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The reaction coordinate (RC) technique is emerging as a significant tool in the study of quantum dissipative
dynamics and quantum thermodynamics. With the objective to further establish this tool, here we explore to
what extent the method can capture non-Markovian dynamics of open quantum systems. As a case study, we
focus on the pure decoherence model of a spin coupled to a harmonic reservoir. We compare the spin dynamics
and measures for non-Markovianity from the exact analytical solution to simulations based on the RC method
at the level of a second order quantum master equation. We find that the RC method can quantitatively capture
non-Markovian effects at strong system-bath coupling and for structured baths. This is rationalized by the fact
that the collective RC bath mode, which is made part of the system, maintains system-bath correlations. Lastly,
we apply our RC method and study the spin-boson model in the non-Markovian regime.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum systems are never completely isolated from their
surroundings, thus a build-up of system-bath correlations and
the exchange of e.g., particles, energy and information be-
tween the system and their environment is inevitable. The-
oretical techniques that can faithfully capture these effects
are required. This research area, traditionally developed to
treat chemical problems in the condensed phases'? and light-
matter (quantum optics) problems’ has been recently receiv-
ing much attention in relation to the field of quantum thermo-
dynamics and more broadly quantum technologies®.

Proposals to design quantum thermal machines that build
on nontrivial quantum effects such as quantum coherences,
correlations and quantum statistics are analyzed with a range
of open quantum system methods, particularly, quantum mas-
ter equations (QMEs). Such methods rely on two approxima-
tions to make the dynamics tractable: (i) Under the Born ap-
proximation one assumes that the system-reservoir coupling
strength is weak, thus the dynamics can be solved to sec-
ond order in the system-reservoir coupling parameter. This
assumption results in ignoring the buildup of correlations be-
tween the system and its surroundings. (ii) QMESs such as the
Redfield equation rely on the Markov approximation. This as-
sumption concerns the lack of memory in the dynamics of the
system, making it time-local, essentially ignoring any dynam-
ical back flow from the reservoir to the system!=. Though
such second-order QME approaches yield accurate results
within their regime of validity, they are quite restrictive and
do not convey the correct dynamics when system and reser-
voirs influence each other’s dynamics, as is the case of non-
Markovian evolution>.

Qualitatively, non-Markovian memory effects typically
emerge at strong system-bath coupling and when the bath
spectral density function is structured such that specific modes
are more strongly coupled to the system. The unwritten rule
is that non-Markovian dynamics demonstrate as recoherence
effects and a departure from monotonic exponential decay.

The reaction coordinate mapping'? seems well-suited to de-
scribe non-Markovian scenarios. This method, suggested in

Refs.!'~13| redefines the system-environment boundary with
the identification and extraction of a central (collective) de-
gree of freedom of the environment, termed the reaction coor-
dinate (RC). The quantum system is then extended to become
a “supersystem”, which comprises the original, pre-mapped
quantum system, the RC, and the interaction of the RC with
the original system. For a schematic representation, see Fig.
1(a).

The advantage of the exact RC mapping becomes clear
once we implement a second-order QME technique, such
as the Born-Markov Redfield QME on the supersystem.
The resulting technique, termed the RC-QME method,
is non-perturbative in the original coupling parameter.
Since the method enables cheap computations, it has been
widely used in studies involving strongly-coupled system-
reservoirs. For example, it was utilized for studying quan-
tum dynamics of impurity models'4!32!, thermal trans-
port in nanojunctions'®!7, the operation of quantum thermal
machines!®20, and transport in electronic systems?>~24,

Earlier open-quantum-system methods were built on simi-
lar principles, treating non-Markovian baths by e.g. extend-
ing the system or by building two-tiered environments (pri-
mary and secondary modes) and evolving dynamics with re-
duced equations of motion in the form of Langevin®, Fokker
Planck?® or master?’-?® equations; cited works are represen-
tative of a very rich literature. More recent works performed
chain mapping?®3° by iteratively adding bath modes to the
system. Given recent studies of quantum transport and ther-
modynamics problems with the RC method, particularly for
addressing system-bath coupling effects'’2!, here we focus
on this specific formulation of nonperturbative open quantum
system dynamics.

Due to the explicit inclusion of environmental degrees of
freedom within the collective RC coordinate, it is expected
that the RC-QME technique would properly capture non-
Markovian effects. However, as of yet, no detailed study
had attempted to address this issue using quantifiable non-
Markovianity metrics, which is the objective of our work.

Quantification of non-Markovian dynamics has received
ample attention in the last decade with various approaches
suggested to define and compute it. Common measures of
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non-Markovianity are classified either as divisibility3!, or
trace distance quantifiers®?. The former defines a process as
being non-Markovian if the quantum map of the open-system
time evolution lacks the divisibility criterion stemming from
the semi-group property. A trace distance quantifies the dis-
tinguishability of quantum states. Other measures proposed
in the literature rely, for instance, on the quantum Fischer
information33, correlations*3>, or, the volume of the Bloch
sphere®®, to name a few. Comparative studies of different
non-Markovianity metrics were given e.g. in Refs.3”38. Be-
yond definitions and metrics, efficient computational meth-
ods have been developed to evaluate these measures, see for
example® | including machine learning techniques*. Most
case studies of non-Markovian dynamics have dealt with few
qubit systems**4° due to the difficulty in computing metrics
of non-Markovianity. More complex models such as a pure
decoherence model with a squeezed bath*! or models of cou-
pled qubits*? have also been considered.

