) (Ey|| +0(w™2)
E E, - E
<k¢z>
(Ek|AHff|El> B
= b D0 9l T 1B (0w
<k¢z>

= ﬁcan + 6MM(t) + a'FE + O(W_2)7 (876)

which is equal to our formula (S71) (G(¢ ) was defined in Sec. [SI)). We note that the FGS deviates from the CFSS in
general by O(w™!) since E; — ¢; = O(w™1). Thus, in the small dissipation limit, the NESS coincides with the CFSS
rather than the FGS.
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