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Exact solutions of model problems are elusive but potent tools for understanding many body
interacting systems. We study a system of dissipative qubits with the Heisenberg interaction and
obtain, for qubits under a certain condition, an exact steady state solution to the Lindblad master
equation describing its dynamics. The physical content of such a solution is a remarkable no-go
theorem, which states that for qubits possessing identical ratios of the damping and gain rates, no
correlation can be established between them in the steady state. Two consequences of this theorem
are discussed in the context of quantum synchronization of qubits. The first is a complete blockade
of quantum synchronization of qubits under the aforementioned condition, an effect reminiscent of,
but having a much broader scope than, that found in dissipated Kerr-anharmonic oscillators. The
second, and a more important consequence is the possibility of reducing a complex all-to-all qubit
network to a much simpler one-to-all network by engineering the dissipation. Such a reduction is
desired because it provides an effective tool to optimize the quantum synchronization of a complex
qubit network. Finally, we propose two concrete experimental schemes to implement our model and
to test our predictions.

Introduction.— Understanding the effects of dissipa-
tion in an open quantum system caused by its couplings
to the environment is one of the most important and
urgent tasks in quantum computation and quantum in-
formation [1–4]. Normally, dissipation will against quan-
tum coherence and limit quantum advantages. Various
methods, such as the dynamical decoupling [5, 6], appli-
cation of high magnetic fields [7] and electromagnetically
induced transparency [8–10], have been developed to re-
duce uncontrolled noises and improve the coherence time
for quantum memory [11, 12]. However, suppressing dis-
sipation is often a challenging task in some cases even
with the help of these methods. For instance, reduc-
ing the decoherence of the spin ensembles with strong
anisotropic interactions remains difficult [13].

Thus, alternative approaches have been proposed in
which dissipation is not suppressed but is carefully de-
signed to facilitate certain tasks of quantum computa-
tion [14, 15]. This way of treating the dissipation has re-
ceived increasing attention recently due to rapid progress
made in the controllability of quantum devices [16–18].
One notable example of dissipation engineering is the
quantum Zeno effect [19, 20], which can be used to create
a decoherence-free subspace [21, 22], an essential ingredi-
ent for quantum error correction [4, 23–26]. Other exam-
ples include preparing maximally entangled states [27–
30], steering quantum states [31, 32] and inducing strong
multi-body interaction [33, 34]. Dissipation rate is even
proposed as a sensitive probe for monitoring the mag-
netic noise in nitrogen-vacancy center system [35, 36].
All these developments are indications that dissipation
engineering has tremendous potential of application.

In this work we investigate dissipation engineering in
a model that is of vital importance to both condensed
matter physics and to quantum computation, namely a
collection of Heisenberg spins or qubits under both gain
and damping. We employ the widely used Lindblad mas-
ter equation to describe the dynamics of this system and,
for the purpose of exploring the outcomes of the dissi-
pation engineering, focus on its steady states solutions.
Unfortunately, for an interacting system these solutions
are difficult to obtain numerically beyond those with a
few qubits [37]. Exact solutions are also very rare and
are limited to certain 1D integrable systems [38–43]. We
thus ask if any general, rigorous statements can be made
about the steady states in such an interacting qubit sys-
tem when the gain and damping of the qubits can be
arbitrarily engineered and, if so, whether there are any
useful applications for them.

We address these questions by first proving a no-go
theorem for the dissipated qubit system. Specifically we
argue that it is not possible to create any correlation be-
tween the qubits in the steady state if the qubits share
the same ratio of the gain and damping rates. We prove
this no-go theorem by showing that under this condition
the exact steady state of the interacting system is ac-
tually the same as that of the non-interacting system,
therefore unable to encode any correlation between the
qubits. We further examine the application of this the-
orem in quantum synchronization of qubits, due to the
importance of both dissipation and spin correlation in
this phenomenon. We find that in the first place the
theorem provides a perfect explanation to an intriguing
blockade effect found in the quantum synchronization of
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FIG. 1. (a) Illustration of the dissipative interacting
qubit system. (b)-(c) Time evolutions of the state fidelity
of a six-qubit system with identical Γgj/Γ

d
j (b) and with

nonidentical Γgj/Γ
d
j (c). The gain rates for the qubits are

Γg(1−6)=(1, 0.2, 20, 2, 2.5, 0.3) in both (b) and (c). The damp-

ing rates Γd(1−6) respectively take (4, 0.8, 80, 8, 10, 1.2) in (b)
and (0.5, 4, 80, 1, 0.5, 0.2) in (c). The solid lines correspond
to the all-to-all interacting system with Uxjk = Uyjk = 80 and
Uzjk = 1. The dashed lines show the corresponding noninter-
acting cases.

qubits. More importantly, it supplies a powerful physi-
cal insight in solving the problem of optimizing quantum
synchronization of complex qubit networks by dissipa-
tion engineering. Finally, we propose two experimental
systems in which our no-go theorem and its implications
can be tested.