In this work, our objective is to assess the capability of the
reaction coordinate technique in capturing non-Markovian dy-
namics. Towards this goal, we examine the exactly-solvable
pure decoherence model, which describes the phenomenon
of phase-loss between states building a quantum superposi-
tion. Studies of decoherence are central to understanding the
quantum-to-classical crossover®? and to the development of
quantum computing devices**. Decoherence dynamics has
been explored in experiments, see e.g.*>*’. Recent propos-
als suggest to employ it for pure-state thermometry*3. Other
recent studies examined corresponding heat transfer problem
in the thermal bath**-,

We quantify non-Markovianity in the pure decoherence
model using two well-studied methods: (i) The Breuer, Laine
and Piilo (BLP) measure, which concerns trace distance be-
tween states®2. (ii) The Rivas, Huelga, Plenio (RHP) mea-
sure, which probes the complete positivity (CP) divisibility of
the dynamical map’!. By comparing the decoherence dynam-
ics and measures for non-Markovianity from RC-QME sim-
ulations to exact expressions, we can appraise the RC-QME
method, indeed judging it to excellently detail non-Markovian
effects in time evolution.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we in-
troduce the pure decoherence model and the reaction coordi-
nate mapping. The RC mapping and the RC-QME method
are presented in Sec. III. Measures for non-Markovianity are
discussed in Sec. IV, with simulations presented in Sec. V.
We discuss non-Markovianity in the more complex dissipative
spin-boson model in Sec. VI, then conclude our work.

II. PURE DECOHERENCE MODEL

We begin with the pure decoherence Hamiltonian'-3,

A, U o
H= EGz—l—Gszk(cz—|—ck)+kac}:ck. (1)
3 3

Here, A is the energy splitting of the spin, &, . are the Pauli
matrices, 6}: (¢x) are bosonic creation (annihilation) operators
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Figure 1. (a) Representation of the RC transformation applied onto a
two-level system coupled to a bosonic environment. (b) The Brow-
nian spectral density function of the bath prior to mapping, J(®),
and post mapping, Jrc(®), which is Ohmic. Parameters are Q = 5,
Y=0.071, A = 1.0, A= 10007, A= 1.

of the reservoir for a mode of frequency v;. The bath’s har-
monic oscillators are coupled to the spin polarization with
strength f;. The effects of these interactions are captured by a
spectral density function, J(®) = ¥ f28(@ — Vi). Since the
system’s Hamiltonian and its interaction with the bath com-
mute, the system does not exchange energy with the bath.

Our objective is to focus on the non-Markovian dynamics
of the spin. We amplify such non-Markovian evolution by
choosing the spectral density function of the environment to
be a Brownian function, peaked around a central mode Q with
a width parameter y and system-bath coupling strength A°!,

40Q’A%y/n
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Technically, this spectral function arises naturally in the
derivation of the reaction coordinate mapping when one works
backwards, first defining an Ohmic spectral function for the
residual bath after the mapping'*.

Following a procedure analogous to that described in
Refs.!*17, we map the pure decoherence Hamiltonian, Eq. (1)
using the reaction coordinate transformation. This mapping
consists of preparing a collective coordinate of the environ-
ment, called the reaction coordinate (RC) and redefining the
boundary between the system and the reservoir to include this
coordinate as part of the system. Post mapping, the physical
picture consists of a spin coupled to the RC, which in turn
couples to a residual harmonic reservoir. The reaction coordi-
nate is a harmonic-bosonic mode with creation (annihilation)
operator a' (a). It is defined such that

Aa+a") =Y file+ep). 3)
k

J(@) = 2)

This process results in the RC pure decoherence Hamiltonian,

Hrc = Hes + Hp + Hes p. 4)



It includes an extended system ﬁES, a residual bath ﬁB, and
their interaction Hgg g,

A A PP o n
Hgs = EGZ—F)LGZ(LIT—‘,-(I) +Qa'a,
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k
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Here, Bz(bk) are the creation (annihilation) operators of the
residual bath, Q and y are the frequencies of the RC and
modes of the reservoir, respectively. The energy A corre-
sponds to the coupling strength between the spin and the RC,
while g; characterizes the coupling between the RC and the
residual environment. This system-reservoir coupling (first
term in I-AIE&B) is described by the residual environment’s
spectral density, Jrc(®) = ¥ g78(® — @;). In correspon-
dence with Eq. (2), we set this function to be Ohmic,

Jre(@) = %me*“’/A. )

Here, 7 is a dimensionless parameter that captures the cou-
pling strength between the residual bath and the extended sys-
tem, A is a high frequency cutoff. In Fig. 1(b) we display the
spectral density functions of the bath before and after the RC
mapping.

By deriving equations of motion for operators in Eq. (5),
it can be shown that in the limit of an infinite cutoff, the cor-
responding spectral function for the original reservoir is of a
Brownian form, as depicted in Eq. (2). We emphasize that the
mapping is exact and no approximations have been made so
far to obtain the RC pure decoherence Hamiltonian, Eq. (5).

As areminder, the pure decoherence model does not permit
energy transport between the system and the environment, and
it only allows the loss of quantum coherence in the system.
This is because the system’s Hamiltonian commutes with the
total Hamiltonian: In the original picture, Eq. (1), both system
and system-bath coupling operators align with 6. In contrast,
after the RC mapping the extended model obeys [Ags,Hp +
Hgs p] # 0.

