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We propose using the dynamical invariants, also known as the Lewis–Riesenfeld invariants, to
speed-up the equilibration of a driven open quantum system. This allows us to reverse engineer the
time-dependent master equation that describes the dynamics of the open quantum system and sys-
tematically derive a protocol that realizes a shortcut to equilibration. The method does not require
additional constraints on the timescale of the dynamics beside the Born-Markov approximation and
can be generically applied to boost single particle quantum engines significantly. We demonstrate it
with the damped harmonic oscillator, and show that our protocol can achieve a high-fidelity control
in shorter timescales than simple non-optimized protocols. We find that the system is heated during
the dynamics to speed-up the equilibration, which can be considered as an analogue of the Mpemba
effect in quantum control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding and controlling open quantum systems
is a major challenge for the exploration of quantum phe-
nomena in the presence of dissipative effects, the de-
terministic preparation of quantum states, and the de-
velopment of quantum devices [1–4]. A particular in-
teresting and relevant question is how to accelerate the
equilibration of open quantum systems, which, for ex-
ample, has applications in enhancing the performance of
quantum heat engines [5–8]. Recently this question has
attracted some attention and various techniques based
on approaches such as optimal control [9–12], linear re-
sponse theory [13], techniques inspired by shortcuts to
adiabaticity [14, 15] and reverse engineering [16–18] have
been developed. Some of these have also been success-
fully applied to design optimized quantum Carnot cycles
[19] or an optimized quantum Otto cycle [20, 21], both
of which show that a potential quantum advantage can
be achieved.

The challenge of accelerating the equilibration of an
open quantum system comes with the challenge of de-
scribing its dynamics in a practical way for control. Even
in the well-established framework of using master equa-
tions to describe open quantum systems [22], their deriva-
tion can be a very difficult task for an underlying general
time-dependent Hamiltonian. For example, a shortcut
to equilibration in Refs. [16, 18] was realized by deriving
a non-adiabatic time-dependent master equation in the
inertial limit [23, 24], which assumes small variations of
the adiabatic parameter of the system. While this allows
to obtain the Lindblad operators explicitly, the resulting
driving protocol can be restricted.

In this work, we propose a shortcut to equilibration
realized by using the dynamical invariant (DI) to de-
scribe the dynamics of driven open quantum systems.
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Also known as the Lewis-Riesenfeld invariant, it was
originally introduced by the latter to solve the time-
dependent dynamics of closed quantum systems [25] and
recently has been applied to shortcuts to adiabaticity in
open quantum systems to assist in minimizing dissipa-
tion [26]. However, they can also be used to derive a
time-dependent master equation in a comprehensive way,
without restrictions on the driving protocol, and which
also gives a clear picture of the influence of the driv-
ing protocol on the dissipative effects [27–29]. Using the
master equation, we present a general formulation of the
shortcut between the equilibrium states of the initial and
final Hamiltonian through reverse engineering.
To show the power of this approach, we apply this

technique to the damped harmonic oscillator. This is
a well-known model that can describe atomic and opto-
mechanical systems, and is commonly used to explore the
operation of quantum heat engines [30–32]. Moreover,
dissipative harmonic oscillator systems have recently at-
tracted additional attention as an interesting framework
to describe Bose polaron systems [33, 34]. These systems
are promising platforms to explore quantum thermody-
namics phenomena like heat transport between meso-
scopic quantum gases [35] or thermometry [36]. We find
that our protocol outperforms non-optimized protocols,
showing much higher fidelity and shorter time to reach
the target equilibrium state. Notably, the effective tem-
perature of the system in the middle of the dynamics
needs to increase to achieve faster equilibration.

