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With technological advancements to achieve strong single-photon optomechanical
coupling it becomes necessary to explore the eﬀect of such a strongly coupled system interacting with the environment. In this limit the standard Lindblad master
equation for the quantum optical case does not hold because it does not take into
account the correct eigenstates. Hence another type of master equation which is the
Dressed-state master equation is used. In order to emphasize its use we report on the
eﬀect of squeezed vacuum/squeezed thermal reservoir on the decoherence of cavity
photon Fock states in an optomechanical system in the strong single-photon coupling
regime. We not only demonstrate that this decoherence can be eﬀectively controlled
by changing the parameters of the reservoir but that such a control can occur via a
cavity dephasing term at high enough reservoir temperatures. The presence of cavity
dephasing term is an outcome of using correct eigenstates in the strong single-photon
optomechanical coupling regime. This study is also diﬀerent from previous studies
of system interacting with phase-sensitive reservoirs where such a dephasing term is
absent. Our study might be important in understanding information processing in
strongly coupled photonic systems and quantum memories.
Keywords Dressed-state master equation, decoherence, optomechanical nonlinearity, quantum
photonics, single-photon strong coupling, squeezed reservoir.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

There has been a growing interest in using optical photons for quantum information
processing, communications and sensor technologies. Quite a few components in photonic
systems proposed to be used for information processing for example, single-photon sources[1–
4], generation of nonclassical states of light[5, 6], interferometers[7, 8], sensors[9–12], are
based on photon-phonon interactions. In the quantum regime nonlinear photon-photon
interactions mediated by phonons, give rise to phenomena like photon blockade[13–17],
arising from sub-Poissonian statistics.

Because of the importance of optomechanical

non-linearity to future quantum devices, it becomes necessary to understand the dynamics
of an open quantum optomechanical system in the single-photon strong coupling regime.
It has been previously reported[18] how vacuum and thermal environments affect the
dynamics of an optomechanical system in the strong single-photon coupling regime. We
further this argument to squeezed vacuum and thermal reservoirs especially since squeezed
environments have been known to provide additional control over the dynamics of open
quantum systems[19–22].
In this article we take a look at the effect of single-photon strong coupling on the time evolution of the system density operator under the influence of squeezed vacuum and squeezed
thermal reservoir[23]. In particular, we show that the rate of decoherence increases in the
strong to ultra-strong single-photon coupling regime, under squeezed thermal reservoir,
except for certain values of the reservoir parameters wherein there is a drastic decrease
in decoherence rate. We perform these simulations with the help of the Dressed-state
master equation(DSME) which has been previously used in the case of strongly coupled
systems[24, 25]. We also give modifications to the Standard Master Equation(SME) in the
interaction picture under the influence of a squeezed thermal reservoir. We compare our
findings with those from thermal reservoir.

II.

NON-QUADRATIC HAMILTONIAN

Dressed states are eigenstates of the system hamiltonian including the interaction term.
In the strong laser drive limit dressed states, formed by the superposition of photon-
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phonon product states, give rise to splitting of the normal modes of the non-interacting
hamiltonian[26]. On the other hand in the weak laser drive, the strong optomechanical
coupling leads to the dressing of cavity photons by mechanical excitations. The dressed
states are then approximate eigenstates of the total hamiltonian(including the interaction
part) in the photon number basis. This can be demonstrated by a unitary transformation
of the system hamiltionian. In this article we consider an optmechanical system consisting
of a single Fabry-Perot cavity with one end of the system movable under radiation pressure
of cavity photons and a simple harmonic potential. The system hamiltonian in the frame
rotating with the laser frequency ωL , is given by(~ = 1);
Ĥ = −∆ â† â + ωm b̂† b̂ − g0 â† â(b̂ + b̂† ) + iE(â† − â),

(1)

where laser detuning ∆=ωL - ωc , ωc and ωm are the cavity frequency and natural frequency
of the mechanical oscillator, respectively, ωL s the laser drive frequency, while â(b̂) are
annihilation operators of cavity(mechanical) mode. g0 is the single photon optomechanical
coupling and E is the energy of the laser drive.

III.