Given its relative simplicity, it is possible to obtain an exact
analytic solution to the decoherring dynamics of Eq. (1)!3.
Namely, given an initial state for the system (after tracing out

the bath), p(0) = (pOO P01) , it can be shown that at a later

P10 Pui
time ¢ the state of the system evolves to
I'(1)—iAt
Poo Pore
)= : . @
p(t) <ploer(z)+zm on ) )

While populations are constant in time, coherences can show
nontrivial decaying dynamics. This behavior is captured via
the decoherence function (we set Planck’s and Boltzmann’s
constantstoi=1, kg = 1),

() = —4/0°°J(w) coth(%w) L=cos(on) 0 (8)

?

where B is the inverse temperature of the bosonic reservoir.
In Appendix A we show that in the long time limit and for
nonzero temperature the decoherence function reduces to

longtime 16’)//12
) —— — o%p r. 9)

According to this result, coherences decay exponentially with
time, with the decoherence timescale

_ Be?
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As we show in Appendix A, this result can be obtained di-
rectly from the exact expression, Eq. (8), as well as from the
Redfield equation, which is built on the Born-Markov approx-
imation.

[22) (10)

III. THE RC-QME METHOD

The simplicity of reaction-coordinate simulations stems
from the fact that, once the RC is extracted from the envi-
ronment and added to the system, we can employ standard
Markovian weak-coupling quantum master equation tech-
niques to describe the dynamics of the supersystem; we use
the Redfield equation. We refer to this approach, of extract-
ing an RC from the bath then simulating the dynamics of
the supersystem with the Redfield equation as the RC-QME
method. In this section, we briefly describe this method and
its implementation on the decoherence model.

We truncate the RC harmonic mode (eigenstates |n)) to in-
clude M energy levels; in simulations, M should be taken suf-
ficiently large to ensure convergence of results. The super-
system now includes a spin coupled to an M-level system,
in turn coupled to a residual heat bath. The Hamiltonian is
aY. =AY+ ﬁg”sﬁ + Hj, corresponding to Eq. (4), with

oy AL Mt
n=0
M-1
+26. Y, Vn(ln) (n—1]+[n—1) {nl), (1
n=1

M—1
A s =Y ¥ V() (n—1]+|n—1) (ngi (be+5])
k n=1
In the last line, we neglected the nontrivial quadratic term:
Once performing the Redfield QME, its impact is absorbed in
the dissipator'#. We can compactify the system-bath interac-
tion as I-AIg’IS B= §%’IS ® B, identifying .%’IS and B from Eq. (11).
Note that S¥ is defined in the 2M-dimensional Hilbert space
of the supersystem.

To study dynamics and steady state values, we employ the
energy-basis Redfield QME. As such, we first diagonalize I:I"E"IS
in Eq. (11) with a unitary operator U, a process that we
do numerically. The transformed supersystem operators are
HE =U'HMNU, SP, = UTSHU.

The Redfield equation is reliable for our model as long as
(1) The coupling energy of the extended system to the residual



bath is small. In terms of model parameters, this means that
YA < T. This assumption is necessary for the second-order
perturbative treatment of the master equation to yield accurate
results. (ii) The residual reservoir should be relatively struc-
tureless, supporting a Markov approximation on the supersys-
tem. (iii) As an initial condition, the total state is assumed
factorized into the supersystem times bath states. Further, the
state of the reservoir is given by a canonical thermal state at
temperature 7 = 1/f3.

In the Schrodinger picture, the Redfield time evolution of
the extended system is given by

Pes(t) = LreaPes(t)
= —ilHPs, pes] + D(pEs), (12)

with the Liouvillian £,.; including the unitary dynamics and
the Redfield dissipator D. For completeness, these expres-
sions are included in Appendix B.

We time-evolve the dynamics subject to initial coherences.
However, since we are not interested in the dynamics of the
reaction coordinate itself—but the spin alone—we trace out
the RC degree of freedom,

p(t) = Trrc [eL"’"ﬂpES(O)] . (13)

As for the initial condition of the supersystem pggs(0) we as-
sume that the spin and the RC are prepared in a product state,
Pes(0) = p(0) ® pre(0), with the RC initially thermalized to

the attached reservoir. Therefore, ignoring the zero point en-
L. . . . —pQa’a
ergy (which is not influential here) we write prc(0) = £ ﬁz ,

with Z = Trge {e’/m“f“} the partition function of the reac-

tion coordinate. Note that in the truncated basis we normalize
level populations to unity. The initial state of the spin is ours
to choose. For the purpose of decoherence dynamics explo-
rations we arbitrarily set it to be p(0) = 1(|0) +[1))((0] +(1]).

The RC-QME time evolution, Eq. (13), is non-perturbative
in A, the original system-bath coupling energy. It is perturba-
tive however in the width parameter 7, as we invoke the Born-
Markov approximation on the extended model. Given that the
RC is embedded in this model, we expect non-Markovian ef-
fects to be preserved in the dynamics. To quantify the extent
of non-Markovianity captured by the RC-QME method we
benchmark it against exact results based on the decoherence
function, Eq. (8). We further compare the RC-QME technique
to the standard Born-Markov-Redfield quantum master equa-
tion (BMR-QME) on the original model without the extrac-
tion of the RC. This method handles system-bath couplings A
to second order only.

IV. MEASURES OF NON-MARKOVIANITY

Unlike classical Markovian dynamics, which is mathemat-
ically well-defined using classical stochastic processes, quan-
tum Markovianity is nontrivial to quantitatively define, and
the literature includes numerous definitions and metrics to
quantify it¥%~. Many of these measures can be arranged into
two classes, concerning (i) the distinguishability of states and

(ii) divisibility of the dynamical map. Underlying such mea-
sures are concepts such as trace-distance, fidelity, negativity
of the decay rate, system-bath correlations and information
flowS. Despite their differences, a unifying aspect concerning
measures for non-Markovianity is the emergence of memory
effects within the open quantum system dynamics often visi-
ble with recoherences.