II. DYNAMICAL INVARIANT BASED
TIME-DEPENDENT MASTER EQUATION

A driven, open quantum system is in general described
by a Hamiltonian of the form

H(t) = HS(t) +HB +HI , (1)

where HS(t) is the time-dependent Hamiltonian of the
system of interest and HB is the Hamiltonian of the en-
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vironment. In our case, the environment corresponds to
a thermal bath at a given temperature T and thus its

state is given by ρB = Z−1B exp
(
− HB

kBT

)
. The final term

describes the interaction between the system and the en-
vironment, HI =

∑
k Ak ⊗ Bk, where the Ak act on the

system and the Bk act on the bath. To derive a solv-
able time-dependent master equation, we use the Born
approximation that assumes that the coupling strength
is sufficiently weak to neglect correlations between the
system and the bath during the dynamics. The state of
the system and the bath can then be written as a prod-
uct of the reduced states, ρ(t) ≈ ρS(t)⊗ ρB . We also use
the Markov approximation i.e. the correlations inside the
bath decay much faster than any other timescale of the
system. This allows one to derive a master equation that
is local in time. After tracing out the bath, we obtain
a Redfield master equation in the interaction picture of
the form [22, 37]

dρ̃S(t)

dt
= − 1

ℏ2
∑
k,l

∫ ∞
0

Bkl(τ)
[
Ãk(t), Ãl(t− τ)ρ̃S(t)

]
−Blk(−τ)

[
Ãk(t), ρ̃S(t)Ãl(t− τ)

]
dτ,

(2)

where Bkl(τ) = TrB

(
B̃k(τ)BlρB

)
is the two-point cor-

relation function of the bath and the tilde indicates op-
erators in the interaction picture. In the presence of a
time-dependent system Hamiltonian, the evaluation of
Ãk(t) can be challenging since there is no general proce-
dure that allows to calculate the time evolution operator

of the system US(t) = T← exp
(
− i

ℏ
∫ t

0
HS(τ)dτ

)
(where

T← is the time-ordering operator).
However, this problem can be solved by using the

DI. Let us consider the closed dynamics of the system
iℏ∂t |ψ(t)⟩ = HS(t) |ψ(t)⟩. A DI of the Hamiltonian
HS(t) is a Hermitian operator I obeying [25]

dI(t)

dt
=
∂I(t)

∂t
+

1

iℏ
[I(t), HS(t)] = 0. (3)

This means that the solution of the closed dynamics
can be written as a linear combination of the instanta-
neous eigenstates of the DI |ψ(t)⟩ =

∑
n cne

iαn(t) |ϕn(t)⟩
where the dynamical phases are given by αn(t) =
1
ℏ
∫ t

0
⟨ϕn(τ)| iℏ ∂

∂τ −H(τ) |ϕn(τ)⟩ dτ . The time-evolution
operator of the system can therefore also be obtained
from the eigenstates of the DI as

US(t) =
∑
n

eiαn(t) |ϕn(t)⟩ ⟨ϕn(0)| , (4)

which in turn allows one to calculate the operators acting
on the system in the interaction picture as [27]

Ãk(t) =
∑
m,n

ei(αn(t)−αm(t)) ⟨ϕm(t)|Ak |ϕn(t)⟩Fmn, (5)

with Fmn = |ϕm(0)⟩ ⟨ϕn(0)|. The operators can therefore
be written as products of time-dependent scalar functions
that contain the information on the driving protocol,
and time-independent operators Fmn. Those operators
are jump operators constructed with the DI eigenstate
suggesting that the dissipative part of the open dynam-
ics will involve transitions of the system between those
states.
Focusing on the case of the time-dependent harmonic

oscillator, the Hamiltonian of the system is given by

HS(t) = p2

2m + 1
2mω(t)

2x2. A DI of this Hamiltonian
is [25, 38]

I(t) =

(
b(t)p−mḃ(t)x

)2

2m
+

1

2
mω2

0

(
x

b(t)

)2

, (6)

where ω0 = ω(0) and b(t) corresponds to a dimensionless
scaling function that satisfies the Ermakov equation

b̈(t) + ω2(t)b(t) =
ω2
0

b3(t)
. (7)

We notice that the invariant has the structure of a har-
monic oscillator with a constant frequency ω0, a position
x/b(t) and momentum b(t)p − mḃ(t)x. Thus the eigen-
states can be obtained by using the standard ladder op-
erators.

