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Thermal equilibrium properties of nanoscale systems deviate from standard macroscopic pre-
dictions due to a non–negligible coupling to the environment. For anisotropic three–dimensional
materials, we derive the mean force corrections to the equilibrium state of a classical spin vector.
The result is valid at arbitrary coupling strength. Specifically, we consider cubic, orthorhombic, and
monoclinic symmetries, and compare their spin expectation values as a function of temperature.
We underpin the correctness of the mean force state by evidencing its match with the steady state
of the simulated non–Markovian spin dynamics. The results show an explicit dependence on the
symmetry of the confining material. In addition, some coupling symmetries show a spin alignment
transition at zero temperature. Finally, we quantify the work extraction potential of the mean
force–generated inhomogeneities in the energy shells. Such inhomogeneities constitute a classical
equivalent to quantum coherences.

Standard thermodynamics assumes that the interac-
tion between the system and the bath is negligible com-
pared to the bare system’s energy. Over the last years,
much effort has been made to obtain a consistent ther-
modynamic theory of strongly coupled systems in the
classical and quantum regime [1–10]. Here, the ther-
mal equilibrium state is described by the mean force
(Gibbs) state, which has been studied comprehensively
in the classical and quantum regime for one–dimensional
and isotropic three–dimensional interactions [11–15]. It
has been shown recently, that for a one–dimensional θ–
angled spin–boson model, the quantum mean force state
becomes precisely the classical mean force state in the
large–spin limit [16]. This establishes the correspondence
principle for an open system for the first time. Further,
environment–induced coherences, so called energy–shell
inhomogeneities, are found to be present in the classical
mean force state [16, 17].

Meanwhile, magnetic materials with anisotropic crys-
tal structures have been studied in condensed matter
physics and magnetism, such as the orthorhombic rare–
earth compound DyMnO3 [18–23]. Further examples
are the Mn–doped monoclinic ZrO2 compound [24] or
monoclinic Fe3Se4 nanostructures [25–27]. Effects of the
anisotropic crystal geometry lead to differences in the
magnetization behaviour with respect to temperature.

In this paper, we consider a three–dimensional classi-
cal spin–boson model, where the bath can be anisotropic.
We give an analytical expression of the classical mean
force (CMF) state and study the influence of cubic, or-
thorhombic and monoclinic crystalline symmetries. We
show that the CMF state is strongly dependent on the
symmetry of the coupling. For the cubic, isotropic bath
the CMF state reduces to the classical Gibbs (CG) state.
Further, in the case of orthorhombic crystal symmetry,
we find a spin alignment transition at zero temperature.
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This results from a change in the potential minimum
in the transition from weak to strong system–bath cou-
pling. The observed classical spin alignment transition
shows similarities with the quantum phase transition in
the one–dimensional quantum spin–boson model [28–33].

Lastly, anisotropic crystal symmetries lead to classical
energy–shell inhomogeneities in the phase space density.
These were recently linked to a work extraction poten-
tial by Smith et al. [17]. We show that not all anisotropic
baths lead to energy–shell inhomogeneities even though
they lead to mean force corrections. For the orthorhom-
bic mean force state, we demonstrate that the maximal
work extraction is a function of the bath temperature
and coupling strength.

In order to answer the question of how different bath
symmetries influence the equilibrium properties of a sin-
gle spin, the paper is organised as follows. In Section I,
we employ the spin–boson model to calculate the three–
dimensional CMF state and use the Neumann princi-
ple to construct coupling tensors that represent different
crystal symmetries. In Section II, we detail the mean
force corrections caused by different crystal symmetries.
For orthorhombic crystal symmetries, we observe a spin
alignment transition that we discuss in more detail in
Section III. Classical mean force states lead to energy–
shell inhomogeneities, that we link to a work extraction
potential in Section IV. We conclude with brief summary
and discussion in Section V.

I. SETUP

The spin–boson model is used in many different phys-
ical, chemical and biological contexts [34–40]. For exam-
ple, it is adopted to describe the dissipation and deco-
herence effects in graphene [41] and to study the heat
transfer in non–equilibrium situations [42]. Further, en-
vironment induced quantum phase transitions between
delocalized and localized states are observed in the spin–
boson model [43, 44] and it describes the physics of quan-
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tum emitters that are coupled to surface plasmons [45].

