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Entropy production is a key quantity characterizing nonequilibrium systems. However, it can often be difficult
to compute in practice, as it requires detailed information about the system and the dynamics it undergoes. This
becomes even more difficult in the quantum domain, and if one is interested in generic nonequilibrium reservoirs,
for which the standard thermal recipes no longer apply. In this paper, we derive an upper bound for the entropy
production in terms of the entropy flux for a class of systems for which the flux is given in terms of a system’s
observable. Since currents are often easily accessible in this class of systems, this bound should prove useful for
estimating the entropy production in a broad variety of processes. We illustrate the applicability of the bound
by considering a three-level maser engine and a system interacting with a squeezed bath.

Introduction - The degree of irreversibility of nonequilib-
rium processes can be characterized by the entropy produc-
tion, the key quantity appearing in the second law of ther-
modynamics. While already present in the seminal papers
by Clausius [1, 2], this concept gains additional significance
when thermodynamics is extended to the stochastic and quan-
tum regimes. Indeed, a plethora of different processes, from
work extraction, to heat exchange, can all be described in
terms of entropy production.

Moreover, the development of fluctuation theorems [3–10],
which can be cast in a unified language in terms of entropy
production, further corroborates the usefulness of this con-
cept [11, 12]. In all cases, the entropy production has a general
form,

Σ = ∆S + Φ, (1)

where S = −tr(ρS ln ρS ) is the von Neuman’s entropy, ρS is
the system’s density matrix and Φ is the entropy flux.

Unfortunately, the entropy production can be notoriously
difficult to assess, particularly for quantum systems [13, 14].
First, it is not a physical observable [15]. In order to relate
it to observables, one must therefore know the specific type
of dynamics the system is undergoing (e.g., Langevin equa-
tion, master equation, nonequilibrium Green’s function, etc.).
For standard thermal processes, one can usually relate the en-
tropy production to the flow of heat. But for systems interact-
ing with nonequilibrium reservoirs, this is no longer possible.
In fact, quite often computing the entropy production requires
full knowledge of the reservoirs interacting with the system, as
well as the system-bath interactions [16]. It may thus be that
assessing the entropy production is possible only via full to-
mography of both system and environment, something which
easily becomes prohibitive.

In this paper we derive an upper bound for the entropy
production, which is cast in terms of the entropy flux to
the environments, for a class of systems for which the en-
tropy flux is given in terms of some particular state ρ∗, Φ =

tr{(ρS (t) − ρS (0)) ln ρ∗}, for all times, meaning it is written as
a system’s observable. This is the case, for instance, in situ-
ations where the unitary operator of the system plus environ-
ment has a global fixed point, as discussed in the next section.

The initial state of the system ρS (0) is known, but the
nonequilibrium state ρS (t) and the dynamics are not. Our re-
sult is derived using a variation of the MaxEnt principle [17].

Recently, this principle has been applied to derive tighter
bounds for heat exchange [18, 19]. Our results are similar
in spirit, but address fundamentally different questions. We
show that the entropy production has an upper bound in terms
of the entropy flux rate, φ(t) = dΦ/dt. It reads

Σ ≤ Σa +

∫ t

0
[1 − α(t)]φ(t)dt. (2)

where Σa = Σa(ρ(0)) is the adiabatic entropy production (func-
tion of the initial state) and α(t) is a dynamic temperature-like
scalar defined implicitly as a function of the known entropy
current and initial state through the constraint

f (α) = tr(ρ(0) ln ρ∗) + Φ, (3)

where f (α) = (d/dα) ln Z(α) and ln Z(α) := ln tr((ρ∗)α) =

(1 − α)S α(ρ∗), S α(ρ∗) is the quantum Renyi entropy of ρ∗.
Note that the bound (2) is computed solely in terms of three
ingredients: the entropy current φ(t) and the states ρ(0) and
ρ∗. The usefulness of the bound lies in the fact that currents
are usually easily accessible for the class of systems under
consideration. The initial coherence in ρ(0) with respect to ρ∗

is contained in the term Σa, which increases the bound when
compared to the classic counterpart, akin to previous results
on coherence resource theory [20–23].