System.— We consider a collection of dissipative
qubits with both gains and dampings, as illustrated in
Fig. 1 (a). The j-th qubit is characterized by its fre-
quency ωj , and the damping and gain rates, Γdj and Γgj
respectively. The qubits interact with each other via the
Heisenberg interaction

Û =
∑
j<k

Ûjk =
∑
j<k

∑
α

Uαj,kσ̂
α
j σ̂

α
k , (1)

where σ̂α=x,y,zj are the Pauli operators of the j-th qubit.
Assuming that the dissipation is Markovian, then the dy-
namics of this open system is described by the celebrated
Lindblad master equation (~ = 1)

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
Ĥ0 + Û , ρ̂

]
+

1

2

∑
j

(
ΓgjD

+[ρ̂] + ΓdjD−[ρ̂]
)

(2)

where Ĥ0 =
∑
j ωj σ̂

z
j /2 , ρ̂ is the density matrix of

the system, and D±[ρ̂] = σ̂±j ρ̂σ̂
±†
j − {σ̂

±†
j σ̂±j , ρ̂}/2 with

σ̂±j ≡ (σ̂xj ± iσ̂
y
j )/2 as the Lindblad operators. The right

hand side of Eq. (2) is often written as L[ρ̂], where L,
referred to the Liouvillian, is the generator of the dy-
namical semigroup {eLt, t ≥ 0} governing the evolution

of the density matrix. The semigroup breaks the time
reversibility and evolves the system inevitably to certain
steady states ρ̂ss ≡ ρ̂(t = +∞), which correspond to the
eigenstates of the Liouvillian L with zero eigenvalues, i.e.,
L[ρ̂ss] = 0. Such steady states are the main subjects of
study in this paper.
No-go theorem.— We now state the no-go theorem.

Under the conditions that Γgj/Γ
d
j are the same for all the

qubits and the interaction is of the XXZ form (Uxjk =

Uyjk), the system governed by Eq. (2) always evolves to
an unique steady state in which the correlations between
the qubits are completely absent, i.e.,

〈σ̂αj σ̂
β
k 〉 − 〈σ̂

α
j 〉〈σ̂

β
k 〉 = 0 (3)

for any j 6= k, where the average is performed with respect
to the density matrix of the steady state.

Before proving the no-go theorem, we point out three
remarkable properties it implies about the dissipated
qubit system described by Eq. (2). The first is that
strong interactions between the qubits do not necessar-
ily imply strong correlations between them in the steady
state. Secondly, the absence of correlation in the steady
state holds for any initial states of the system. Thirdly,
there is no constraint on the topology structure of the
system to hold the no-go theorem. In other words, this
theorem provides a scenario for a system with an arbi-
trary topology structure, where regardless how strong the
interactions are and how strongly correlated the system
initially is, no correlations can be established in the end
of dynamic evolution.

We prove the no-go theorem in two steps. First we
show that only one steady state exists for the dissipated
qubit system given any specific set of parameters. The
Hilbert space of our system isH = ⊗jHj , whereHj is the
local physical Hilbert space of jth qubit associated with
the generators {Îj , σ̂xj , σ̂

y
j , σ̂

z
j }. As shown in the Supple-

mental Material (S.M.) I [44], the operators in H can be
generated, through multiplication and addition, by the
collection of the jump operators of all qubits, which are
the local spin flip down and up operators {σ±j }. Accord-
ing to the theorem discussed in Refs. [45–48], this fact
results in the uniqueness of steady state of Eq. (2) .