POLARON TRANSFORM

The presence of the laser electric field term in Hamiltonian in Equation (1) renders the
Hamiltonian Hermitian. In the absence of the drive we can use polaron transformation to
find the eigenstates of the hamiltonian.
lim Ĥ ′ = Û Ĥ Û † = ωc â† a + ωm b̂† b̂ −

E→0

g02 † 2
(â a) ,
ωm

(2)

where U = e−S is a unitary operator and S = (â† â) ωgm0 (b̂† − b̂)[27]. The total energy of
the system described by hamiltonian in Equation (2) is, E ′ = nωc + mωm − n2 g02/ωm ,
D E
where n ≡ â† â and m ≡ b̂† b̂ are the expectation values of photon and phonon number
operators respectively. In terms of product states, the eigenstate can be written as;
† −b̂)

|Ψi = |ki ⊗ l(n) = |ki ⊗ eN̂c β0 (b̂

|li ,

(3)

where β0 = g0 /ωm , N̂c = â† â, is the photon number operator, l(n) is a mechanical state
|li displaced by an amount proportional to the cavity photon number nβ0 and |ki is the
photon Fock state. In this regard a dressed state occurs when a photon number dependent
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mechanical state gets excited by the cavity photon itself. This also gives rise to second order
non-linearity i.e photon-photon coupling mediated by phonons. In the single-photon regime,
we consider only a few photons and hence n is small. To increase non-linearity, we must
have strong to ultastrong optomechanical coupling g0 . This type of nonlinear coupling is
also known as quantum/intrinsic non-linearity. The total energy of the system hamiltonian
in Equation (1) with E → 0, can now be written in this dressed state picture as;
† −b̂)

E ′ = k, l(n) Ĥ k, l(n) = hk, l| e−N̂c β0 (b̂

† −b̂)

ĤeN̂c β0 (b̂

|k, li = hk, l| Ĥ ′ |k, li ,

(4)

where Ĥ ′ is given in Equation (2). Without loss of generality we assume that photon-phonon
states (|k, li) are represented by tensor product of individual Fock states.

IV.

DRESSED-STATE MASTER EQUATION

While studying the dynamics of an open quantum system, a common approach is to
use the Standard Master Equation(SME) under the Born-Markov approximation. As it
was shown in Section III, this requires us to define the eigenmodes of the system. For
weak single photon coupling we can ignore the photon-phonon coupling and approximately
define the eigenmodes of the system to derive the SME. For a strong single photon coupling
however the inter-modal interactions cannot be ignored. This gives rise to another type of
master equation which is known as the Dressed-State Master Equation(DSME)[18, 33, 34].
In DSME we work within the photon-phonon eigenbasis discussed in Section III. It is also
assumed that the bath attached to the mechanical resonator couples to both degrees of
freedom but the other bath couples only to the optical resonator. In the interaction picture
and considering ohmic reservoirs, the DSME is given as;
dρ̃(t)
= γm (nth + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm nth D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + κD[a]ρ̃(t),
dt

(5)

where ρ̃(t) is the density matrix operator in the interaction picture, nth is the thermal
photon occupancy number at temperature T, γm and κ are the mechanical and optical decay
rates respectively, N̂c is the cavity photon number operator and D[ô]ρ̃(t) is a Lindbladian
superoperator which is the dissipator defined in Section IV and redefined here as;
D[ô]ρ̃(t) = ôρ̃(t)ô† −

1 †
ô ô, ρ̃(t) ,
2

(6)
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where ô is the system eigen-operator. In the interaction picture and in dressed eigenbasis,
b̂(t) = e−i ωm t b̂ + β0 N̂c .

(7)

This is different from the SME approach, where b̂(t) = e−i ωm t . By introducing a ”bookkeeping” term β0 N̂c we re-write Equation (7) as,
b̂(t) = e−i ωm t (b̂ − β0 N̂c ) + β0 N̂c .

(8)

The ”book-keeping” term is added just to be consistent with the interpretation of b̂(t) in
SME and DSME. In SME Equation (8) can be written as,
b̂(t) = e−i ωm t (b̂ − β0 N̂c ) + e−i ωm t β0 N̂c = e−iωm t b̂

(9)

Comparing Equation (8) and Equation (9) it is easy to see that the DSME gives terms
rotating with different frequencies while in the SME no such distinction occurs. It is then
straightforward to show that for the dressed basis(β0 ∼ 1) the SME approach gives rise to
additional terms in the interaction picture;
dρ̃(t)
= γm (nth + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm nth D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t)
dt
+ κD[a]ρ̃(t) + γm (2nth +

(10)

1)β02 D[N̂c ]ρ̃(t).