To illustrate the usefulness of our bound, we apply it to two
interesting problems in quantum thermodynamics: the three-
level maser engine of Scovil and Schulz-DuBois [24–27], and
a system interacting with a squeezed bath [28, 29].

Formalism - We consider here a system S prepared in
an arbitrary state ρS (0), possibly infinite dimensional, and a
set of reservoirs E1, E2, E3, . . ., prepared in a product state
ρE1 ⊗ ρE2 ⊗ . . .. We do not assume that the environments
are in thermal states. The joint S E1E2 . . . system interacts
by means of a generic unitary Ut, which may be generated
by arbitrary interactions plus potential external drives. This
therefore leads to the map ρ(t) = Utρ(0)U†t , where ρ(0) =

ρS (0) ⊗ ρE1 ⊗ ρE2 ⊗ . . ..
Defining the entropy production for this process requires a

framework that holds beyond the usual hypotheses in thermo-
dynamics. We adopt here the formalism of [30], which casts
the entropy production in terms of the correlations built up
between system and bath, as well as the changes in the bath’s
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state; viz.,

Σ(t) = Iρ(t)(S : E) + D
(
ρE(t)||ρE(0)

)
. (4)

The first term reads Iρ(t)(S : E) = S (ρS (t))+S (ρE(t))−S (ρ(t)),
where S (ρ) = −trρ ln ρ is the von Neumann entropy, while
ρS (t) = trEρ(t) and ρE(t) = trS ρ(t) are the reduced states
of the system and the baths (here E is a shorthand notation
for all environments E1E2 . . .). The second term in (4) is
the quantum relative entropy (Kullback-Leibler divergence)
D(ρ||σ) = tr(ρ ln ρ − ρ lnσ), between the final and initial
states of the bath. The definition (4) recovers standard ther-
modynamic results when the environments are thermal. More-
over, it has a clear operational interpretation (as first put forth
in [17]), where irreversibility emerges from the assumption
that an external agent does not have access to local opera-
tions on the environment, or to any system-environment cor-
relations that are created by the unitary U [31].

Since the global dynamics is unitary, it follows that
S (ρ(t)) = S (ρ(0)) = S (ρS (0)) + S (ρE1 ) + S (ρE2 ) + . . .. As a
consequence, with some rearranging, one may also rewrite (4)
as [14]

Σ = S (ρS (t)) − S (ρS (0)) + Φ(t), (5)

which is Eq. (1), where Φ(t), called the entropy flux, is given
by

Φ(t) = −
∑

i

tr
{(
ρEi (t) − ρEi

)
ln ρEi

}
. (6)

We see that the entropy flux is written as a sum of individ-
ual contributions from each bath, each given by the change in
the “thermodynamic potential” ln ρEi . In the following steps,
we consider a specific class of systems for which such envi-
ronment potential also corresponds to a system potential,

tr{(ρS (t) − ρ(0)) ln ρ∗)} +
∑

i

tr{(ρEi (t) − ρEi ) ln ρEi } = 0, (7)

for some constant system’s density matrix ρ∗. In this case, the
entropy flux is written in terms of system related quantities
using (6),

Φ(t) = tr{(ρS (t) − ρS (0)) ln ρ∗}, (8)

that acts as a generalized potential. This is the case, for in-
stance, in situations where the unitary operator of the sys-
tem plus environment has a global fixed point ρ∗ = ρss, i.e.,
U(ρ∗⊗ρE)U† = ρ∗⊗ρE [14]. In the case of thermal operations,
one has ρ∗ = ρss = exp(−βH)/tr(exp(−βH)) and the entropy
flux has the familiar form Φ = −βtr{(ρS (t) − ρS (0))H}. In the
general case, however, ρ∗ is not necessarily the fixed point ρss

as we are going to show for the squeezed bath.
Additionally to (8), we assume a nondegenerate represen-

tation for ρ∗ in terms of a basis {|pi〉},

ρ∗ =
∑

i

pi|pi〉〈pi|, (9)

such that 0 < pi < 1 and pi , p j, for any i , j. For the bound
to be finite, we also assume the system satisfies

〈λ|ρS (t)|λ〉 < 1, (10)

for λ ∈ {mini pi,maxi pi}. For infinite dimensional systems
mini pi might not exist, then the assumption is checked only
for λ = maxi pi.