III. SHORTCUT TO EQUILIBRATION FOR
THE DAMPED HARMONIC OSCILLATOR

A. Time-dependent master equation

In what follows, we design a shortcut to equilibra-
tion (STE) protocol for the time-dependent damped har-
monic oscillator (DHO). The Hamiltonian of the bath
is given by HB =

∑
n ℏωn

(
b†nbn + 1

2

)
and the interac-

tion is described in the rotating wave approximation by
HI =

∑
n gn

(
a†bn + ab†n

)
, where the gn are constant

coupling strengths between the particle and the n-th
mode of the bath. By using the DI of Eq. (6), we describe
the dynamics of the driven system by deriving the follow-
ing Lindblad master equation in the interaction picture
(see Appendix A for details)

dρ̃S(t)

dt
= − i

ℏ

[
H̃LS(t), ρ̃S(t)

]
+

|D(t)|2

2ℏ2
γ+(ω̃(t))

(
aI ρ̃S(t)a

†
I −

1

2
{a†IaI , ρ̃S(t)}

)
+

|D(t)|2

2ℏ2
γ(ω̃(t))

(
a†I ρ̃S(t)aI −

1

2
{aIa†I , ρ̃S(t)}

)
,

(8)

where H̃LS(t) is the time-dependent Lamb shift in
the interaction picture and D(t) = b(t) + 1/b(t) +

iḃ(t)/ω0. The time-dependent decay rates characteriz-
ing the emission and absorption are given by γ+ (ω̃(t)) =
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πJ(ω̃(t)) (1 + n(ω̃(t))) and γ (ω̃(t)) = γ+(ω̃(t))e
− ℏω̃(t)

kBT ,
with J(ω) =

∑
n g

2
nδ(ω − ωn) being the bath spectral

density function and n(ω) = (e
ℏω

kBT − 1)−1 the Planck
distribution. The time-dependent decay rates γ and γ+
are characterized by an effective Bohr frequency ω̃(t) =
ω0/b(t)

2. Therefore the scaling function b(t) sets the fre-
quency at which the absorption and emission of excita-
tions from the particle occur during the dynamics. The

Lindblad operators aI and a†I correspond respectively to
the annihilation and creation operator of the invariant
at t = 0. However, if one considers a driving proto-
col with a continuous start from the initial Hamiltonian
[HS(0), I(0)] = 0, we recover the creation and annihila-

tion operators of the particle, aI = a (a†I = a†). The
range of validity of the master equation imposes con-
strains on the driving protocol ω(t). The Markov ap-
proximation implies ω(t)−1 ≫ τB where τB is the char-
acteristic decay time of the bath two-point correlation
functions. We also used a secular approximation that

implies
∫ t

0
ω̃(τ)dτ ≫ ω̃(t)τB (more details are given in

Appendix A).

B. Formulation of the shortcut protocol and
reverse engineering

We design a shortcut protocol for an isothermal stroke
where the trap frequency of the system is driven from
ω0 to ωf while coupled to a bath at temperature T . In
principle the system needs to be driven slowly in order to
remain at equilibrium with the bath at all times during
the process. In order to speed up this process our STE
protocol will consist of mimicking the stroke at finite time
by connecting the initial and final desired equilibrium
states. Initially the particle is at equilibrium with the
frequency ω(0) = ω0 i.e ρS(0) = Z−10 e−HS(0)/kBT . The
final desired state is an equilibrium state of the particle
with the bath at the trapping frequency ω(tf ) = ωf i.e

ρS(tf ) = Z−1f e−HS(tf )/kBT , where tf is the duration of
the protocol. We focus on the compression stroke ωf >
ω0 but the expansion can also be done in the same way.
We know that the state of the particle will be Gaussian

during the dynamics since the Hamiltonian is quadratic
[39]. Therefore it can be fully determined by the ex-
pectation values ⟨a†a⟩(t) = Tr

(
a†aρS(t)

)
and ⟨a2⟩(t) =

Tr
(
a2ρS(t)