The last term in Equation (10) induces dephasing since it doesn’t affect any photon/phonon
population but nonetheless contributes to the decoherence of ρ̃(t). For β0 << 1 we can ignore
terms involving β0 in Equation (10) and get back SME for the unperturbed eigenbasis. For
cavity optomechanical systems another important approximation in the DSME is that the
cavity frequency should be much larger than the mechanical frequency (ωc >> ωm ), which is
true in the case of optical photons. For microwave photons this approximation is no longer
valid and we have to use the Global Master Equation[34].

V.

DSME FOR A SQUEEZED THERMAL RESERVOIR

A non-unitary evolution of the state density matrix in open quantum systems is due to its
interaction with an external reservoir. A common technique to understand system-reservoir
interaction is within the Born-Markov approximation where the system-reservoir coupling is
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considered to be weak and the reservoir correlation functions are ”memory-less” i.e the timescale at which the reservoir components interact with each other is much smaller than that
of the system. Most experimental studies are conducted with vacuum or thermal reservoirs.
Non-thermal or squeezed thermal reservoirs, for example, are difficult to construct but show
promising results in different theoretical studies. They have been shown to reduce decay rates
of the quantum coherence leading to preservation of non-classical effects[28, 29]. Squeezed
thermal reservoirs have also been shown to be useful as a resource for nano-mechanical
engines to go beyond the Carnot limit and improve power and efficiency of quantum heat
engines[30, 31]. Hence the effect of squeezed reservoirs on the decoherence of individual
states(coherent or Fock) of the system is well understood but the literature lacks knowledge
on how squeezed reservoirs affect the decoherence of strongly coupled systems. It is thus
important to understand their role when they are coupled to an optomechanical system
which is in the strong photon-phonon coupling regime.

A.

Squeezed thermal reservoir

A squeezed thermal reservoir can be realised by applying signal to a nanobeam resonator
in which the signal noise is such that it is suppressed in one of the quadratures and amplified
in another[30]. Phase-space distribution of such a signal shows a squeezed thermal state.
Thermal noise from a laser subjected onto a parametric amplifier can also give rise to
squeezed thermal noise. A proposal to engineer squeezed vacuum reservoir using interference
between spontaneous decays of two different excited states in atomic systems was given by
Zoller et.al.[35] but such a method would require multiple ground states.
Squeezed reservoirs are examples of a non-stationary reservoirs[32] as opposed to thermal
reservoirs. This is because the correlation functions of the electric field operator of the
radiation modes are no longer homogeneous in time i.e. they show time dependence. As a
result the master equation for optical and mechanical operators contains additional terms
in the rotating wave approximation. Under squeezed thermal reservoir the SME in the
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unperturbed eigenbasis(β0 << 1) is given as;
dρ̃(t)
= γm (Nef f + 1)D[b̂]ρ̃(t) + γm (Nef f )D[b̂† ]ρ̃(t)
dt
(11)

+ κ(N + 1)D[â]ρ̃(t) + κ(N)D[â† ]ρ̃(t)
∗
†
†
∗
†
†
− γm Mef
f b̂ρ̃(t)b̂ − γm Mef f b̂ ρ̃(t)b̂ − κM âρ̃(t)â − κM â ρ̃(t)â ,

where Nef f = nth (cosh2 r + sinh2 r) + sinh2 r, Mef f = − cosh r sinh reiθ (2nth + 1), with r, θ
being the single mode squeezing parameters. Since nth (ωc ) ≈ 0 for optical photons, Nef f
and Mef f are replaced with N = sinh2 r and M = − cosh r sinh reiθ for operator â(â† ).
To understand what happens in the DSME for a squeezed reservoir we follow procedure
similar to Hu et. al.[18]. We first write down the correlation function for a squeezed thermal
reservoir. It is straightforward to show that the correlation function includes additional
terms having time dependence and is given as;
R(s, t) =