A. 3D spin–boson model

Here, we introduce the system which is composed of a
classical single spin vector S with length S0, exposed to
an external magnetic field Bext = (0, 0, Bz), with ωL =
|γ|Bz being the Larmor frequency (see sketch in Fig. 1).
The system Hamiltonian is given by

HS = −|γ|S ·Bext = −ωLSz. (1)

The spin is embedded into a thermal bosonic bath. Even
though we assume the bosonic bath to consist of phonons
in a crystal lattice [46], one could also consider modes of
an electromagnetic field. We model the phonon modes
by the Hamiltonian

HB =
1

2

∫ ∞

0

dω
(
P2

ω + ω2X2
ω

)
, (2)

where Pω and Xω are the three–dimensional phase space
coordinates of a mode with frequency ω. The interaction
between the system and the bath is assumed to be lin-
ear, which is sensible in most settings [11]. Hence, the
interaction Hamiltonian is modelled as

Hint = S ·
∫ ∞

0

dω CωXω, (3)

with Cω being the coupling tensor that determines the
strength and the symmetry properties of the system–bath
interaction. Unlike previous investigations establishing
the link to the LLG equation [47] and the first open sys-
tem quantum–classical correspondence [16], in this work,
we investigate the physical implications of the (3 × 3)
second rank coupling tensor Cω [46].

The total Hamiltonian of the combined system–bath
compound is given by [16, 47],

Htot = HS +HB +Hint. (4)

This Hamiltonian guides the dynamical evolution and the
equilibrium features of the spin system interacting with
a classical harmonic environment. The mean force state
is generally defined as [11],

τMF := trclB[τtot] = trclB

[
e−βHtot

Ztot

]
. (5)

This is the reduced state of the global Gibbs state τtot,
with the global partition function Ztot, the inverse tem-
perature β = 1/kBT , where kB is the Boltzmann con-
stant. Taking the partial trace in the classical setting,
trclB[·], requires integrating over the bath degrees of free-
dom (Xω,Pω) [16]. In the Appendix A, we show a de-
tailed derivation and give the exact definitions of the clas-
sical partial trace of the bath and the spin system.

Figure 1. Sketch of a lattice giving rise to an
anisotropic noise field: The spin (indicated in black) is sur-
rounded by a bath of neighbouring atoms (shown in light blue)
forming an anisotropic lattice. Lattice vibrations (phonon ex-
citations) at finite temperatures lead to an anisotropic noise
field (red shade). Differences in lattice geometries result in
different spin–bath interactions and thus to corrections to the
spin’s equilibrium state. The lattice parameters a, b, and c
together with the angles α, β, and γ characterize different
crystal classes, captured in the tensor C. We assume the ex-
ternal magnetic field Bext (green vector) to be aligned along
the z–direction.

B. 3D classical mean force state (CMF)

Carrying out the trace over the bath, we derive
the three-dimensional CMF state for arbitrary coupling
strengths:

τMF =
1

Z̃cl
S

e−β
(
HS− 1

2

∫ ∞
0

dω(STCωCT
ωS)/ω2

)
, (6)

where Z̃cl
S = trclS [exp

{
−β(HS − 1

2

∫∞
0

dω(STCωCT
ωS)/ω

2)
}
]

is the spin’s CMF partition function. This is the first
result of the paper and is an upgrade of the one–
dimensional CMF state discussed in [16]. Our result is
valid for any three–dimensional bath symmetry and all
coupling strengths. It remains an open task to find a
closed expression for the quantum mean force state for all
coupling symmetries and coupling strengths [11, 14, 15].

From here onwards we will assume that the frequency
dependence given by the spectral density Jω is isotropic,

Cω =
√

2ωJω · C. (7)

But the overall strength of coupling can vary in different
spatial directions, which is set by the elements of the ten-
sor C (Sec. I C). In what follows, we assume that the spec-
tral density of the lattice vibrations is of Lorentzian form
Jω = (AΓω)/(π(ω2

0 − ω2)2 + πΓ2ω2). This is a reason-
able assumption thanks to the bosonic spectral density
Jω being proportional to the phononic density of states
Dω, i.e. Jωω ∝ Dω. Note that Lorentzian shaped spec-
tral densities are a good choice to describe experimentally
measured Dω [46]. Further, a Lorentzian spectral density
has the advantage to lead to a closed set of differential
equations when simulating the spin dynamics [16, 47].
Under these assumptions, the frequency integral in the
exponent of Eq. (6) then simplifies to the reorganization
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energy Q = A/(2ω2
0). While the dynamics is governed

by the peak width Γ, the eventual equilibrium state only
depends on the resonant frequency ω0 and the spin–bath
coupling strength A [47]. Further, we rename the spin–
matrix product S̃2 = STCCTS such that the CMF state
simplifies to [16],

τMF(ϑ, φ) =
1

Z̃cl
S

e−β(HS−QS̃2). (8)

In Eq. (8), τMF(ϑ, φ) is a distribution given in terms of
the angles of the spherical coordinates (ϑ, φ), where S =
S0(sinϑ cosφ, sinϑ sinφ, cosϑ) for a fixed spin length S0.