With the uniqueness of the steady state established,
we now show that the density matrix corresponding to
the steady state of the same system in the absence of
interactions is a solution to the steady state equation
L[ρ̂] = 0 under the aforementioned conditions. For a
single qubit, this equation is easily solved and one finds
an unique steady state ρ̂j,0 = (Îj + mz

j σ̂
z
j )/2 for the j-

th qubit, characterized by the magnetization mz
j = 1 −

2
(
Γgj/Γ

d
j + 1

)−1
[49, 50]. In the absence of interactions,

the steady state density matrix of the many-qubit system
is simply

ρ̂0 =
∏
j

ρ̂j,0 =
∏
j

(Îj +mz
j σ̂

z
j )/2, (4)
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where
∏

denotes the matrix direct products of the se-
quence of ρ̂j,0. Substituting this expression into the Li-
ouvillian L of Eq. (2) we obtain

L[ρ̂0] = [Û , ρ̂0] = −1

2

∑
j<k

(
M̂jk + Ûjk

) ∏
l 6=j,k

ρ̂l,0, (5)

where M̂jk = (mz
j −mz

k)(Uxjk +Uyjk)(σ̂+
j σ̂
−
k − σ̂

−
j σ̂

+
k ) and

Ûjk = (mz
j +mz

k)(Uxjk − U
y
jk)(σ̂+

j σ̂
+
k − σ̂

−
j σ̂
−
k ). From this

expression we see that L[ρ̂0] = 0 if mz
j = mz

k, or equiv-

alently Γgj/Γ
d
j = Γgk/Γ

d
k, and Uxjk = Uyjk for all j 6= k.

Combined with the uniqueness of the steady state proved
earlier, this means that the density matrix ρ̂0 given in
Eq. (4) is the exact and unique steady state of the in-
teracting qubit system under the conditions of identical
gain-to-damping ratios and the Heisenberg XXZ interac-
tion. The no-go theorem, i.e., the absence of correlation
between any two qubits in the steady state, then follows
immediately from Eq. (4). We note that the magnetiza-
tion mz

j = 0 when Γdj = Γgj and, as a result, the no-go
theorem holds even for a general anisotropic Heisenberg
XYZ interaction in this special case.

We numerically demonstrate the no-go theorem for
a six-qubit system through the time evolution of the
fidelity between ρ̂(t) and ρ̂0, defined as F [ρ̂(t), ρ̂0] =

Tr[
√
ρ̂(t)1/2ρ̂0ρ̂(t)1/2] [51], as shown in Fig. 1(b-c). To

test the uniqueness of the steady state we choose two
initial states for the evolution, the maximally entangled
Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state (red lines)
and a random state (blue lines). For identical Γgj/Γ

g
j

they all evolve to the unique steady state ρ̂0, as clearly
indicated by F [ρ̂(+∞), ρ0] = 1 (see Fig. 1(b)); this is
to be contrasted with the case of nonidentical Γgj/Γ

g
j ,

where they evolve to some other unique steady state
ρ̂(+∞) 6= ρ̂0 (see Fig. 1(c)). We also compare the evolu-
tions of the system with (solid lines) and without (dashed
lines) interactions. It is important to note that for iden-
tical mz

j even though the presence of interactions does
not alter the final steady state, it changes the evolution
trajectory. We have also numerically confirmed the no-go
theorem by directly computing the evolution of various
correlations (see S.M. II [44]).

For the rest of the paper we turn to the application of
the no-go theorem in the context of quantum synchro-
nization of qubits, where both dissipation and spin cor-
relation are indispensable ingredients.

Quantum synchronization blockade.— As the first ap-
plication, we show that our no-go theorem can shed light
on a novel blockade effect in quantum synchronization of
qubits. Here synchronization refers to the tendency of
weakly coupled self-sustained oscillators to adjust their
rhythm and oscillate at the same frequency with locked
phases . A central concept of this phenomenon is the
limit cycle, a phase-symmetric state to which the oscilla-
tor always returns after a weak perturbation. In the case
of a dissipated qubit j, the limit cycle is represented by
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FIG. 2. Quantum synchronization of two qubits. For mz
j ≥

0 (< 0), we fix Γgj = 1 (Γdj = 1). (a) Quantum synchronization
blockade with isotropic interaction Uα12 = U = 1 (α = x, y, z)
and ∆ = 0. (b) Arnold tongue corresponding to the circled
point in (a), where mz

1 = −mz
2 = 1/4.

its steady state ρ̂j,0. In classical synchronization, two os-
cillators can be synchronized only if they possess similar
or identical limit cycles. In quantum regime, however,
synchronization is suppressed between two identical os-
cillators, as is found in dissipated Kerr-anharmonic os-
cillators as well as in larger spins [52–54]. We shall see
that such a blockade effect also manifests in the qubit
system. To quantify the degree of synchronization be-
tween the jth and kth qubits, we follow Ref. [55] and de-
fine the S-function [49, 50, 56–58], Sjk(φ) = −(2π)−1 +∫ 2π