In this work, we do not aim to adjudicate between differ-
ent quantifiers for non-Markovianity. With the objective to
assess to what extent the RC-QME method can capture non-
Markovian dynamics, we employ two distinct, well-accepted
quantifiers for non-Markovianity: The BLP3? measure on
the distinguishability of states, and the RHP quantifier’! on
the complete positive (CP) divisibility of the dynamical map.
With extensive simulations and benchmarking against exact
results, we demonstrate that the RC-QME technique excel-
lently captures non-Markovian dynamics in the pure decoher-
ence model.

A. BLP Measure

In their influential work, Breuer, Laine and Piilo presented
the so-called BLP measure for non-Markovianity32. This met-
ric is based on the nonmonotonicity of the trace distance D
between quantum states,

1 1
D(P1,P2)25||P1—P2||:§Z|8i|- (14)

Here, p; and p, are two quantum states, &; are the eigenvalues
of the hermitian operator p; — p,. The trace distance can be
interpreted as a measure for state distinguishability: It returns
values between 0 and 1, ranging from indistinguishable (0)
to distinguishable (1) states. A decrease in trace distance is
associated with a reduced ability to distinguish between two
states. In our context, this is associated with a loss of infor-
mation over the quantum system. Conversely, an increase in
the trace distance corresponds to a higher ability to distinguish
states, interpreted as information returning to the open system
from the reservoir. This situation can be attributed to the sur-
vival of memory effects in the dynamics.

To quantify non-Markovianity, one adds contributions of
the trace distance in regions where it is increasing,

Nprp = max dto(t,p1,p2). (15)

P1:P2 J >0

Here 6(t,p1,p2) = £D(p;(t),pa(t)). where p; , are the ini-
tial states and p; () are time evolved states under a certain
dynamical equation. Note that the measure is obtained af-
ter maximization over all pairs of initial states; it has been
shown that the pair of states that maximize the BLP measure,
Eq. (15), are orthogonal. Furthermore, it can be shown that
the trace distance is contractive for any completely-positive
trace-preserving map.

Eq. (15) is not fully transparent, and the required optimiza-
tion can make it a heavy task to compute®?. Luckily, for the
exactly-solvable decoherence model the states maximizing the



increase of the trace distance can be identified. Thus, an an-
alytic expression can be derived for the BLP measure. It is
given in terms of the decoherence function, Eq. (8), as’”-*

Nizp =Y [0 — Ml (16)

J

Here, 1 € [a;,b)] indicates the jth time interval in which the
trace distance is increasing. For a Markovian process, the non-
Markovianity measure is zero.

B. RHP Measure

The Rivas, Huelga, Plenio measure for non-Markovianity
inquires on the CP-divisibility property of the dynamical
map®!. Considering a QME of Lindblad form with a set of
time-dependent rates (), divisibility, and thus Markovian-
ity is identified if the rates are positive throughout, ¥%(¢) > 0.
Namely, according to the RHP measure, a dynamical process
is Markovian if the dynamical map can be split (factorized)
at all times. A process evolves under non-Markovian dynam-
ics if there is a lack of divisibility. Concretely for the pure
decoherence model the RHP measure is given by>’

Neup =Y [U(b;) —T(ay)], 17)

J

where similarly to before, ¢ € [a;,b;] is the jth interval where
nonmonotonic decay takes place. In contrast to the BLP mea-
sure, this quantifier does not require optimization, therefore,
it is generally easier to compute than the BLP.

We evaluate Eqs. (16) and (17) in two ways: (i) By us-
ing the exact analytic form, Eq. (8). (ii) Approximately, by
simulating the dynamics with the RC-QME method as de-
scribed in Sec. III. In the latter case, we time-evolve an ini-
tial state of the system to long enough times according to Eq.
(13), then evaluate the decoherence function from the ratio

elre(t) = |p01(l)/p01(0)|

V. RESULTS

We study the dynamics of the decoherence model, Eq. (1),
with (i) the exact expression (Exact) Eq. (8), (ii) the reaction-
coordinate method (RC-QME), and (iii) the Born-Markov
Redfield approach without the RC mapping (BMR-QME). We
emphasize that the BMR-QME is perturbative in the coupling
energy A, while the RC-QME treats A to all orders, and is in-
stead perturbative in the width parameter, y. As such, for weak
and intermediate couplings the RC-QME very well performs
against exact results. We further illustrate its challenges at
strong couplings: Once A 2 Q, the RC-QME method poorly
converges with the number of levels, M. Beyond studies of
dynamics, we use the BLP and the RHP metrics to quantify
non-Markovianity in the pure decoherence model comparing
results from the exact decoherence function to RC-QME sim-
ulations.
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Figure 2. Decoherence dynamics with bath structuring (small y) and
enhanced coupling (large A). We display coherences |po;| starting
from pg;(t = 0) = 1/2 as a function of the dimensionless time At
using the Redfield Born-Markov QME (dotted) the RC-QME method
(full), and the exact analytical solution (dashed). Parameters are A =
1,Q=3,T=0.5 A=1000r and M = 8. Note, all parameters are
given in units of A.
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Figure 3. Recoherence behavior at strong coupling, A = 5. Starting
from pp; = 1/2 we present (a)-(b) the dynamics of |pg; (¢)] and (c)-
(d) the decoherence function. Parameters are the same as in Fig. 2
with the BMR-QME (dotted), the RC-QME with M = 50, (full), and
the exact analytical solution (dashed).