The CMF state is postulated to be the thermal equi-
librium state of a spin in contact with a bath, i.e. the
dynamical classical steady state (CSS) in the long–time
limit. While the correspondence of the CMF state and
the CSS is proven in the weak coupling limit [48] and
the ultra–strong coupling regime [8] of quantum systems,
there remain some open questions about the formal proof
that this is valid for all coupling strengths and coupling
symmetries [11, 15]. Here, we demonstrate that the dy-
namics of a classical spin converges to the CMF state
for classical noise, arbitrary coupling strength, and espe-
cially, any crystalline coupling symmetry, see Fig.2(a).
We do this by numerically solving the spin dynamics
equations with the analytical and numerical methods de-
tailed in Refs. [47, 49].

C. Crystal Symmetries

Coupling the spin to a harmonic bath that reflects the
symmetry of the confining material requires knowledge
about the coupling tensors C. The specific form of the
coupling tensor can be deduced from the Neumann prin-
ciple [50, 51]. The Neumann principle arises from symme-
try considerations and connects the structure of a given
crystal with its physical properties [50, 52, 53]. As a re-
sult, the coupling tensor must exhibit the same symmetry
as the crystal it describes. This leads to the intuitive ob-
servation that, for crystals with more symmetries, the
number of independent tensor components decreases. In
general, the Neumann principle only determines the min-
imum number of symmetries of the coupling tensor. The
specific form of the tensors that arise from the Neumann
principle are discussed in the following by their contribu-
tion to the CMF state.

So far, we solely discussed the coupling tensor C, how-
ever, we observe that, in Eq. (8), the symmetric product
CCT is responsible for the mean force corrections. We
restrict the product of the matrices CCT to follow the
Neumann principle. In what follows, we refer to the com-
ponents of CCT, as

CCT =

c11 c12 c13
c12 c22 c23
c13 c23 c33

 . (9)

Here, CCT is a symmetric, positive–definite tensor.
Different crystal classes are additionally characterized via
their lattice parameters a, b, c, and the angles α, β, γ, as
indicated in Fig. 1.

II. ANISOTROPIC MEAN FORCE
CORRECTIONS

In this section, we summarize the effects that a three–
dimensional bath with a given lattice structure has on
the CMF state of the spin. In detail, we discuss cubic,
orthorhombic and monoclinic crystal symmetries. For
comparability of the different crystal symmetries we al-
ways set the trace of the diagonalized property tensor to
unity, i.e. tr[CCT] = 1.

A. Cubic

A cubic crystal symmetry, i.e. α = β = γ = 90◦

and a = b = c, results via the Neumann principle
in an isotropic harmonic bath, i.e. the property ten-
sor simplifies to CCT = (1/3)13. It follows directly
from the isotropy of the bath that the classical mean
force state reduces to the classical Gibbs (CG) state,
τ cubicMF = τGibbs = e−βHS/ trcl[e−βHS ], since S̃2 = (1/3)S2

0

is constant and independent of (ϑ, φ). Thus, we observe
that classical isotropic three–dimensional noise leaves the
Gibbs state invariant with respect to any system–bath
coupling strength Q.

B. Orthorhombic (OR)

Orthorhombic crystal symmetries have the following
features a ̸= b ̸= c and α = β = γ = 90◦. This breaks
the isotropy of the cubic crystal in the sense that neigh-
bouring atoms have different separations along orthogo-
nal spatial directions. Hence, the property tensor of the
coupling function has only diagonal elements. As an ex-
ample, in Fig. 2, we choose c11 = 0.40, c22 = 0.35, c33 =
0.25 and the reorganization energy in the strong coupling
regime with Q = 2.5ωLℏ−1 [16].

The spin expectation values in the x and y directions
are ⟨sx⟩ = ⟨sy⟩ = 0 and correspond to the CG state.
This arises because the applied noise is invariant under
rotation by φ = π around the z–axis. On the other
hand, while the expectation value ⟨sz⟩ for the CMF state
slightly deviates from the one corresponding to the CG
state, for T → 0K, both reach ⟨sz⟩ = 1.0, see Fig. 2(a).