Formally, we find a process that maximizes the entropy pro-
duction (5) with constraints ρS (0) and Φ, assuming (8),(9 and
(10). For that purpose, we consider a process ρ̃(t) starting at
ρ̃(0) = ρ(0), for t = 0, and following the ansatz ρ̃(t) = σ(t) for
t > 0, with σ(t) given by

σ(t) :=
exp(α(t) ln ρ∗)

Z(α(t))
=

∑
i

pα(t)
i

Z(α(t))
|pi〉〈pi|, (11)

where Z(α) = tr(exp(α(ln ρ∗))) and the real parameter α(t) is
defined using (8),

tr{ρS (t) ln ρ∗} = tr{σ(t) ln ρ∗} =
d

dα
ln Z(α) := f (α). (12)

In order to show the process ρ̃(t) is well defined, we prove the
existence and uniqueness of α(t) below. Then, we show ρ̃(t)
maximizes the entropy production (for the same flux Φ) and
find the underlying upper bound.

Existence and uniqueness - For the existence of α(t), we
write f (α) from (12) explicitly

f (α) =
∑

i

pαi
Z(α)

ln pi =
∑

i

p̃i ln pi, (13)

for p̃i := pαi /Z(α), f : R → Im( f ) has limits limα→∞ f (α) =

ln maxi pi and limα→−∞ f (α) = ln mini pi, as 0 < pi < 1 from
(9). Since f is continuous, we have (ln mini pi; ln maxi pi) ⊂
Im( f ). Finally, we rewrite the l.h.s. from (12) explicitly, defin-
ing qi := 〈pi|ρS (t)|pi〉,

ln min
i

pi <
∑

i

qi ln pi < ln max
i

pi, (14)

where the bounds follow from
∑

i qi = 1, 0 ≤ qi ≤ 1
and the assumption (10). For infinite dimensional systems,
mini pi might not be defined, and the lower bound in (14) is
−∞ without loss of generality. As f (α) is continuous and
tr{ρS (t) ln ρ∗} ∈ (ln mini pi; ln maxi pi) ⊂ Im( f ) from (14),
there exists a α ∈ R that solves (12), f (α) = tr{ρS (t) log ρ∗}.

For the uniqueness of α, we find the derivative f ′(α),

f ′(α) =
∂2

∂2α
ln Z(α) =

∑
i

p̃i(ln pi)2 − (
∑

i

p̃i ln pi)2 > 0,

(15)
where the last inequality follows from assumption (9),
which one might recognize as the variance 〈ln p2

i 〉 − 〈ln pi〉
2,

with averages taken over p̃i. Since f ′(α) > 0, actually
(ln mini pi; ln maxi pi) = Im( f ) and the inverse value theorem
guarantees that f (α) = tr{ρS log ρ∗} for tr(ρS log ρ∗) ∈ Im( f )
has a unique solution.
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On a side note, the particular cases for which f ′(α) = 0 are
found when all the eingenvalues of ρ∗ are equal (uniform dis-
tribution) or ρ∗ is a pure state, meaning α(t) could not be de-
fined. Both degenerate situations are better understood when
ρ∗ is thermal: they are equivalent to infinite and zero temper-
ature baths, respectively. For that reason, they were excluded
in the assumption (9).