A. Decoherence dynamics

We examine the role of the system-bath coupling A and the
bath structuring parameter y on poi(f) in Fig. 2. By com-
paring RC-QME simulations (full) to the exact expression
(dashed) we conclude that the RC-QME accurately captures
the dynamics at both short and long times and from small to
large v and A. In contrast, the BMR-QME method (dotted)
fails to follow the correct dynamics of pp;(¢) at large A and
small .
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Figure 4. Convergence of the RC-QME simulations, Fig. 3 (a) and
(c), with respect to M at strong coupling, A = 5. We present the
(a) decoherence dynamics and (b) decoherence function for M = 10
(dotted), 25 (dashed-dotted), 50 (full), and compare those to exact
results (dashed).

Since the BMR-QME method only describes Markovian
dynamics with an exponential decay of coherences (see Ap-
pendix A), we conclude, qualitatively at this point, that the
RC-QME method properly describes non-Markovian effects,
roughly identified here by recoherences. Next, we discuss in
more details the role of A and ¥ in the decoherence dynamics.

Structuring of the bath. Small width parameter y corre-
sponds to a sharp spectral density function of the thermal bath,
which is commonly associated with the emergence of non-
Markovian dynamics. Indeed, as we reduce y we observe de-
viations from the Markovian-exponential trend, compare Fig.
2(a) to Fig. 2(b) and Fig. 2(c) to Fig. 2(d). Recoherence dy-
namics is most pronounced in panel (d) at strong coupling and
for small width 7y.

System-bath coupling. We pinpoint the impact of A on the
decoherence timescale by comparing Fig. 2(a) to Fig. 2(c).
As expected, this timescale is shorter at strong coupling in
accord with Eq. (8), I'(t) «< A%. The same conclusion is ar-
rived at when comparing Fig. 2(b) to Fig. 2(d). Note on
the different timescales presented in these different panels:

. . . . 2 .
The decoherence characteristic time is Tp = %, resulting

in Tp ~ 1.13 x 10* and 1.13 x 107 in Fig. 2(b) to Fig. 2(d),
respectively. Thus, only at around those timescales we expect
to see significant suppression of coherences.

We focus on the strong-coupling behavior in Fig. 3 and
present results in both the Markovian, large y region (Fig. 3(a)
and Fig. 3(c)) and non-Markovian (small ) regime (Fig. 3(b)
and Fig. 3(d)). We note on the accuracy of the RC-QME
method in capturing decoherence dynamics, as compared to
exact results, in contrast to the complete failure of the BMR-
QME method. This agreement is notable given dramatic re-
coherence dynamics observed at small y in Fig. 3(b).

When inspecting the decoherence function in Fig. 3 (c), we
observe oscillatory dynamics, the expected signature of non-

Markovianity. Yet, this rich dynamics does not show up in
Fig. 3 (a), where the magnitude of coherences appears to be
monotonically decreasing with no features. However, we note
that the scale of the y-axis in Fig. 3 (c) is rather small; recall
that [po1(7)| = |po1(0)]e" ), thus having little impact on the
magnitude of coherences.

Convergence. RC-QME simulations should be converged
with respect to M, the number of levels representing the RC
harmonic oscillator. Simulations in Fig. 2 at small to inter-
mediate A excellently converge with M = 8. In contrast, con-
verging the large A dynamics presented in Fig. 3 require a
large number of RC levels, up to M = 50. Thus, the RC-QME
method becomes impractical to use at strong coupling, A = Q
and small 7, as it scales unfavorably with M.

To illustrate the difficulty in converging RC-QME simula-
tions at large A4, in Fig. 4 we display the decoherence dynam-
ics for three different M values: 10, 25, and 50. Comparing
their behavior in panel (a) we notice that M = 10 completely
misses the dynamics by many orders of magnitude. Further,
according to Fig. 4(a), M = 25 seemingly agrees with ex-
act results. However, a careful inspection of the decoherence
function itself in panel (b) reveals significant deviations. It
is only at large M, here at M = 50, that results converge and
further reasonably agree with exact results.

Interestingly, Fig. 4 reveals another aspect of the
RC-QME method: It tends to overestimate the effect of
non-Markovianity. Staying with a qualitative picture for
now, we identify non-Markovianity in our model with the
departure from an exponential decay and appearance of
recoherences’>>3. Fig. 4(b) reveals that the RC technique
displays deeper troughs than exact results. This points to the
fact that the inclusion of one specific RC mode into the system
may lead to an overestimation of non-Markovian features.

B. Quantifying non-Markovianity

We quantify the degree of non-Markovianity in the dynam-
ics using the different measures focusing on the performance
of the RC-QME method compared to the exact expression.
We adopt the BLP measure for non-Markovianity in Fig. 5
and the RHP quantifier in Fig. 6, examining their depen-
dence on the system-bath coupling A and the spectral width
v. Each data point in Figs. 5 and 6 was obtained by pro-
cessing long time traces of decoherence dynamics using the
quantifiers, Eqs. (15) and (17). Time traces extend from ini-
tial conditions at #; to a long time 7y at which recoherences
become insignificant. These figures thus compile significant
data; while convergence was rapid for small A (Fig. 5(c) and
Fig. 6(c)). it was expensive to converge results at large A thus
we only show few data points in Fig. 5(d) and Fig. 6(d).