For higher coupling strengths, e.g. Q = 10ωLℏ−1, we
observe a bump in the expectation value, as we show in
the Appendix B. In many–body systems, such bumpy
magnetization vs. temperature measurements are en-
countered in materials that show a phase transition to
anti–ferromagnetic ordering [18–21, 23]. In App. B, we
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Figure 2. CMF results for the orthorhombic and the monoclinic symmetry: Expectation values of the orthorhombic
CMF state (OR) and the monoclinic CMF state (MC) (panel (a)). We observe deviation from the CG state in ⟨sz⟩ for both
symmetries (purple solid and dotted line) and a non–zero expectation value ⟨sx⟩ for the monoclinic CMF state (green dotted
line). The results are supported by the corresponding dynamical CSS calculations (markers). The cubic CMF state is identical
to the CG state (orange dashed line). In panel (b), we show the phase space distribution of the orthorhombic CMF state,
and in panel (c) of the monoclinic CMF state. The white lines indicate shells of equal probability. One sees that τMF is an
inhomogeneous distribution over the energy–shells of HS for the orthorhombic and monoclinic symmetry, i.e. the white lines are
not constant along φ. The expectation values and distributions are plotted for a temperature of kBT = ℏωL, a reorganization
energy of Q = 2.5ωLℏ−1, and a spin length of S0 = ℏ.

plot the temperature dependent magnetization experi-
ment of an orthorhombic DyMnO3 single crystal from
Ref. [18] together with the bumpy expectation value of
the orthorhombic CMF state.

In Fig. 2(b), we show the CMF phase space distri-
bution in the case of the OR symmetry. The contour
white lines indicate shells of constant probability. Devi-
ations from the CG state are obvious, since τGibbs would
have straight parametric lines, i.e. no φ dependence.
In contrast, for τOR

MF a teeth–like pattern is formed. It
arises from the fact that we set c11 > c22, and there-
fore, the spin components along the positive and nega-
tive x–direction (φ = 0, π) are weighted stronger than
the components along the y–direction.

C. Monoclinic (MC)

Many features of classical mean force corrections are
already observed by considering the orthorhombic crystal
symmetry. However, by coupling to a monoclinic bath,
further properties are discovered. In general, a mono-
clinic crystal structure is characterised via a ̸= b ̸= c and
α = β = 90◦ ̸= γ. This leads to a coupling tensor in
Eq. (9) where we set the off–diagonal element c13 ̸= 0
and fix the diagonal elements as for the orthorhombic
symmetry. This geometrically corresponds to rotating
the neighbouring atoms in the ±x–direction towards the
z–axis. It leads to a correction in the CMF state, i.e.
S̃2 = c11S

2
x+c22S

2
y+c33S

2
z+2c13SxSz, which has a cross–

term of the spin–components SxSz ∝ cosφ sinϑ cosϑ.
This leads to a broken rotational invariance. We observe
a CMF phase space distribution (Fig. 2(c)) that has a

maximum rotated away from the positive z–direction,
towards the positive x–direction. Further, along the neg-
ative x–direction there is an increased probability to find
the spin with a negative Sz–component. This also leads
to a non–zero expectation value ⟨sx⟩ ̸= 0 for small tem-
peratures kBT/ℏωL < 1 (see Fig. 2(a)).

We conclude that, the equilibrium properties of a clas-
sical spin vector drastically change when it is anisotrop-
ically coupled to a bath. In fact, its equilibrium features
are highly dependent on the coupling strength, the tem-
perature, and the crystal symmetry, i.e. the coupling
tensor CCT.

III. SPIN ALIGNMENT TRANSITION

We want to study the classical spin expectation value
⟨sz⟩ at zero temperature while increasing Q. Figure 3
shows the numerically calculated expectation values for
the cubic, orthorhombic, and monoclinic symmetry at
T = 0K. For the three–dimensional orthorhombic
CMF state (OR), we observe a spin–alignment transi-
tion, where the expectation value at a critical coupling
strength QOR

crit abruptly reduces from ⟨sz⟩ = 1 to ⟨sz⟩ = 0.
The transition is characterized by minimizing the energy
HOR

MF(ϑ, φ) = HS−QS̃2, where we observe a repositioning
of the energetic potential minimum,