0
dφk

∫ π
0
dθj
∫ π
0
dθk sin θj sin θkQjk(θj , θk, φ + φk, φk),

where φ ≡ φj − φk. Here Qjk ≡ 〈φ,θ| ρ̂jk |φ,θ〉 /(2π)2

is the Husimi Q function, where ρ̂jk is the reduced den-
sity matrix of the j-th and k-th qubits, and |φ,θ〉 ≡
|φj , θj〉

⊗
|φk, θk〉 is the product of coherent spin states,

|φj , θj〉 = exp(−iφj σ̂zj /2) exp(−iθj σ̂yj /2) |↑〉j . It is in-
sightful to rewrite Sjk(φ) as (see the derivation in S.M.
III [44])

Sjk(φ) =
π

16
|〈σ̂+

j σ̂
−
k 〉| cos(φ− φ(0)), (6)

where φ(0) is the phase of the qubit flip-flop correlation
function 〈σ̂+

j σ̂
−
k 〉. This expression shows the tendency of

the two qubits to phase lock to φ(0) since at this phase
value the synchronization measure reaches the maximum
value Smax

jk = π
16 |〈σ̂

+
j σ̂
−
k 〉|.

For a system of two qubits with XXZ interaction
(Ux12 = Uy12 = U), the spin flip-flop correlation function
can be analytically obtained as

〈σ̂+
1 σ̂
−
2 〉 =

4UΓ1Γ2(mz
1 −mz

2)(4∆− iΓ)

64Γ2U2 + Γ1Γ2(Γ2 + 16∆2)
, (7)

where ∆ = ω1 − ω2, Γj = Γdj + Γgj and Γ =
∑N
j=1 Γj .

From this expression we find that the synchronization
between the two qubits is completely suppressed when
mz

1 = mz
2, i.e, the synchronization is blockaded when the

qubits have identical limit cycles. Furthermore, the max-
imum synchronization occurs when the magnetizations of
the two qubits are opposite to each other. These features
can be clearly seen in Fig. 2(a) where we plot Smax

jk as a
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function of mz
1 and mz

2 for ∆ = 0. In Fig. 2(b) we also
show one of the hallmarks of synchronization, the forma-
tion of the so-called Arnold tongue for the synchroniza-
tion measure when the frequencies of the qubits are dif-
ferent. Now, we have demonstrated the synchronization
blockade by explicit calculations of the spin correlation
functions. In view of Eqs. (3) and (6), we see that this
blockade effect follows naturally from our no-go theorem.
In fact, the no-go theorem indicates that the blockade ef-
fect persists for multiple qubit systems as long as all the
qubits have identical limit cycles. We have numerically
verified this by a direct calculation of Eq. (6) for systems
up to six qubits.

Synchronization of complex qubit networks— Quantum
synchronization blockade is an exact, but in a way ad-
verse, consequence of the no-go theorem. This is be-
cause in a qubit network we often wish to strengthen,
rather than to weaken the synchronization of the qubits.
Take for example the case of quantum memory [59, 60].
The qubit for storing quantum information interacts with
many other qubits in the environment and this spin-
spin interaction is the most important cause for its de-
coherence. By synchronizing the environmental qubits
to the memory qubit through dissipation engineering,
the coherent time of the latter may be increased signif-
icantly [50, 61]. However, the general problem of syn-
chronizing multiple qubits quickly becomes intractable
as the number of qubits increases. The main difficulty
here is that the environmental qubits not only interact
with the memory qubit but also interact among them-
selves, namely the qubits form an all-to-all network. An
illustration of such a network is shown in the inset of
Fig. 3(a), where the memory qubit is labeled by j = 1.

Here we show that the no-go theorem can be utilized
to reduce the complexity of the network, thereby pro-
viding a scheme to optimize the synchronization. The
key observation from the no-go theorem is that when the
qubits have the identical gain-to-damping ratio, or equiv-
alently the identical magnetization, the spin-spin inter-
actions are as if absent in determining the steady state.
This suggests that if we tune the magnetization of the en-
vironmental qubits to be the same, the effect of the spin-
spin interactions among them can be effectively decou-
pled. As a result, the all-to-all qubit network under this
condition can be reduced to a much simpler one-to-all
network shown in the inset of Fig. 3(b). This argument is
of course not completely rigorous because the no-go the-
orem applies only to the situation where all qubits have
the same magnetization; here we allow the memory qubit
to have a different magnetization from that of the envi-
ronmental qubits. Nevertheless, as will be demonstrated
numerically, the equivalence of these two networks with
the specified dissipation engineering is remarkably accu-
rate as far as the synchronization is concerned. To be
concrete, we define the measure for the synchronization
of the multiple qubit system Smax

t =
∑
j<k S

max
jk . We nu-
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FIG. 3. Quantum synchronization of all-to-all (a,c) and one-
to-all (b,d) quantum networks. For mz