X

|Gλk |2 (Nk − Mk exp(−2iωk t))eiωk s
(12)

k

+

|Gλk |2 ((Nk

+ 1) −

Mk∗

−iωk s

exp(2iωk t))e

,

where < Oλ† (~k)Oλ′ (k~′ ) >= δλλ′ δ~kk~′ Nk , < Oλ (~k)Oλ† ′ (k~′ ) >= δλλ′ δ~kk~′ (Nk + 1), <
Oλ (~k)Oλ′ (k~′ ) >= δλλ′ δ~kk~′ Mk , < Oλ† (~k)Oλ† ′ (k~′ ) >= δλλ′ δ~kk~′ Mk∗ and Gλk is the system-reservoir
coupling for the k th reservoir mode having polarization λ. As shown in Appendix A, the
correlation function in Equation (12) leads to additional terms proportional to operators â,
â† , (b̂−β0 N̂c ) and (b̂−β0 N̂c )† in the dressed state. Also for since nth (ωc ) ≈ 0, Nk and Mk are
replaced by N and M respectively for the cavity mode, while for the mechanical mode they
are replaced by Nef f and Mef f respectively. The DSME for a squeezed thermal reservoir
can then be written as;
dρ̃(t)
= γm (Nef f + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm Nef f D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t)
dt
+ κ(N + 1)D[a]ρ̃(t) + κ(N)D[â† ]ρ̃(t)
−

∗
γm Mef
f (b̂

(13)
†

− β0 N̂c )ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c ) − γm Mef f (b̂ − β0 N̂c ) ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c )

†

− κM ∗ âρ̃(t)â − κM â† ρ̃(t)â† .
To derive the above expression we assume that the reservoir degrees of freedom remain
Markovian in nature even at low temperatures. This is clearly not a good assumption since
at low temperatures the reservoir show long correlation times between the reservoir degrees
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of freedom which gives rise to non-Markovianity. Still we do this to differentiate it from
what happens at high temperatures, next.

B.

Cavity dephasing in the DSME

At high enough temperature(kB T >> ωm ) additional terms get included in the DSME
in Equation (13). This is shown in Appendix A. These terms are proportional to D[N̂c ]
and hence contribute to the dephasing of cavity photons. It has been previously shown[18]
that for a thermal reservoir, the DSME at high enough temperatures also includes cavity
dephasing terms,
dρ̃(t)
= γm (nth + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm nth D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t)
dt
kB T 2
)β D[N̂c ]ρ̃(t),
+ κD[a]ρ̃(t) + 4γm (
ωm 0

(14)

in the units of ~ = 1. For a squeezed thermal reservoir, on the other hand, this dephasing
term is different due to the presence of squeezing parameters r, θ. The DSME in Equation
(13) then becomes,
dρ̃(t)
= γm (Nef f + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm Nef f D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t)
dt
+ κ(N + 1)D[a]ρ̃(t) + κ(N)D[â† ]ρ̃(t)
∗
†
†
− γm Mef
f (b̂ − β0 N̂c )ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c ) − γm Mef f (b̂ − β0 N̂c ) ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c )

(15)

− κM ∗ âρ̃(t)â − κM â† ρ̃(t)â†
+ 4γm (

kB T
)(cosh2 r + sinh2 r + 2 cosh r sinh r cos θ)β02 D[N̂c ]ρ̃(t).
ωm

Note that from the definitions of Nef f , Mef f , N and M we see that for r = 0(no squeezing),
Equation (15) reduces to Equation (14). On the other hand for different values of r and
θ we can control the amount of photon dephasing contribution to the decoherence of the
density operator ρ̃(t). We have exploited this control to demonstrate that the decoherence
rates of coherent superposition states can be lowered for certain values of r and θ.

C.

Cavity dephasing in the SME

In Section IV we showed that for a strong single-photon optomechanical coupling(β0 ∼ 1),
the SME in the interaction picture for a thermal reservoir contains an additional cavity
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dephasing term(Equation (10)). This is true even for a squeezed thermal reservoir. Infact
two additional terms should be included for SME as shown in Appendix B,
dρ̃(t)
= γm (Nef f + 1)D[b̂ − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + γm Nef f D[b̂† − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t)
dt
+ κ(N + 1)D[a]ρ̃(t) + κ(N)D[â† ]ρ̃(t)
∗
†
†
− γm Mef
f (b̂ − β0 N̂c )ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c ) − γm Mef f (b̂ − β0 N̂c ) ρ̃(t)(b̂ − β0 N̂c )

(16)

− κM ∗ âρ̃(t)â − κM â† ρ̃(t)â†
+ 2γm cosh r sinh r cos θ(2nth + 1)β02 N̂c ρ̃(t)N̂c + γm (2Nef f + 1)β02 D[N̂c ]ρ̃(t).
From Equation (16) we see that in the case of a squeezed thermal reservoir, there is presence
of cavity dephasing terms. Comparing with Equation (10), in the last term nth is replaced
by Nef f while the second last term in Equation (16) is proportional to cosine of reservoir
phase(Appendix B). Both these terms add to cavity depashing and vanish in the weak
optomechanical coupling limit(β0 << 1).