ϑOR
min =

{
0 y < 1

arccos
(

1
y

)
y ≥ 1,

(10)

with y = Q/QOR
crit for c11 > c33. The critical coupling

strength is given by QOR
crit = ωL/(2(c11 − c33)S0), as in-
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Figure 3. Spin alignment transition in classical 3D
anisotropic spin–boson model: sz expectation value for
the orthorhombic (OR, green solid line) and monoclinic (MC,
purple dotted line) crystal symmetry at T → 0K over cou-
pling strength Q. The standard Gibbs state (orange) is of
course independent of Q. The vertical grey–dashed line indi-
cates the critical coupling strength QOR

crit at which the tran-
sition occurs in the orthorhombic CMF state. At QOR

crit the
most probable alignment of the spin changes from along the
z–axis towards the ±x–axes. In contrast, the monoclinic ex-
pectation value reduces continuously to a finite expectation
value ⟨sz⟩ > 0.

dicated in Fig. 3 by the grey–dashed vertical line. The
azimuthal angle φmin of the energetic potential minimum
becomes φmin = 0, π for y ≥ 1. In other words, the en-
ergetic potential minimum becomes degenerate for cou-
pling strengths larger than QOR

crit. In the zero temperature
limit, β → ∞, the orthorhombic expectation value is

⟨sz⟩β→∞ =

{
1 Q < QOR

crit

QOR
crit/Q Q ≥ QOR

crit.
(11)

It is clear that the first derivative of (11) with re-
spect to Q is discontinuous at QOR

crit, and the expecta-
tion value ⟨sz⟩β→∞ changes quickly from 1 to 0 for in-
creasing Q. At the critical coupling strength it becomes
energetically more convenient for the classical spin vec-
tor S to align along the positive and negative x–axes,
with a consequent zero expectation value along the z–
direction, ⟨sz⟩ = 0. We note that this spin–alignment
transition of a classical spin vector resembles the well–
known quantum phase transition in the one–dimensional
quantum spin–boson model [28–33, 54]. This raises the
question how the quantum phase transition is influenced
by three–dimensional anisotropic baths in the quantum
spin–boson model. This could be studied with the re-
cently developed FP–HEOM approach which is robust
at zero temperature [55]. In contrast to the OR case, the
monoclinic CMF state (MC) shows a smooth transition
from ⟨sz⟩ = 1 to a finite value ⟨sz⟩ > 0 for increasing Q.

We conclude that the observed classical spin–
alignment transition at zero temperature is highly de-
pendent on the anisotropy of the system–bath coupling.

IV. WORK EXTRACTION POTENTIAL

CMF corrections in the presence of anisotropic
system–bath coupling can introduce energy–shell inho-
mogeneities [16], see Fig. 2(b) and (c). Recently Smith et
al. [17] showed, that classical inhomogeneities are equiva-
lent to quantum coherences as a thermodynamic resource
for work extraction [56]. Here, we link CMF states with
anisotropic coupling to such a work extraction poten-
tial. Similar to the idea of extracting work from quan-
tum coherences by altering the state with coherences to
a state without coherences, one can extract work from
classical distributions by removing energy–shell inhomo-
geneities [17]. The energy–shells are latitude circles, de-
scribed by HS(ϑ), where the spin phase space is a sphere
with radius S0. The maximal work extraction is given
by [17],

W = β−1
(
S[diag τMF(ϑ)]− S[τMF(ϑ, φ)]

)
, (12)

where, as before, τMF(ϑ, φ) is the CMF state which may
host energy–shell inhomogeneities, and diag τMF(ϑ) =∫
dE η(E)ωE(ϑ, φ) defines the homogeneous distribu-

tion. Here, η(E) is the distribution of energies of a phase
space density ρ(Γ) and ωE(·) is the classical microcanon-
ical density. In addition, S[ρ] refers to the Shannon en-
tropy of a probability distribution ρ.

Following [17], we calculate the homogeneous distribu-
tion of the orthorhombic CMF state,

diag τOR
MF (ϑ) =

1

Z̃cl
S

exp
[
− β

(
HS −QS2

0F (ϑ)
)]

× I0

[1
2
βQS2

0(c11 − c22) sin
2 ϑ

]
, (13)

where F (ϑ) = 1
2 sin

2 ϑ(c11+ c22)− c33 cos
2 ϑ, and I0(x) is

the modified Bessel function of the first kind. A detailed
derivation is given in Appendix C. Eq. (13) is solely de-
pendent on ϑ and, hence, is homogeneous in the energy–
shells HS(ϑ).