In Fig. 5, we show contour plots obtained from the exact
solution, NBLREX, in panel (a), and the RC method J\/BLRRC,
in panel (b). We note on the excellent agreement between
the maps. As an example, we plot in Fig. 5(c) the BLP
measure as a function of 7y at small coupling, observing its
monotonic decay with increased 7. This is to be expected, as
sharply peaked spectral functions are usually associated with
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a longer memory time for the system, which in turn leads to
non-Markovianity. Following this, in Fig. 5(d) we study the
behavior of the BLP measure with A for a narrow spectral
function, pushing A to large values beyond what is included
in the contour map. Here, we observe a nonmonotonic behav-
ior: the BLP measure first rises with A at weak coupling, then
it rapidly decays at large 7.

We examine non-Markovianity with the RHP measure in
Fig. 6, again as a function of the system-bath coupling A
and bath width parameter y. The comparison of contour
maps generated from the exact solution (a) and the RC-QME
method (b) confirms that the RC method correctly captures
non-Markovianity as measured by the RHP method. We dis-
play the y dependence in Fig. 6(c), and the A dependence
in Fig. 6(d). In contrast to the BLP measure, the RHP
metric quickly increases at large coupling without showing
a turnover behaviour. These contrasting trends were also ob-
served and discussed in Ref.37-38.

Altogether, our main observations are: (i) The RC-QME
method quantitatively captures non-Markovianity in the dy-
namics, including nontrivial trends as displayed in Fig. 5(d).
(i) The RC-QME may overestimate the extent of non-
Markovianity in the dynamics, presumably due to the empha-
sis of a single-collective bath degree of freedom in the sys-
tem’s dynamics.

VI. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

In this work, we addressed the potential of the reaction-
coordinate QME method in capturing non-Markovian dynam-
ics. The advantage of the RC-QME method in this respect
is, that by adding a collective bath mode to the system, one
explicitly captures its dynamics, including correlations that
develop in time between the bath with system’s degrees of
freedom.

As a benchmark, we used the exactly-solvable model of
pure decoherence in a single qubit. By observing the dy-
namics and quantifying it with two different measures for
non-Markovianity, we showed that the RC-QME method
excellently captured such effects in the difficult parameter
regimes of strong system-bath coupling (large A) and highly-
structured baths (small ).

We used two measures for non-Markovianity, the BLP,
which tests states’ distinguishability and the RHP, which in-
quires on the CP-divisibility of the dynamical map. Both mea-
sures indicate that non-Markovian effects are enhanced as we
reduce the width of the spectral function of the bath. This
result, observed with exact expressions, agrees with common
knowledge.

What is important to note is that, very favorably, the RC
method becomes more accurate for highly-structured baths.
This is because this scenario precisely fits the principles of
the RC mapping, of extracting a prominent-collective de-
gree of freedom from the bath and adding it to the sys-
tem. The capability of the RC-QME method to describe non-
Markovian effects is particularly notable since powerful nu-
merically exact techniques such as influence functional path
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Figure 7. Coherence dynamics of the spin-boson model for the initial
state p = |—)(—| with |—) = (|0) — |1)) /+/2. Calculations were done
with the Born-Markov Redfield equation (dotted line) and the RC-
QME method (full), for details see Appendix C. Parameters are the
same as in Fig. 2.

integral methods>*>3 face challenges converging for narrow
spectral functions.

As for strong coupling effects, we found that the RC-QME
becomes increasingly difficult to converge as we increase
A, posing a challenge in computations. Nevertheless, with
increased computational work we found that the RC-QME
method accurately described non-Markovian effects even in
the strong coupling limit.

The RC mapping as described in this work was done ana-
Iytically with the conversion of a Brownian spectral function
to an Ohmic one. While the Brownian model, and the related
Debye model had found applications such as in studies of ex-
citon dynamics in the Fenna-Matthews-Olson complex’?, it is
important to remember that the RC mapping can be performed
numerically on more general spectral functions, as well as
iteratively, to continue and extract primary modes from the
bath!?.

With the goal to gauge non-Markovian effects in the RC-
QME method, we focused our efforts here on the exactly-
solvable pure decoherence model, Eq. (1). It is interesting to
extend our analysis and examine other open quantum system
models, such as the more complex spin-boson (SB) model,
A =46+ 6.5 fi (6] + &) + L4 vié) éx. Unlike the pure de-
coherence model, this model displays both decoherence and
energy relaxation dynamics.

The dynamics of the SB model was examined in many
works with a range of techniques'. Particularly, it was simu-
lated in Ref.! by benchmarking the RC-QME method to nu-
merically exact simulations, manifesting an excellent agree-
ment even at strong coupling. Quantifying non-Markovian
dynamics in the SB dynamics (or other non-integrable mod-
els) based on the BLP and the RHP measures, or others, is a
highly nontrivial task, given that the model does not have a
closed-form solution and that it is challenging to simulate it in



a numerically-exact manner. Simulations of the trace-distance
were performed e.g. in Ref.?" based on a real-time path in-
tegral method and more recently in Ref.%! using the mul-
tilayer multiconfiguration time-dependent Hartree approach
(ML-MCTDH). Perturbative approaches for dynamics were
employed e.g. in Refs.%2763,

Given the complexity of the problem, we now simply
demonstrate with the RC-QME method that the SB model at
small y shows recoherence dynamics, see Fig. 7(c)-(d). These
recoherences do not show up with the BMR-QME method,
which is Markovian by construction. As such, we argue that
these features indicate on non-Markovian dynamics. We re-
iterate that the RC-QME method should be quite accurate in
the small y regime, and even at strong coupling!'>. More de-
tails on the SB model and the corresponding dynamics of spin
polarization, are discussed in Appendix C.

Future work will be dedicated to capturing and quantifying
strong coupling and non-Markovian effects with the RC-QME
in different open quantum system models. For example, the
equilibrium behavior of the V-model was recently examined
in Ref.%%7 at weak—and ultra strong coupling. It remains an
open topic to explore the dissipative dynamics of such multi-
level models at intermediate and strong coupling.