1≤j≤2 ≥0 (<0), we fix

Γ
g(d)
1≤j≤2 = 1. The interaction parameters are Uxjk = Uyjk = 2 in

(a-b); and Uxjk = 2, Uyjk = 0.5 in (c-d). The mz
j for 2 ≤ j ≤ 5

are identical in (a-b) and are different in (c-d). More specifi-

cally, in (a-b) we have Γg,d(3−5)/Γ
g,d
2 =(1.5, 2.5, 0.6); in (c-d) we

have Γg(3−5)/Γ
g
2 = (0.8, 5, 0.1) and Γd(3−5)/Γ

d
2=(1.3, 0.9, 1.2).

Other parameters are Uzjk = 1,∆jk = 0.

merically calculate Smax
t of a five-qubit system for the all-

to-all and the one-to-all networks as respectively shown
in Fig. 3(a-b), where in both networks the environmental
qubits have identical magnetizations. We see that the
total synchronization measures for these two networks
are almost indistinguishable, providing strong evidence
for our previous argument based on the no-go theorem.
However, when the magnetizations of the environmen-
tal qubits differ from each other, the two networks are
clearly inequivalent, as shown by Fig. 3(c-d).
Experimental implementations. — Here we propose

two experimental systems to test our no-go theorem. In
a recent experimental work by some of us [50], we ap-
ply gain, damping and repumping lasers to an eight-
level ion and realized a qubit with controlled gain and
damping rates. Here, we propose to add an acousto-
optic modulator (AOM) to split the lasers to individu-
ally manipulate multiple ions [62], as shown in Fig. 4(a).
The applied interaction laser globally addresses the ions
and couples their qubit states to the collective motional
modes. The induced effective interaction is a power-
law generalized Heisenberg XYZ interaction V̂XY Z =∑
j<k

∑
α=x,y,z U

α
jkσ̂

α
j σ̂

α
k + B

∑
j σ̂

z
j , which will reduce

to the XX interaction V̂XX =
∑
j<k Ujk(σ̂+

j σ̂
−
k +σ̂−k σ̂

+
j ),

under strong magnetic field [63–67].
A second experimental system is the superconducting

circuits as shown in Fig. 4(b). Here we use inductors
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FIG. 4. Experimental schemes for the implementation of
our model. (a) Trapped ion platform. (b) Superconducting
circuit system.

to couple adjacent transmons-like qubits, each of them
comprising one capacitor and Josephson junction. This
results in a Heisenberg XX interaction V̂XX between the
qubits [68, 69]. The advantage of this system is that
all the elements can be independently controlled. The
applied jth heat bath independently control the ratio of
dissipation rates of jth transmons-like qubit, Γgj/Γ

d
j =

1−[1+nBj (Tj)]
−1, via tuning the average phonon number

nBj , i.e., temperature Tj [70].
Outlook — In addition to the two implications of

the no-go theorem discussed in this work, we briefly
outline other potential applications and extensions of
the theorem. First, the no-go theorem provides a reset
mechanism [71–73] of qubit systems to arbitrary mixture
states in the presence of interaction, independent of
qubit positions and topology structure of system. This
is useful for experimental studies of the dissipative
dynamics, including the dynamical purification phase
transition [74], for which beginning at a mixture state
is often required. Our results can also be generalized to
the driven-dissipative qubit system [42, 75–77] to further
understand the simplification of complex quantum
networks chacracterized by the nonequilibrium steady
states. Finally, although we have verified that the the
no-go theorem does not apply to the spin-1 system
under Heisenberg interaction [44], it’s still an open
question whether similar no-go theorems exist in larger,
dissipative spin systems or in other models such as the
Hubbard model. All these problems will be explored in
future studies.
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I. PROOF OF THE UNIQUENESS OF THE STEADY STATE

We consider the dissipative systems comprising N qubits and its dynamics is characterized by the Lindblad master
equation (~ = 1)