Following [17], in order to calculate the classical work
potential W, one needs a coarse–grained phase space dis-
tribution. The probability of the kth cell is given by,
pk =

∫
kth cell

dΩ τMF(ϑ, φ) and 0 ≤ pk ≤ 1. Hence, the
entropy in Eq. (12) is calculated via,

S[ρ] = −
∑
k

pk ln pk, (14)

for which S[ρ] ≥ 0. We want to compare the work poten-
tial of the orthorhombic case, by introducing a CMF state
τUA
MF(ϑ) ∝ exp

[
−β(HS −QS2

0(c11 sin
2 ϑ+ c33 cos

2 ϑ)
]
,

where the coupling to the bath is of uniaxial (UA) sym-
metry. For this symmetry, a = b ̸= c and α = β =
γ = 90◦, and the non–trivial elements in the tensor CCT

(Eq. (9)) are c11 = c22 ̸= c33. Even though the UA
crystal symmetry introduces mean force corrections, the
CMF state τUA

MF(ϑ) has no energy–shell inhomogeneities,
since it exclusively depends on ϑ. We can also view



6

Figure 4. Work extraction potential for different crystal symmetries: (a) W for the orthorhombic crystal symmetry
as a function of the reorganization energy Q, for two different temperatures (solid green lines). For the cubic (orange–dashed)
and uniaxial (blue–dotted) symmetry W is zero, due to missing energy–shell inhomogeneities. (b) Same as (a) but now shown
over temperature T , for two values of Q (solid green lines). At a fixed coupling strength, there exists an optimal temperature,
at which the work extraction is maximized (e.g. if Q = 25ωLℏ−1 the maximal work can be extracted at a temperature of
kBT/ℏωL ≈ 0.3). This shows that the trade–off between the temperature and the coupling strength is non–trivial. The purple
filled (unfilled) squares and circles are plotted for easier comparison between (a) and (b). Mind the semi–logarithmic scaling
in the right figure. The classical spin length is S0 = ℏ.

Eq. (12), as a measure of how inhomogeneous a given
CMF state is for different system–bath symmetries, cou-
pling strengths, and temperatures.

In Fig. 4, we compare the work extraction poten-
tial W for different crystal symmetries. As expected,
the isotropic, cubic crystal symmetry leads to W = 0
(orange–dashed line). The same is observed for the uni-
axial CMF state (blue–dotted line), since its mean force
corrections do not host energy–shell inhomogeneities.
But for the orthorhombic crystal symmetry a non–zero
potential arises due to diag τOR

MF (ϑ) ̸= τOR
MF (ϑ, φ).

In Fig. 4(a), we observe the following trend. At small
Q, lower temperatures (solid light green) correspond
to greater work extraction potential. Notably, we find
the opposite behaviour at increasing coupling strengths,
where higher temperatures (solid dark green) lead to a
greater potential, as suggested by the intersection of the
two curves. In Fig. 4(b), we show W as a function of
temperature kBT/ℏωL for two coupling strengths Q =
10.0ωLℏ−1 (solid dark green) and Q = 25.0ωLℏ−1 (solid
light green). For low temperatures the limit of Eq. (12)
is limβ→∞ W = 0. Likewise one has limβ→0 W = 0 be-
cause mean force corrections become less pronounced at
higher temperatures [14, 16] and thus energy–shell inho-
mogeneities vanish in the β → 0 limit. This implies the
existence of a maximum of the work extraction potential
W at an intermediate temperature. I.e. there is a trade–
off between the reorganization energy and the thermal
energy.

We conclude that some bath symmetries induce
energy–shell inhomogeneities in the CMF state that can
be linked to a work extraction potential W. But we high-
light that not all anisotropic baths generate such inho-
mogeneities.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we showed that anisotropic three-
dimensional baths acting on a classical spin vector S sub-
stantially modify its equilibrium state, the mean force
state. Such baths arise whenever a spin is embedded
in crystal lattices of varying symmetries, such as the
orthorhombic or monoclinic symmetry. In addition to
evaluating the mean force states directly, we numerically
solved the system’s steady state, demonstrating conver-
gence to the mean force state.

Secondly, we identified the presence of a spin align-
ment transition in the classical spin–boson model. This
is reminiscent of the well–known quantum phase transi-
tion, i.e. a change of the ground state at zero tempera-
ture, in the quantum spin–boson model. In the classical
case, we find that the bath symmetry determines whether
this transition occurs smoothly (monoclinic) or abruptly
(orthorhombic).