)
characterizing the excitation and the squeez-

ing of the particle. The equations describing their evo-
lution during the driving protocol are obtained in the
interaction picture from the master equation (8) as

d⟨ã†ã⟩
dt

=
π

2ℏ2
|D(t)|2J(ω̃(t))

(
n(ω̃(t))− ⟨ã†ã⟩

)
, (9)

d⟨ã2⟩
dt

= − π

2ℏ2
|D(t)|2J(ω̃(t))⟨ã2⟩. (10)

Since the particle is initially in a Gibbs state with
⟨ã2⟩(0) = 0, it follows from Eq. (10) that ⟨ã2⟩ = 0

Figure 1. (a) Fidelity between the final state and the target
state as a function of tf . (b) Profile of the trap frequency
for the STE protocol as a function of time for different pro-
tocol durations. The black dashed line shows the reference
ramp. (c) Coherence generated during the dynamics of the
STE as a function of time. (d) Effective temperature of the
particle during the STE protocol as a function of time. The
final compression is ωf = 3ω0 and the bath temperature is
T = ℏω0/kB . The spectral density function is an Ohmic dis-
tribution with an abrupt cut-off J(ω) = γωΘ(Λ − ω) with
γ = ℏ2/500 and Λ = 100ω0, and the number of particles in
the bath is N = 600.

at any time during the dynamics. Thus, the proto-
col is described by the differential equation (9) alone.
Furthermore, the initial and target state are equilib-

rium states which implies ⟨ã†ã⟩(0) = (e
ℏω0
kBT − 1)−1,

⟨ã†ã⟩(tf ) = (e
ℏωf
kBT − 1)−1 and d⟨ã†ã⟩(0)

dt =
d⟨ã†ã⟩(tf )

dt = 0.
In addition to these boundary conditions, we impose
d2⟨ã†ã⟩(0)

dt2 =
d2⟨ã†ã⟩(tf )

dt2 = 0 to ensure a smooth evolution
of the system between the initial state and the target
state.

The protocol can now be found by reverse-engineering
Eq. (9) to obtain the scaling function b(t), which in turn
allows one to obtain the trap frequency from the Ermakov
equation (7). For that, we assume that the evolution of
⟨a†a⟩ is given by a 5-th order polynomial function that
ensures that the boundary conditions obtained above are
satisfied. The boundary conditions on ⟨ã†ã⟩ combined

with Eq. (9) also imply b(0) = 1, b(tf ) =
√
ω0/ωf and

ḃ(0) = ḃ(tf ) = 0. We also obtain additional boundary

conditions from the Ermakov equation b̈(0) = b̈(tf ) = 0.
We can thus consider a 6-th order polynomial ansatz for
the scaling function b(t) =

∑6
n=0 an(t/tf )

n, in which the
first 6 coefficients allow to satisfy the above boundary
conditions. The 6-th order term can then ensure that the
scaling function connects the initial state and the target
state through Eq. (9). The coefficient a6 is simply found
by maximizing the fidelity between the target state and
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the state of the particle at the end of the protocol. Using
this ansatz for the scaling function allows to avoid the
divergence issues that one can encounter when solving
Eq. (9), where at t = 0 and t = tf the average excitation
⟨a†a⟩ and the Planck distribution n(ω̃(t)) converge to the
same values.

C. Properties of the shortcut

To quantify the performance of the shortcut, we cal-
culate the fidelity between the target state ρT and the
state of the particle at the end of the protocol

F (ρS(tf ), ρT ) = Tr

(√√
ρT ρS(tf )

√
ρT

)2

. (11)

Since the states of the particle and the bath remain
Gaussian, we can use an efficient numerical method to
solve the dynamics of the total Hamiltonian (1) dur-
ing the protocol. In fact, this can be done by time-
evolving the covariance matrix of the system plus the
bath, which corresponds to a (2N +2)× (2N +2) matrix
(where N is the number of particles in the bath), with
the Heisenberg equations of motion [40]. This allows us
to see when the validity of the master equation actually
breaks down for a given set of bath parameters (num-
ber of particles, spectral density function) and when the
shortcut therefore does not work anymore. To demon-
strate the benefit of our shortcut, we compare it with
two simple protocols: the sudden quench ωq(t > 0) = ωf

and a reference ramp described by a polynomial function
ωr(t) = ω0 + 10∆ω(t/tf )