˙̂ρ = L[ρ̂] = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +
∑
j

Lj ρ̂, (S1)

with the Hamiltonian Ĥ. The dissipations are given by Lj ρ̂ = (ΓgjD[σ̂+
j ] + ΓdjD[σ̂−j ])ρ̂/2 with the Lindblad super-

operator D[Â]ρ̂ = Âρ̂Â† − {Â†Â, ρ̂}/2 and jump operator Â. The time evolution of the open systems in Eq. (S1)
is under an semigroup {eLt, t ≥ 0} generated by the Liouvillian L. The semigroup breaks the time reversibility and
leads the system to the steady states ρ̂∗, which is the eigenstates associated with zero eigenvalues of the Liouvillian L,
i.e., ˙̂ρ = L[ρ̂∗] = 0. The degeneracy of steady state has important impact of the Liouvillian dynamics. The determine
of the uniqueness of steady state, which is the first step for proving our no-go theorem in the main text, has been
studied for decades. Here we follow the theorem given by Evans [45] and Frigeiro [46] to show the uniqueness of
the steady state of our system.The Hilbert space of our system is H = ⊗jHj , where Hj is the local physical Hilbert

space of jth qubit associating with the generators {Îj , σ̂xj , σ̂
y
j , σ̂

z
j }. One theorem given by Evans [45] and Frigeiro [46]

states that the steady state of Eq. (S1) is unique if all the operators in Hilbert space H can be generated by the

Hamiltonian Ĥ, all the jump operators {Aj} and their conjugate operators {A†j} under multiplication and addition.

In our system, each qubit here takes the local spin flip down and up operators {σ±j ; j = 1, 2, · · · , N} as the jump
operators, the collection of them obviously can rebuilt the Hilbert space H. For example, the pauli operators and
identical operator for jth qubit can be generated as following,

σ̂xj = σ̂+
j + σ̂−j , (S2)

σ̂yj = (σ̂+
j − σ̂

−
j )/i, (S3)

σ̂zj = σ̂+
j σ̂
−
j − σ̂

−
j σ̂

+
j , (S4)

Îj = σ̂+
j σ̂
−
j + σ̂−j σ̂

+
j . (S5)

Therefore our system possesses a unique steady state. This theorem was also applied to other dissipative Heisenberg
spin chain [39, 47, 48].

II. DYNAMICS OF CORRELATIONS

Figure 1(b-c) in the main text numerically illustrates the no-go theorem by the fidelity. Here we in further show
the results of correlation functions which are defined as the summation of the correlation between qubits,

Cαβ =
∑
j<k

Tr[ρ̂jkσ̂
α
j σ̂

β
k ];α, β = x, y,±, (S6)

where ρ̂jk = Trl 6=j,k[ρ̂] is the reduced density matrix operator for the combination of jth qubit and kth qubit. To
understand the correlation functions better, we rewrite the reduced density matrix ρjk in a general form,

ρjk =


a p∗ q∗ r∗

p b s∗ u∗

q s c v∗

r u v d

 , (S7)
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FIG. S1. (a-d): The correlation functions corresponding to the cases in Fig. 1(b) in the main text. (e-h): The correlation
functions corresponding to the cases in Fig. 1(c) in the main text. The panels of each column share the same y-axis.

then we can see the correlation functions,

C−+ = s∗, (S8)

C+− = s, (S9)

C++ = r, (S10)

C−− = r∗, (S11)

Cxx = r + s+ s∗ + r∗ = 2(Re[s] + Re[r]), (S12)

Cyy = −r + s+ s∗ − r∗ = 2(Re[s]− Re[r]), (S13)

Cxy = i(−r + s− s∗ + r∗) = 2(Im[r]− Im[s]), (S14)

Cyx = i(−r − s+ s∗ + r∗) = 2(Im[r] + Im[s]), (S15)

Therefore, we only consider the correlation functions {C++, C−−, C+−, C−+}, because the correlation functions
{Cxx, Cxy, Cyx, Cyy} contain the same information. Figure S1 shows the numerical results of those correlation function
using the same parameter of Fig. 1(b-c) in the main text. In Fig. S1(a-d), all the curves vanishes at long evolution
time and verifies the no-go theorem. As shown in Fig. S1(e-h), when the qubits do not have the same limit cycle, the
solid lines will away from zero eventually which illustrates the breakdown of the no-go theorem.