Upper bound- Now that we proved the existence and
uniqueness of the process ρ̃(t), we show it maximizes the en-
tropy production. First, using (5) and (8), we write the entropy
production for the process ρ̃(t),

Σ̃ = −α(t)tr(σ(t) ln ρ∗) + ln Z(α(t)) − S (ρS (0)) + Φ. (16)

Now consider the relative entropy D(ρ||σ) = trρ ln ρ− trρ lnσ,

D(ρS (t)||ρ̃(t)) = −S (ρS (t)) + ln Z(α(t)) − α(t)tr(ρS (t) ln ρ∗).
(17)

Rearranging terms in (17) and using (16) and (8) one obtains

D(ρS (t)||ρ̃(t)) = Σ̃ − Σ ≥ 0, (18)

as D(ρ||σ) ≥ 0 for any ρ, σ. Thus, Eq. (18) proves the upper
bound, Σ ≤ Σ̃. The bound can be explicitly written in terms of
the entropy flux, the initial state ρS (0), and ρ∗,

Σ̃ = Φ − α(t)Φ − α(t)tr(ρS (0) ln ρ∗) + ln(Z(α(t)) − S (ρS (0)).
(19)

Analogously, the bound is also written in terms of the entropy
flux rate φi(t) = dΦi/dt,

Σ̃ = Σa +

∫ t

0
(1 − α(t))φ(t)dt, (20)

where Σa := S [σ(0)] − S [ρS (0)] ≥ 0.
For the specific case of thermal environments, a similar ex-

pression appears in the context of finite baths [19, 32, 33] from
the Clausius inequality, where the temperature of the bath is
time-dependent. Equation (20) is the general form of the up-
per bound (2), and it consists of our main result: the process
ρ̃(t) maximizes the entropy production with respect to the con-
straint (12). Moreover, as D(ρS (t)||ρ̃(t)) = 0 if and only if
ρS (t) = ρ̃(t), we have the upper bound attained only for the
maximal process.

An alternative version of the result considers, instead of (8),
the entropy flux rate as a constrained observable with the form

φ :=
dΦ

dt
= tr(ρS (t) ln ρ∗) + C, (21)

for some constant C, resulting in the same constraint (12)
upon matching the entropy flux rates of ρS (t) and σ(t), with-
out loss of generality. In this case, the resulting bound Σ̃ (20)
(see Appendix A) is given as

Σ̃ = Σa +

∫ t

0
[φ(t) − α(t)φ̇(t)]dt. (22)

This last representation (22) is particularly useful for the
squeezed reservoir, as discussed later in the paper.

Applications - In the following examples, we check that the
entropy flux satisfies (8) for some ρ∗ satisfying (9), then we

FIG. 1. (Color online) The entropy production of a three level
maser as a function of time from a initial state with coherence
(p1(0), p2(0), c(0)) = (0.3, 0.3, 0.1) and energy gaps ∆1 = 1, ∆2 = 2.
The system is weakly coupled to two reservoirs at temperatures
T1 = 1 and T2 = 0.5 with parameters in the dynamics λ1 = λ2 = 1,
Γd = 1.2. The gap between the upper bound and the actual entropy
production tends rapidly to zero over time due to decoherence.

compute the upper bound (20) with α(t) defined from (12). We
will use the shorthand notation ρ(t) to represent the system’s
density matrix, ρS (t).

1. Single qubit– Consider the single qubit with energies
E0 = −∆/2 and E1 = ∆/2 weakly coupled to a thermal en-
vironment. The system evolves with the following density
matrix:

ρ(t) =

1 − p(t) c(t)

c(t)∗ p(t)

 , (23)

in the Hamiltonian eigenbasis. The entropy flux is given by
Φ = βQE . Due to weak coupling approximation, we have
Φ = −β∆(p(t) − p(0)), which has the form (8), for ρ∗ =

C[|0〉〈0| + exp(−β∆)|1〉〈1|] and C = (1 + exp(−β∆))−1. There-
fore, the system satisfies the requirement for the upper bound.
The master equation dynamics reads p(t) = (p0− p∞)e−γt + p∞
and c(t) = c(0)e−i∆t−γt/2, where {1− p0, p0} are the initial pop-
ulations. From (20), the upper bound reads