Proposals for novel quantum devices rely on nontrivial
aspects of small, quantum systems®®. Specifically, strong
system-bath couplings and bath structuring are suggested as
means to realize new effects. The RC-QME method has been
proving itself as a powerful tool in this respect. It nicely
complements numerically exact approaches, which typically
struggle to converge in regimes that are favorable for RC-
QME simulations. Future work will be focused on studies
of quantum thermal machines beyond weak system-bath cou-

pling, towards the discovery of their unique performance.
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APPENDIX A: MARKOVIAN LIMIT OF THE PURE
DECOHERENCE MODEL

In this Appendix, we derive an expression for the decoher-
ence timescale 7p in the pure decoherence model. We perform
our analysis on the model in its original representation, Eq. (1)
using the Brownian spectral function for the bath, Eq. (2).

First, we derive the decoherence timescale by simplifying
the exact analytic expression. Next, we show that one can
reach the same result from the Redfield equation of motion, a
method that relies on the Born-Markov approximation.

A. Derivation based on the exact analytic expression

We study the long time limit of the decoherence function?,

L) =4 [ do(a) coth(ﬁ7w> 1—+;<0”>

. (AD)
Unlike textbook calculations, which simplify this function as-
suming an Ohmic spectral function®, here we use a Brownian
spectral function for the bath,

40Q’A%y/w

)= e T ()

(A2)

Noting that 1 — cos(@t) = 2sin? (%) and that in the long time

.. A4sin? (Y
limit § 7)
o

— 2mtd(w), we get

I'(r) — —2nt [J(a)) coth(ﬁTw)] (A3)

w—0

8yA2
0—0 nQ2p’

For nonzero temperatures, [J (o) coth(ﬁTw)] ‘
thus we obtain in the long time limit,

16yA*
[)=- QZB r.

(A4)

According to this result, coherences decay exponentially in
time with the decoherence timescale
_ @B

o 16yA%

™D (AS)
We can now be precise and note that the “long time limit” cor-
responds to ¢ > Tp. Thus, the exponential form is arrived at
more quickly as we increase the temperature and the coupling
strength 7.

B. Derivation from the Born-Markov Redfield Equation

In the Schrodinger representation, the Redfield QME is
given by

pl1) = —ilfls,p (1)

(
/0 B ae{ (8¢ T8 (1) (B(1)B(: 1))

~[8,p(0)e TS (B — 7)B(1)) }.
(A6)

Here, S is a system operator that couples to the bath oper-
ator, B, with B(r) an interaction representation operator. In
our model, the system’s Hamiltonian is Hy = %61 and § = 6.
6. = [1)(1] —]0)(0|. Since we are interested in the dynam-
ics of coherences, we focus on the matrix element po; (f) =
(0| p () |1). The above expression simplifies to

Po1(t) = —iApo; (1) —2P01(f)/:d7<é(7)3(0)>7 (AT)



where we assumed that the bath is stationary thus
(B(0)B(1)) = (B(—1)B(0)), allowing us to combine two bath
correlation functions into a single integral. To compute the
bath correlation function we note that B(t) = Y fi (bre ™" +

Bzeivkr). Using this and moving to the continuum limit we get

BEBO) = [~ dws@) {11 +ns(@)] e "+ na(@)e},
(AB)

with ng(@w) = (e#® — 1)~! the Bose-Einstein distribution
function. It is now possible to perform the time integral in
Eq. (A7) using 276 () = [, dte'®T,

por(6) = ~ipor (1) ~4xpn () [ dw(0)2na(@) + 115(0).
(A9)
Evaluating the trivial integral we get
Po1(t) = —iApo1 (1) — 2 (0) [2n5(0) + 1] po1 (£)- (A10)

Care needs to be taken when evaluating the second term as
ng(0) is divergent. To keep the discussion general for now
we define A = 2xlimg,_, oJ(®)[2np(®) + 1], assuming this
expression has a well-defined limit. The inverse of this term
corresponds to the decoherence timescale, 7p = A~L. Alto-
gether, the differential equation Eq. (A10) solves to

Poi (1) = poi (0)e e ™.

As expected, the Born-Markov approximation results in an
exponentially decaying dynamics for pg;. Coherences are af-
fected by two timescales. While A~! is related to intrinsic
coherent oscillations, Tp describes the loss of coherence with
time due to the coupling to the bath. We can now explic-
itly evaluate this latter timescale using the Brownian spectral

(Al1)

. . BQ?
function, resulting in 7p = T6yA2°
from Sec. A of this Appendix.

which agrees with results

APPENDIX B: DETAILS ON THE REDFIELD EQUATION

For completeness, we provide here the full reaction-
coordinate Redfield equation that we use in the main text to
simulate the dynamics of the supersystem. Working in the
Schrodinger picture and in the energy-basis of the subsystem,
the Redfield equation for the reduced density matrix of the
supersystem (dimension 2M) is given by

pES,mn (t) = _iwmanS,mn (t)

+ Z |:Rm 7.7k (O PES jn () + Ry (@) PES m (1)
Tk
— Rionmj(@jm)PES, ji (1) — R}y picPEs ji(t) |- (BD)

Here w,,, are the Bohr frequencies of the extended system.
The dissipator itself is given by half Fourier transforms of the
bath autocorrelation function,

R (@) = (SB)n(SFs) s [ e (B(2)B(0)) (B2)

= (Sgs)mn (Sgs)jk [Tre(®) + iArc(®)].
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Figure 8. Polarization dynamics in the spin-boson model, (o;(7)).
with the initial state p = |—)(—| using the BMR-QME method (dot-
ted line) and the RC-QME method (full). Parameters are the same as
in Fig. 2.