III. DERIVATION OF EQ. (6) IN THE MAIN TEXT

To derive Eq. (6) in the main text, we first review the quantum sychronization measure for a single dissipated qubit
[49, 50]. Here we follow [49, 55, 56] to apply the Husimi-Q function for visualizing the density matrix in phase space,

Q(θ, φ) =
1

2π
〈θ, φ|ρ̂|θ, φ〉 (S16)

where |θ, φ〉 = e−i
φ
2 σ̂

z

e−i
θ
2 σ̂

y | ↑〉 = e−i
φ
2 cos( θ2 )| ↑〉 + ei

φ
2 sin( θ2 )| ↓〉 is spin coherent states. Thus for a single qubit in

the spin coherent state |θ, φ〉, the angle θ relates to its energy, and the angle φ is the relative phase between two spin
states. Thus in quantum synchronization, the angle φ is the free phase for phase locking. Husimi-Q function Q(θ, φ)
describe the quasi-probability distribution in the Bloch sphere, where the Bloch vector of qubit ~m = (mx,my,mz)
relates to the density matrix as ρ = 1

2 (I + ~m · ~σ). Then the straightforward calculation of Eq. (S16) yields,

Q(θ, φ) =
1

4π
(1 + ~m · ~n), (S17)
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where ~n = (sin θ cosφ, sin θ sinφ, cos θ) is the direction pointing to the spin coherent state |θ, φ〉 in the Bloch sphere.
To measure the strength of quantum synchronization, we can integrate θ of Husimi-Q function Q(θ, φ) and define

the synchronization measure S function [49] as below,

S(φ) =− 1

2π
+

∫ π

0

Q(θ, φ) sin θdθ,

=
1

8
(mx cosφ+my sinφ),

=
1

4

(
Re〈σ+〉 cosφ+ Im〈σ+〉 sinφ

)
. (S18)

The synchronization measure S function in Eq. (S18) for a single qubit can be straightforwardly generalized to two
qubits as follows [56],

Srel(φ) =− 1

2π
+

∫ 2π

0

dφ2

∫ π

0

dθ1

∫ π

0

dθ2 · sin θ1 sin θ2Q12(θ1, θ2, φ+ φ2, φ2), (S19)

where φ = φ1 − φ2 is the relative phase.

Q12(θ1, θ2, φ+ φ2, φ2) =
1

(2π)2
〈θ1, θ2, φ1, φ2|ρ̂12|θ1, θ2, φ1, φ2〉 (S20)

with|θ1, θ2, φ1, φ2〉 = |θ1, φ1〉 ⊗ |θ2, φ2〉
For any state ρ̂12, we can write it as

ρ̂12 =
∑
pj

pj |ψj〉〈ψj |, (S21)

where pj is the coefficient for the pure state |ψj〉, the Schmidt decomposition of which is

|ψ〉 =
∑
k

λk|uk〉1 ⊗ |vk〉2, (S22)

with the Schmidt coefficients λk. Thus we can decompose any two qubits state ρ̂12 as the sum of tensor products,

ρ̂12 =
∑

pj ,λk,λl

pjλkλl

(
|ujk〉1 ⊗ |v

j
k〉2
)(
〈ujl |1 ⊗ 〈v

j
l |2
)
,

=
∑

pj ,λk,λl

pjλkλl

(
|ujk〉1〈u

j
l |1
)
⊗
(
|vjk〉2〈v

j
l |2
)
,

=
∑

pj ,λk,λl

pjλjλl · ρ̂j1,kl ⊗ ρ̂
j
2,kl,

=
∑
w

Cw · ρ̂1,w ⊗ ρ̂2,w, (S23)

where w = {pi, λk, λl} , Cw = piλkλl. Note that ρ̂j,w is a general operator and may not density matrix We define the
associated general Husimi-Q function as Qjw(θj , φj) = 〈θ1, φ1|ρ̂1,w|θ1, φ1〉/2π. Then the related general S function is

Sjw(φ) =− Tr[ρj,w]

2π
+

∫ π

0

Qjw(θ, φ) sin θdθ,

=
1

8

(
〈σxj 〉w cosφ+ 〈σyj 〉w sinφ

)
. (S24)

Then subsituting Eq. (S23) into the Husimi-Q function in Eq. (S20), we have

Q12(θ1, θ2, φ+ φ2, φ2) =
∑
w

CwQ1w(θ1, φ+ φ2)Q2w(θ2, φ2). (S25)
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By substituting above Q12 into Srel(φ) in Eq. (S19), we have

Srel(φ) =− 1

2π
+

∫ 2π

0

dφ2

∫ π

0

dθ1

∫ π

0

dθ2 · sin θ1 sin θ2
∑
w

CwQ1w(θ1, φ+ φ2)Q2w(θ2, φ2),

=− 1

2π
+

∫ 2π

0

dφ2 ·
∑
w

Cw

[
Tr[ρ1,w]