Σ̃ = Σa + γβ∆(p0 − p∞)
∫ t

0
(1 − α(t))e−γtdt, (24)

where we used φ(t) = γ∆(p0 − p∞)e−γt and α(t) given from
(12), which results in

tanh
(α(t)β∆

2
)

= 1 − 2p(t), (25)

and the constant term Σa given by

Σa = −p(0) ln p(0)−(1−p(0)) ln(1−p(0))+λ+ ln λ+ +λ− ln λ−,
(26)

with λ± = 1
2 ±

√
(p(0) − 1

2 )2 + |c(0)|2, which is the initial rela-
tive cost of coherence. Note that the bound (24) is given solely
in terms of ρ(0) and p∞ and Φ, since Φ defines p(t) and α(t)
uniquely,

2. Three-level amplifier- Consider the three level ampli-
fier [24–27], consisting of three levels {|0〉, |1〉, |2〉}. The levels
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(0, 1) are weakly coupled to a cold reservoir (Tc), levels (0, 2)
are weakly coupled to a hot reservoir (Th) and levels (1, 2) are
coupled to an external field. We are interested in the relax-
ation process where the field is suddenly turned off from any
initial condition. In the relaxation, the Hamiltonian is given by
H = H0 = E0|0〉〈0〉+ E1|1〉〈1|+ E2|2〉〈2|. The nonequilibrium
density matrix ρ(t) reads for t ≥ 0,

ρ(t) =


p0(t) 0 0

0 p1(t) c(t)

0 c(t)∗ p2(t)

 , (27)

which is the solution of a quantum master equation [34, 35],

ṗ1 = −λ1(1 + e−β1∆1 )p1 + λ1e−β1∆1 (1 − p2), (28)
ṗ2 = −λ2(1 + e−β2∆2 )p2 + λ2e−β2∆2 (1 − p1), (29)

ċ = i(∆1 − ∆2)c − Γdc, (30)

for constants λ1, λ2,Γd, ∆i = Ei−E0 and we assumed the same
damping coefficient γ for both levels, ni = 1/(exp(βi∆i) + 1).
The entropy flux given by Φ = β1Q1 + β2Q2. Due to weak
coupling approximation, we have Φ = −β1∆1(p1(t)− p1(0))−
β2∆2(p2(t) − p2(0)), which satisfies (8) for ρ∗ = C[|0〉〈0| +
exp(−β1∆1)|1〉〈1|+exp(−β2∆2)|2〉〈2|)], C = [1+exp(−β1∆1)+

exp(−β2∆2)]−1, checking the requirement for the bound (20)
with a single constraint, Φ. Now we have to find Σa and α(t).

First, the state σ(0) is defined in (11) with α0 given from
the solution of the transcendental equation

p1(0)β1∆1 + p2(0)β2∆2 =
β1∆1e−α0∆1β1 + β2∆2e−α0∆2β2

1 + e−α0β1∆1 + e−α0β2∆2
, (31)

where the lhs is a constant as it depends on the initial state.
We use α0 to find the constant term Σa = S (σ(0)) − S (ρ0).
For t > 0, for computational purposes, instead of solving a
transcendental equation like (31), it is useful to take α0 and
compute α(t) and the bound incrementally for t > 0. The
increment of entropy flux is taken from (8)

δΦ = tr{(ρ(t + dt) − ρ(t)) ln ρ∗}, (32)

where ρ(t) comes from the master equation (28) and the flux
is updated as Φ(t + dt) = Φ(t) + δΦ. The update in α(t) is
easily written in terms of the flux increment from (12) and the
bound increment obtained from (20)

α(t + dt) = α(t) + δΦ/g(α), (33)
Σ̃(t + dt) = Σ̃(t) + (1 − α(t))δΦ, (34)

where g(α) = ∂2
α ln Z(α) and Σ̃(0) = Σa. In Fig. 1, we plot the

bound Σ̃(t) vs. the actual entropy production Σ(t) computed
from definition (5) for different times. The algorithm above
shows a nonpolynomial relation between the rate of the en-
tropy production bound and the underlying entropy flux rate,
in the same spirit of the relation obtained for Gaussian sys-
tems [36]. The tightness Σ̃ − Σ at t = 0 is given by the term
Σa, and it decreases with time until it vanishes for long times.