VI.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section we provide a comparative analysis for the decoherence of the system density operator for phase-sensitive(squeezed) and phase-insensitive reservoirs in the DSME for
weak to strong to ultrastrong single-photon optomechanical coupling. We point out how
these reservoirs affect the decoherence of cavity photon Fock state in coherent superpostion
in an optomechanical system. We also show the influence of squeezing parameters r and
θ on the decoherence rate of the system density operator for cavity photon Fock states.
To perform these simulations we have used the mesolve routine in quantum toolbox in
Python(QuTiP)[36] with appropriate Lindblad superoperators and hamiltonian in Equation (2).
To simulate the evolution of the cavity photons we first define a general initial state of the
optomechanical system as;
|ψc,m (0)i = (cos (ζ/2) |pi + eiφ sin (ζ/2) |qi)c ⊗ |uim ,

(17)

where c and m denote cavity photon and mechanical Fock states respectively. As demonstrated in Section III, these are the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Ĥ ′ . Using superposition
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of coherent states instead of Focks states does not change the final result and are hence experimentally more feasible. The use of Fock states here is done purely for technical clarity.
In the interaction picture, the coherence of the cavity photon state is represented by the
corresponding off-diagonal element of the partial trace over mechanical Fock state of the
time-evolved density operator and in this case given as;
Ppq (t) = | hp| ρ˜c (t) |qi |

(18)

= | hp| T rm [ρ̃c,m (t)] |qi |,
where ρ̃c,m (0) = |ψc,m (0)i hψc,m (0)| is the initial density operator. T rm [...] is the partial
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Figure 1: (Color online) Evolution of the oﬀ-diagonal element | h0| T rm [ρ̃c,m (t)] |3i | in a vacuum/thermal reservoir with nth = 0/nth = 20. The optomechanical system parameters are,
g0 = 0.8 ωm , κ = 0.05 ωm and γm = κ/3.

trace over the mechanical state. For brevity we choose ζ/2 = π/4 and φ = 0, |pi = |0i and
|qi = |3i. This state is similar to the one used in Hu et. al.[18]. Figure 1 shows the evolution
of P03 (t) defined above, as a function of dimensionless unit κt for depahsed-SME and DSME
in vacuum and thermal reservoirs corresponding to master equations given in Equation (10)
and Equation (14) above. It is qualitatively similar to the one produced in Hu et al.[18].
It is seen that the effect of cavity dephasing becomes dominant at high temperatures in
the DSME than that for the SME in the interaction picture. A similar trend can be seen
Figure 2 where the evolution occurs under the influence of a squeezed reservoir. It is also
observed from Figure 2(a) that for the same value of g0 = 0.8ωm , there is an increase
in decoherence rate of the optical field under the influence of a squeezed reservoir. But
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Figure 2: (Color online) Evolution of the oﬀ-diagonal element | h0| T rm [ρ̃c,m (t)] |3i | in a squeezed
vacuum/thermal reservoir with r = 0.5 and nth = 0/nth = 20. The optomechanical system
parameters are, g0 = 0.8 ωm , κ = 0.05 ωm and γm = κ/3.