2π
+ S1w(φ+ φ2)

] [
Tr[ρ2,w]

2π
+ S2w(φ2)

]
,

=

∫ 2π

0

dφ2 ·
∑
w

CwS1w(φ+ φ2)S2w(φ2),

=
1

64

∫ 2π

0

dφ2 ·
∑
w

Cw [〈σx1 〉w cos(φ+ φ2) + 〈σy1 〉w sin(φ+ φ2)] [〈σx2 〉w cosφ2 + 〈σy2 〉w sinφ2] ,

=
π

64

∑
w

Cw [(〈σx1 〉w〈σx2 〉w + 〈σy1 〉w〈σ
y
2 〉w) cosφ+ (〈σy1 〉w〈σx2 〉w − 〈σx1 〉w〈σ

y
2 〉w) sinφ] ,

=
π

64

∑
w

Cw [〈σx1σx2 + σy1σ
y
2 〉w cosφ+ 〈σy1σx2 − σx1σ

y
2 〉w) sinφ] ,

=
π

64
[〈σx1σx2 + σy1σ

y
2 〉 cosφ+ 〈σy1σx2 − σx1σ

y
2 〉) sinφ] ,

=
π

16

(
Re〈σ+

1 σ
−
2 〉 cosφ+ Im〈σ+

1 σ
−
2 〉 sinφ

)
,

=
π

16
|〈σ̂+

1 σ̂
−
2 〉| cos(φ− φ(0)), (S26)

where 〈Ô〉w = Tr[ρ̂1,w⊗ ρ̂2,wÔ] and we have used the fact that
∫

dφSjw(φ) = 0 during the integration. Thus we arrive
at Eq. (6) of the main text, where φ0 = arctan(Im〈σ̂+

1 σ̂
−
2 〉/Re〈σ̂+

1 σ̂
−
2 〉) is the synchronized phase defined with spin

flip-flop correlation 〈σ̂+
1 σ̂
−
2 〉.

IV. THE ABSENCE OF NO-GO THEOREM IN SPIN-1 SYSTEM

In this section, we explain that the spin-1 system studied in [55, 56] does not possess the no-go theorem discussed
in the main text for qubits. For a single spin-1 system, we label the three energy levels as |1, 1〉 , |1, 0〉 and |1,−1〉
. The spin in [55, 56] is incoherently jumping from two side states |1,±1〉 to the target state |1, 0〉. This dissipation
scheme drives each spin into the following steady state

ρLC =

0 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

 , (S27)

which is just pure state |1, 0〉. This state is the limit cycle state for spin-1 system [55, 56].

Now we consider Heisenberg XYZ interaction as below

Û = UxĴx1 Ĵ
x
2 + UyĴy1 Ĵ

y
2 + UzĴz1 Ĵ

z
2 , (S28)

where Ĵα=x,y,zj=1,2 is the angular momentum operator which satisfy the commutation relation [Ĵαj , Ĵ
β
j ] = iεα,β,γ Ĵ

γ
j . The

Lindblad master equation (~ = 1) for two spin-1 is

dρ̂12
dt

= −i

∑
j=1,2

ωj
2
Ĵzj +

∑
α=x,y,z

UαĴα1 Ĵ
α
2 , ρ̂12

+
1

2

∑
j=1,2

(
γgjD[Ĵ+

j ] + γdjD[Ĵ−j ]
)
ρ̂12. (S29)

Similar to the qubits system studied in the main text, the steady state of Eq. (S29) is the product state of limit cycle
state ρLC for each spin-1 system when turn off the interaction. Using the theorem given by Evans [45] and Frigeiro
[46] as mentioned in Sec. , it’s straightforwardly to prove that the steady state in spin-1 system is unique. Then we
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follow the analysis as shown in the Eq. (5) in main text to calculate the commutator below,

[U, ρ1,LC ⊗ ρ2,LC] =



0 0 0 0 Uy − Ux 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 −Ux − Uy 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ux − Uy 0 Ux + Uy 0 0 0 Ux + Uy 0 Ux − Uy
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 −Ux − Uy 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Uy − Ux 0 0 0 0


. (S30)

It’s very clear that Eq. (S30) can not vanish unless Uy = Ux = 0. That is the no-go theorem studied in the main text
is forbidden for the spin-1 system in [55, 56]
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