In simulations, we neglect the imaginary part of the Redfield
tensor, Agc(®). Detailed discussions about the role of this self
energy in the steady state limit for specialized models (beyond
the decoherence model and the spin-boson model discussed in
this work) appear in®”%°. The real portion of the correlation
function can be readily evaluated to yield

ﬂJRc((D)I’l((D) >0
ITre(®) =< wire(|o])[(n(Jo])+1] © <0, (B3)
v/B ® = 0 (Ohmic model).

n() is the Bose-Einstein distribution function and Jgc(®) is
the spectral function of the residual bath given by Eq. (6).

APPENDIX C: NON-MARKOVIAN EFFECTS IN THE
SPIN-BOSON MODEL

The decoherence model, Eq. (1), does not allow dissipa-
tive (energy exchange) dynamics. In contrast, the spin-boson
model

ﬂ:

0| >

5.+ 6. Y fiul0f + k) + Y vici (C1)
k k

displays more complex dissipative and decoherence dynam-
ics. Similarly to Eq. (1), A is the spin splitting, 6; =
[1)(1] — |0)(0], & = [1)(0] +[0)(1], &| () are bosonic cre-
ation (annihilation) operators for mode k, with f; a coupling
energy. While the dynamics of the SB model can be analyti-
cally described in different limits!, a complete, exact analytic
solution is unavailable.

Applying the reaction coordinate mapping to the spin-



boson model, Eq. (C1), we get the following Hamiltonian
fre = 56,4 26,(a" +a) + Qa'a+ (d' +a)223_%
2" ~

+ @ +a)Y gu(by +bi) + Y axbby. (C2)
k k

The original model takes a Brownian spectral function for the

bath. After the RC mapping, the residual bath is coupled (pre-

sumably) weakly to the system with an Ohmic spectral func-

tion.

We now focus on the appearance of non-Markovian dy-
namics as we reduce ¥ and increase A. Since quantifying
non-Markovian dynamics using the BLP and RHP measures
is nontrivial for the spin-boson model, we only examine this
concept qualitatively by comparing the RC-QME results to
Markovian simulations. The dynamics of coherences in the
spin-boson model is displayed in the main text, Fig. 7. There,
we show that as we increase the coupling strength and reduce
Y we see pronounced deviations from Markovian dynamics,
captured by the RC method. The corresponding dynamics of
polarization is depicted in Fig. 8. We find that the BMR-
QME method misses the damped coherent oscillations in the
dynamics that show up at strong coupling and small y. Fur-
thermore, the BMR-QME method no longer provides the cor-
rect long-time solution at strong coupling.

The RC-QME method predicts significant deviations form
Markovian dynamics in the spin-boson model once we struc-
ture the bath and enhance coupling strength. Benchmark-
ing RC-QME results at small y against numerically exact
simulations is challenging: For example, consider the quasi-
adiabatic propagator path integral (QuAPI) method>*>>: For
7 =10.01 and Q = 3, the bath memory time may be approxi-
mated by Ty ~ 1/(yQ) ~ 30. To properly capture the damped
coherent oscillations and reduce the Trotter error (of period
27 /A) one needs to adopt a short time step of 8¢ ~ 0.2. Thus,
to cover the memory time one needs a memory kernel with
N ~ 1y /8t ~ 200 segments. This significant task may be
achieved with advanced implementations of numerically ex-
act path integral approaches’®>8, and we leave it to future
work.

APPENDIX D: ADDITIONAL CONVERGENCE RESULTS

The computational complexity of the RC-QME method
scales as O((d x M)*) due to the need to construct the Redfield
tensor for the (dM) x (dM) reduced density matrix. Here, d
is the dimension of the original subsystem (2 for spin) and M
the number of truncated levels in the RC.

In this Appendix, we present additional M-convergence re-
sults, analogous to Fig. 4. There, we focused on the chal-
lenge in converging coherences once the system-bath coupling
strength was made large, A > Q. In contrast, here in Figs. 9
and 10 we show that in both weak and intermediate couplings,
A < Q, convergence is simple, pointing to the utility of the
RC-QME method.

First, at weak coupling we show in Fig. 9 that even just
including M = 2 levels in the RC is already sufficient for re-
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Figure 9. Convergence of RC-QME simulations, Fig. 2(a), with
respect to M at weak coupling, A = 0.1. We present (a) the deco-
herence dynamics and (b) corresponding decoherence function for
M = 2 (dotted), 3 (dashed-dotted), 4 (full), and compare those to ex-
act results (dashed). Parameters are A = 0.1 and y = 0.1, as well as
A=1,Q=3AT=0.5A, A =10007A, as in Fig. 2(a).
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Figure 10. Convergence of RC-QME simulations, Fig. 2(c), with
respect to M at intermediate coupling, A = 1. We present (a) the
decoherence dynamics and (b) corresponding decoherence function
for M =2 (dotted), 5 (dashed-dotted), 10 (full), and compare those
to exact results (dashed). Parameters are A = 1 and Y= 0.1 as well
asA=1,Q=3A,T =0.5A, A =10007A as in Fig. 2(c).

sults to be converged. The intermediate coupling regime is
presented in Fig. 10; here convergence with respect to M is
reached at M = 5, which is still a simple computational task.
Altogether, we emphasize that ensuring convergence with re-
spect to M is a critical aspect of the RC-QME technique. In
the pure-decoherence model presented in this study conver-
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