whereas on the one hand thermal reservoirs do not provide any control over this decoherence,
phase-sensitive(squeezed) reservoirs provide a control over the decoherence by changing the
squeezing parameters r and θ. For a system weakly interacting with a squeezed thermal
reservoir, it is seen from Figure 2 that for the same value of r, the decoherence is drastically
reduced for different values of θ. This is due to the dependence of decoherence on the cosine
of the phase of the reservoir. By setting up an appropriate reservoir phase one can increase
the coherence of optical field. This explicitly shown in Figure 3.
In order to show the dependence of squeezing parameters, r and θ on DSME for interaction
with thermal and squeezed thermal reservoirs we choose that value of κt for which the
P03 (t) goes below 0.1, as a function of θ and r in Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) respectively.
We see that the value of κt for a thermal reservoir does not change with respect to r or
θ(shown as solid blue line) which is expected. For a squeezed reservoir however we can see
that a maximum is reached near r = 1.3 and θ = π in the ultrastrong coupling regime,
g0 = 0.8ωm . From Figure 3(b) we also see that for values of r > 1.5 the coherence time
gradually decreases towards that for thermal DSME. This means that for r values greater
than 1.5, P03 (t) decreases faster towards 20% of its initial value even though we set reservoir
phase at θ = π.
Interaction with a thermal reservoir leads to a decrease in coherence as one goes from weak
to ultrastrong single-photon optomechanical coupling regime, as shown in Figure 4(a). This
is also largely mimicked in the case of a squeezed thermal reservoir Figure 4(b), although
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Figure 3: (Color online) Dimensionless κt at which P03 reduces to < 20% of its initial value under
the inﬂuence of thermal and squeezed thermal reservoirs(nth = 20). The optomechanical system
parameters are, g0 = 0.8 ωm , κ = 0.05 ωm and γm = κ/3.
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(c)
DSME for squeezed reservoir (r = 1.3, θ/2π = 0.5)
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Figure 4: (Color online)P03 (t) as a function of κt for (a). Thermal reservoir, (b,c). Squeezed
thermal reservoir at nth = 20 and diﬀerent optomechanical coupling strengths g0 , rest of system
parameters being, κ = 0.05 ωm and γm = κ/3.

13
the coherence time drastically increases in the weak coupling regime and decreases in the
strong to ultrastrong regime. This is not the case when the phase of the squeezed thermal
reservoir is set to θ = π as shown in Figure 4(c). Comparing with Figure 4(b), for this value
of reservoir phase θ the decoherence is faster in the weak single-photon coupling regime. As
we go towards strong single-photon coupling this decoherence becomes slower. Due to this
the decoherence for g0 = 0.01 ωm and g0 = 0.1 ωm pretty much overlap each other above
P03 (t) ≈ 0.1.

VII.

CONCLUSION

In this article we have demonstrated the effects squeezed thermal reservoirs have on a
single cavity optomechanical system in the strong single-photon coupling regime. In the
strong single-photon optomechanical coupling regime, the appropriate master equation is
the dressed-state master equation(DSME) as long as it is applied for the situation where
the frequency of cavity photons is much larger than the natural frequency of the mechanical
resonator. Such an optomechanical system interacting with a squeezed thermal reservoir
gives additional terms in the master equation which depend on the cosine of the reservoir
phase. We have shown that by setting the squeezed thermal reservoir phase to θ = π we
can increase coherence times for strongly coupled optomechanical systems which otherwise
is not possible for thermal reservoir. On the other hand we have also shown that increasing
reservoir squeezing parameter r does not always lead to an increase in coherence time and
that a maximum is reached for particular values of r and θ upto an order of magnitude
for strongly coupled photon-phonon systems. For values of β0 ∼ 1 there is a drastic increase in coherence under the influence of squeezed thermal reservoir with its phase near
θ = π, as compared to a thermal reservoir. It would be further interesting to analyse the
effect of reservoir phase on the time evolution of Wigner functions of Fock states used in
our study since negative densities of Wigner functions have been known to be related to
coherence and non-classicality. Our study might be useful in understanding systems which
are reservoir engineered to increase coherence. It might also help in understanding entanglement in strongly coupled systems under the influence of phase-sensitive reservoirs. Although
the current state-of-the-art experiments are far from reaching such strong single-photon optomechanical coupling strengths this study becomes necessary to demonstrate what can be
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achieved once there is such a technology in place. Besides this archival importance this
study is as much important for lower single-photon optomechanical coupling strength.
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Appendix A: Mechanical damping.

Calculations for cavity field damping are pretty straightforward and similar to the case
for a squeezed vacuum reservoir for operator â and â† . Hence we do not present it here again.
They can be found in any any quantum optics textbook. Instead we begin straightaway with
operators representing mechanical oscillation and damping. From Equation (12) in Section
V A,
Z

∞

0

Z

i
h
∗
2iωm t
e
RM (s, t) eiωm s ds = π|G(ωm)|2 (Nef f + 1) − Mef
f

∞
0

i
h
RM (s, t) e−iωm s ds = π|G(ωm )|2 Nef f − Mef f e−2iωm t

Z

0

∞

i
h
∗
RM (s, t) ds ≈ π|G(ωm )| (Nef f + 1) − Mef f ,
2

(A1)
(A2)
(A3)

where we have assumed approximately equal contributions from the spectral density
J(ω) near ω = 0 and ω = ωm .