Thirdly, we demonstrated how inhomogeneous distri-
butions of a classical open spin system, i.e. “classical co-
herences”, lead to the presence of a thermodynamic work
extraction potential, equivalent to their quantum coun-
terpart. Here, the inhomogeneous nature of the CMF
state is solely determined by the crystal symmetry. The
upper limit of the work extraction potential depends on
the coupling strength Q and the bath temperature T .

Understanding the impact of the symmetry of the sur-
rounding environment is crucial to predict the equilib-
rium state of certain systems of interest. Examples of
such systems include magnetic materials, such as thin
cobalt films, where significantly different inertial spin dy-
namics have recently been observed for different crys-
tal symmetries [57]. The presented results will also
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be relevant for the modelling of biological systems in
highly complex environments [39], such as photosynthe-
sis [39, 58].
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Appendix A: Derivation of the classical mean force
state

1. Classical spin trace

The coordinates of a spin in a spherical co-
ordinate system are given as (Sx, Sy, Sz) =
(S0 sinϑ cosφ, S0 sinϑ sinφ, S0 cosϑ) with ϑ ∈ [0, π],
φ ∈ [0, 2π), and a vector length of S0. The trace of a
function A(Sx, Sy, Sz) is

trclS [A(Sx, Sy, Sz)] =

1

4π

∫ 2π

0

dφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sinϑA(Sx, Sy, Sz). (A1)

The definition of Z̃cl
S follows trivially.

2. Classical bath trace

The trace over the bath degrees of freedom is cal-
culated via a discrete version of the bath Hamiltonian
HB = 1

2

∑
n

(
P2

ωn
+ ω2

nX
2
ωn

)
. The bath partition func-

tion becomes,

Zcl
B =

∏
n

[∫ ∞

−∞
dXωn

∫ ∞

−∞
dPωn

e−
1
2β(P

2
ωn

+ω2
nX

2
ωn)

]
(A2)

3. Mean force state

Following Ref. [16], the mean force in the three–
dimensional setting is calculated via the discretise bath
degrees of freedom (see A 2), such that Htot becomes

Htot = HS +

∞∑
n=0

[
1

2

(
P2

ωn
+ ω2

nX
2
ωn

)
− SCωn

Xωn

]
.

(A3)

We can simplify the integration over the bath degrees of
freedom (see Eq. (A2)), by completing the square, via
µn = SCωn ,

Htot = HS +

∞∑
n=0

[
1

2

[
P2

ωn
+ ω2

n

(
Xωn − µωn

ω2
n

)2
]
− µ2

ωn

2ω2
n

]
(A4)

The classical system–bath partition function is,

Zcl
SB =

∫ 2π

0

dφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sinϑe−βHeffZcl
B , (A5)

whereby we define the effective Hamiltonian as,

Heff = HS −QS̃2. (A6)

The reorganization energy Q and S̃ are defined in the
main text (see I). This yields the partition function of
the system,

Z̃cl
S =

Zcl
SB

Zcl
B

=

∫ 2π

0

dφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sinϑe−βHeff , (A7)

and additionally the mean force state of the three–
dimensional spin–boson system:

τMF =
1

Z̃cl
S

e−βHeff . (A8)

4. Classical Expectation Values

The expectation value is defined by ⟨Si⟩ =∫
dΩSi τMF, with dΩ = sinϑ dϑ dφ and i ∈ (x, y, z). We

https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.77.124005
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8993-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198520757.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.91.195129
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.230601
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22174
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.237201
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5100967
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normalize the expectation value with respect to the spin
length, i.e. ⟨si⟩ = ⟨Si⟩/S0, such that:

⟨sx⟩ =
1

Z̃cl
S

∫ 2π

0

dφ cosφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sin2 ϑ e[−βHeff (ϑ,φ)]

(A9)

⟨sy⟩ =
1

Z̃cl
S

∫ 2π

0

dφ sinφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sin2 ϑ e[−βHeff (ϑ,φ)]

(A10)

⟨sz⟩ =
1

Z̃cl
S

∫ 2π

0

dφ

∫ π

0

dϑ sinϑ cosϑ e[−βHeff (ϑ,φ)].