3. Squeezed bath- Now we apply the result to a bosonic
mode with Hamiltonian H = ω(a†a + 1/2) in contact with a

FIG. 2. (Color online) The entropy production Σ as a function of
time for a bosonic mode (~ω/kbT = 2) coupled to a nonequilibrium
broadband squeezed bath (~ωs/kbT = 1 and r = 1, θ = 1) for initial
conditions ρ0 = S (ε)|0〉〈0|S †(ε), ε = −r. The gap between the upper
bound Σ̃ and the actual entropy production Σ remains finite for long
times as a signature of the nonequilibrium steady state.

nonequilibrium broadband squeezed bath, satisfying the Lind-
blad’s dynamics,

dρ
dt

= −i[H, ρ] + D(ρ), (35)

where the dissipator D(ρ) is defined for a squeezed bath

D(ρ) = γ(n + 1)
[
bzρb†z −

1
2
{b†z bz, ρ}

]
+ γn

[
b†zρbz −

1
2
{bzb†z , ρ}

]
,

(36)
where n = (eω/T − 1)−1 is the bosonic thermal occupation

number for the temperature T and bz = S (z)aS (z)†, for S (z) =

exp{(z∗a2−za†2)/2} and z = r exp(i(θ−2ωst)), where r exp(iθ)
is the squeezed parameter of the bath with central frequency
ωs.

We are interested in Gaussian initial conditions, which
makes the dynamics (35) particularly simple, because it maps
Gaussian states into Gaussian states for t > 0. In this case, the
state for t > 0 uniquely defined in terms of first and second
order observables [37],

d
dt
〈a〉 = −(

γ

2
+ iω)〈a〉, (37)

d
dt
〈a†a〉 = −γ(〈a†a〉 − N), (38)

d
dt
〈aa〉 = −(γ + 2iω)〈aa〉 + M0e−2iωst, (39)

with Mt = −(n + 1/2) exp(i(θ − 2ωst)) sinh(2r) and N +

1/2 = (n + 1/2) cosh(2r). The entropy flux is given by Φ =

βωγ
∫ t

0 (〈b†z bz〉t − n)dt, which satisfies φ = tr{ρ(t) ln ρ∗} −C for
ln ρ∗ = γωβ(b†z bz − nI) + C, for some normalization constant
C, checking the requirement for the upper bound (21). From
(22), the upper bound reads

Σ̃ = Σa + Φ −

∫ t

0
α(t)φ̇dt, (40)

in terms of flux related quantities and initial conditions. The
state σ(t) given in (11) is thermal (in the basis bz) with α(t)
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given by (12), resulting in

α(t)βωγ = − ln
(1 + 〈b†z bz〉t

〈b†z bz〉t

)
. (41)

Note that, as φ = γωβ(〈b†z bz〉 − n), α(t) is a function of the
entropy flux rate in (41). Using the entropy for a thermal state,
we obtain from the initial condition Σa = S (σ(0)) − S (ρ(0)).
Considering the case where ρ(0) is a pure state, Σa = S (σ(0)),
we get

Σa = (〈b†z bz〉0 + 1) ln(〈b†z bz〉0 + 1) − 〈b†z bz〉0 ln〈b†z bz〉0. (42)

Combining Σa from (42) and α(t) from (41), the bound (40)
is written in terms of the initial condition and the entropy flux
rate (or equivalently, in terms of the average occupation num-
ber 〈b†b〉t = 〈a†a〉t cosh(2r) + sinh(r)2 − Re[M(t)∗〈aa〉t/(n +

1/2)]). In Fig. 2, we show the entropy production (40) as a
function of time for the system starting from a pure squeezed
state, ρ(0) = S (ε)|0〉〈0|S (ε)†, ε = −r. For this initial
condition, we have 〈a〉0 = 0, 〈a†a〉0 = sinh(r)2, 〈aa〉0 =

sinh(r) cosh(r). The actual entropy production Σ(t) is com-
puted in the Appendix B.