If the spectral density J(ω = 0) ≈ 0, the contri-

bution of Equation (A3) is negligible as compared to Equations (A1) and (A2).

Re-

calling, |G(±ωm )|2 = ±γm /(2π)(ohmic reservoir), Equation (A3) for high temperatures
(kB T >> ωm ) becomes,
Z ∞
i
γm  kB T h
cosh2 r + sinh2 r + 2 cosh r sinh r e−iθ ,
RM (s, t) ds =
2 ωm
0

(A4)

We define a hermitian operator χm (t) = b̂m (t) + b̂†m (t) in the interaction picture, where
b̂m (t) = e−iωm t B̂m + β0 N̂c and B̂m = bm − β0 N̂c in the interaction picture and dressed basis.
The details of these operators can be found here [18]. Our aim is to calculate terms in,
Z ∞
h
i
dρ̃(t)
(A5)
=
ds RM (s, t) χm (t)ρ̃(t)χm (t − s) − χm (t) χm (t − s) ρ̃(t) + h.c,
dt
0
for a squeezed thermal reservoir. Let us consider the first term in Equation (A5),
Z ∞
Z ∞
h
ds RM (s, t) χm (t)ρ̃(t)χm (t − s) =
ds RM (s, t) b̂m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂†m (t − s)
0

0

+

b̂†m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂m (t

− s) + b̂m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂m (t − s)
i
†
†
+ b̂m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂m (t − s) .

(A6)

Next we use Equations (A1) to (A4) to piece-wise calculate the above integral for a squeezed
thermal reservoir and neglect fast oscillating terms under the rotating wave approxima-
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tion(RWA),
Z

∞

0

Z

∞

Z

∞

0

∞

(A7)

γm h
†
(Nef f + 1)B̂m
ρ̃(t)B̂m
2
i
 2
∗
+ (Nef f + 1) − Mef f β0 N̂c ρ̃(t)N̂c ,

(A8)

γm h ∗
Mef f B̂m ρ̃(t)B̂m
2
i
 2
∗
+ (Nef f + 1) − Mef
β
N̂
ρ̃(t)
N̂
c
c ,
f
0

(A9)

ds RM (s, t) b̂†m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂m (t − s) =

0

Z

γm h
†
Nef f B̂m ρ̃(t)B̂m
2
i
 2
∗
+ (Nef f + 1) − Mef
β
N̂
ρ̃(t)
N̂
c
c ,
f
0

ds RM (s, t) b̂m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂†m (t − s) =

ds RM (s, t)b̂m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂m (t − s) =
0

γm h
†
†
Mef f B̂m
ρ̃(t)B̂m
2
i
 2
∗
+ (Nef f + 1) − Mef
β
N̂
ρ̃(t)
N̂
c
c .
f
0

ds RM (s, t)b̂†m (t)ρ̃(t)b̂†m (t − s) =

(A10)

Substituting the above equations in Equation (A5) and similarly calculating the Hermitian
conjugate, we get the mechanical part of Equation (15).

Appendix B: Cavity dephasing in SME

Emergence of cavity dephasing terms in Equation (16) can be understood as follows; The
unitary transformation of the dissipator D[bm ]ρ(t) from Schrodinger picture of the standard
master equation(SME) to interaction its picture in dressed basis is,
U † (t)D[b̂m ]ρ(t)U(t) ≈ D[b̂m − β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t) + D[β0 N̂c ]ρ̃(t),

(B1)

where U = exp{−i H ′ t}, H ′ being the system hamiltonian in Equation (2). Similarly for a
squeezed thermal reservoir,


∗
†
†
∗
†
†
U † (t) Mef
b̂
ρ(t)
b̂
+
M
b̂
ρ(t)
b̂
m
m
ef
f
f
m
m U(t) ≈ Mef f B̂m ρ̃(t)B̂m + Mef f B̂m ρ̃(t)B̂m


2
∗
+ γm β0 Mef f + Mef f N̂c ρ̃(t)N̂c ,

(B2)
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where B̂m = bm − β0 N̂c .
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