(A11)

Appendix B: Bumpy expectation value vs.
temperature plot

As mentioned in the main text, at large system–
bath coupling the magnetization is maximized above the
T → 0K limit. We show the bumpy expectation value
in Fig. 5(b). In addition, we simulate the CSS via
Refs. [47, 49], which reproduces the bumpy expectation
value (see Fig. 5(b)). The bump directly results from the
anisotropy of the bath. In fact, there is a competition
between the energy term of the system HS and the mean
force correction term QS̃2. The external magnetic field
tries to align the spin in its direction, whereas the cor-
rection term has other preferred directions. In the low
temperature range the environment overcomes the sys-
tem energy and reduces the expectation value ⟨sz⟩ to a
value below its maximum. We encounter this bumpy be-
haviour solely for the orthorhombic symmetry and for a
coupling tensor (9), where c12 ̸= 0 and c11, c22, c33 are
as in the orthorhombic case.

As we have pointed out in the main text, similar mag-
netization curves are observed in experiments [18–21, 23].
Here we show the temperature dependent magnetization
measurements from Ref. [18] (see Fig. 5(a)) for an or-
thorhombic DyMnO3 single crystal for different external
magnetic field orientations. The inset in Fig. 5(b) shows
a similar behaviour of the expectation value of the or-
thorhombic CMF state for different external magnetic
field orientations. We leave a more detailed study for
future work.

Appendix C: Inhomogeneities

The orthorhombic CMF state is,

τOR
MF (ϑ, φ) = (C1)
1

Z̃cl
S

e−β(HS−QS2
0((c11 cos2 φ+c22 sin2 φ) sin2 ϑ+c33 cos2 ϑ)),

with c11 ̸= c22 ̸= c33. Following Ref. [17], we have to
calculate η(E) =

∫
dΩ τMF δ(E −HS(ϑ)). It is helpful to

Figure 5. Bumpy expectation value: (a) DC magnetiza-
tion measurements were conducted by Pękała et al. [18] for
a single crystal orthorhombic DyMnO3. The figure shows
the temperature dependence of the magnetization for differ-
ent magnetic field orientations. (Figure taken from JMMM
335, 46-52 (2013).) (b) Our calculated expectation value of
the orthorhombic (OR) CMF state (Eq. (6)) at two different
coupling strengths Q = 2.5ωLℏ−1 and Q = 10.0ωLℏ−1. At
strong reorganization energies the expectation value reaches a
maximum far above zero temperature (e.g. at Q = 10.0ωLℏ−1

the maximal magnetization is at kBT/ℏωL ≈ 0.1). The inset
shows the expectation value for different magnetic field orien-
tations, similar to the experiment shown in (a).

consider the following integral identity,

∫ 2π

0

dφ exp
(
a cos2 φ

)
= 2πea/2I0

(
a

2

)
, (C2)

where I0 is the modified Bessel function of first kind.
Using cos2 φ + sin2 φ = 1, we can rewrite Eq. (C1) and
identify the parameter a = βQS2

0 sin
2 ϑ(c11 − c22), such
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that

η(E) =
2π

Z̃cl
S

∫ π

0

dϑ sinϑ I0

(a
2

)
δ
(
E −HS(ϑ)) (C3)

e[βωLS0 cosϑ+ 1
2βQS2

0 sin2 ϑ(c11+c22)+βQc33 cos2 ϑ].

The ϑ–integration is straightforward due to δ
(
E −

HS(ϑ)). With the substitutions u = ωLS0 cosϑ, du =
−ωLS0 sinϑdϑ, and the properties of the delta function,
Eq. (C3) is,

η(E) =
2π

Z̃cl
S

1

ωLS0
e[−βE+βQω−2

L ( 1
2 (1−E2)(c11+c22)+c33E

2)]

×Θ(ωLS0 + E)Θ(ωLS0 − E) (C4)

× I0

(
1

2
βQω−2

L (c11 − c22)(1− E2)

)
,

where Θ(·) is the step–function. The classical micro-
canonical density ωE(ϑ) is [17],

ωE(ϑ) =
ωLS0

2π

δ (E −HS(ϑ))

Θ(ωLS0 + E)Θ(ωLS0 − E)
(C5)

The homogeneous phase space distribution diag τOR
MF (ϑ)

is defined as diag τOR
MF (ϑ) =

∫
dE η(E)ωE(ϑ, φ) (see

Ref. [17]). This leads to,

diag τOR
MF (ϑ) =

1

Z̃cl
S

I0

(a
2

)
(C6)

e[−β(HS− 1
2QS2

0 sin2 ϑ(c11+c22)−QS2
0c33 cos2 ϑ)].

We observe that diag τOR
MF (ϑ, φ) ̸= τOR

MF (ϑ), therefore by
Eq. (12), W ≥ 0.
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