Discussion - In this paper, we derived an upper bound for
the entropy production written in terms of the entropy flux (or
entropy flux rate), and the initial state for a class of systems
for which the entropy flux is written as a system’s observable.
The upper bound is closely related to the MaxEnt principle,
and, for thermal reservoirs, the bound is particularly attained
for time-dependent thermal states. As a matter of fact, it is
interesting that the notion of time-dependent “temperature”
α(t) is present even in a nonthermal environment. We expect
the bound to be useful from an experimental perspective, as
the entropy fluxes are easier to assess than the actual entropy
production.

Acknowledgements - The author thanks G. T. Landi for
fruitful discussions.

Appendix A - The alternative version of the bound consid-
ers the entropy flux dΦ/dt := φ(t) = tr(ρS (t) ln ρ∗) + C as
constraint (21). Upon matching this flux rate to the flux rate
of the maximal process yields tr(ρS (t) ln ρ∗) = tr(σ(t) ln ρ∗),
which is the same constraint as (12) and results in a α(t). A
useful representation of the bound was given in (22) and the
proof goes as follows. Take the definition (5) for the process
ρ̃(t),

Σ̃ = Σa + Φ +

∫ t

0

dS
dt

dt, (43)

where we used ∆S =
∫ t

0 (dS/dt)dt = −
∫ t

0 tr(σ̇ lnσ)dt. Now
using the definition of σ(t) from (11), we obtain

tr(σ̇ lnσ) = α(t)tr(σ̇ ln ρ∗) = α(t)tr(ρ̇ ln ρ∗) = α(t)φ̇, (44)

where the last identity follows from the constraint (12). Then,
the upper bound (43) now reads.

Σ̃ = Σa + Φ−

∫ t

0
α(t)φ̇(t) = Σa +

∫ t

0
(φ(t)− α(t)φ̇(t))dt, (45)

which is the representation (22), using Φ =
∫ t

0 φ(t)dt.
Appendix B - The upper bound for the squeezed bath was

computed in the main text. The actual entropy production Σ

requires some steps. First, note that S (ρ(0)) = 0 from initial
conditions. The entropy production is given by

Σ = S (ρ(t)) + Φ. (46)

ρ(t) is a gaussian state with a general form

ρ(t) = C exp(−λ(ca† + da)(c∗a + d∗a†)), (47)

without displacement terms (first order in a, a†, from our ini-
tial conditions), where we impose |c|2 − |d|2 = 1. This form is
particularly useful for the diagonalization, since B := ca†+da
satisfies the commutation relation [B, B†] = 1. Therefore, the
density matrix is written in a diagonal form in the eigenbasis
of B†B,

ρ(t) =

∑∞
0 e−λn|nB〉〈nB|∑∞

0 e−λn , (48)

such that 〈nB|B†B|nB〉 = nB. Now we obtain λ from the ob-
servables of our problem 〈a†a〉, 〈aa〉 using the inverse trans-
formations

a† = c∗B† − dB (49)
a = −d∗B† + cB, (50)

which results in

〈a†a〉 = |d|2 + (1 + 2|d|2)u, (51)
|〈aa〉|2 = |d|2|c|2(1 + 2u)2, (52)

where we defined u = 〈B†B〉 = e−λ/(1 + e−λ). It results in a
polynomial equation for u,

(〈a†a〉 − u)(〈a†a〉 + u − 1) = |〈aa〉|2 (53)

Now that u is given in terms of the observables 〈a†a〉 and 〈aa〉,
the entropy is given by

S (ρ(t)) = (1 + u) ln(1 + u) − u ln u. (54)

Inserting the entropy in (46) together with the flux Φ (con-
straint), we get the actual entropy production for the process.
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