3 − 15∆ω(t/tf )
4 + 6∆ω(t/tf )

5

with ∆ω = ωf −ω0. For the DHO, the quench protocol is
characterized by an asymptotic exponential convergence
of the fidelity to one as F ≈ 1 − e−tf/τq where τq is a
characteristic time related to the decay rates [16].

The fidelity as a function of tf is shown in Fig. 1(a).
The STE outperforms the sudden quench and the ref-
erence ramp that also shows an asymptotic exponential
behavior but with a longer characteristic time than the
sudden quench. However, one can see that for short dura-
tions, the fidelity for the STE protocol collapses because
at shorter times the description provided by the master
equation deviates from the exact dynamics. The fidelity
reaches approximately the value 0.999 around tf ≈ 16/ω0

and then keeps increasing to one.
In order to obtain physical insights on the STE pro-

tocol the profile of the trap frequency ω(t) is shown in
Fig. 1(b) for different protocol durations tf and compared
to the reference ramp (black dashed line). We see that
the profiles are quite different: while for the reference
ramp the frequency increases monotonically toward ωf ,
in the STE protocol the particle is driven to large trap
frequency values at intermediate times before decreasing
to reach the final frequency at t = tf . Notably, for faster
protocols the particle is driven to higher frequency val-
ues. Inversely, for larger tf , the amplitude of the trap

frequency decreases and we observe that the STE proto-
col gets closer to the reference ramp when tf approaches
the adiabatic limit.
Such a trap frequency profile necessarily implies non-

equilibrium features in the dynamics. To quantify them,
we calculate the coherence in the system during the STE,
which has been suggested to play a key role in the control
of open quantum systems [19]. We define it as the change
of entropy between the diagonal part of the state and the
full density matrix in the instantaneous eigenenergy basis
[41]

C(t) = S (ρdiag(t))− S(ρS(t)), (12)

where S(ρ) = −Tr(ρ log(ρ)) is the von Neumann en-
tropy. The coherence is shown in Fig. 1(c). One can
see that its profile reflects the results we have shown be-
fore: coherence is generated in the system when the trap
frequency is changing. It vanishes when the maximum
trap frequency is reached, and increases again when the
trap frequency decreases toward the final value. There
is no coherence remaining in the system at the end of
the protocol since the particle reaches the target Gibbs
state. Moreover the amount generated during the dy-
namics increases for faster protocols. This also allows
to explain why the quench protocol works better than
the reference ramp. Indeed, coherence causes transitions
of the particle between its eigenstates and can be used
as a catalysis that helps to accelerate the thermalization
of an open quantum system. A controlled manipulation
of coherence allows to reach the new equilibrium state
and this is what the STE achieves. Even though the
non-optimal protocols do not reach the target state, the
sudden quench will always perform better than a smooth
ramp that generates much less non-adiabatic excitations.
Notably, this is in contrast with shortcuts to adiabaticity
protocols which require the suppression of such excita-
tions to reach the desired target state [42].
Finally we characterize the dynamics of the STE

by calculating the effective temperature of the sys-
tem. During the dynamics, the state of the particle
can be written in the interaction picture as ρ̃S(t) =
Z(t)−1

∑
n e
−ϵ(t)n |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨ϕn(0)| with

⟨ã†ã⟩(t) = (eϵ(t) − 1)−1, (13)

and the effective partition function is given by
Z(t) = (1 − e−ϵ(t))−1. Thus, back to the
Schrödinger picture the Hamiltonian is always diago-
nal in the instantaneous eigenbasis of the DI ρS(t) =
Z(t)−1

∑
n e
−ϵ(t)n |ϕn(t)⟩ ⟨ϕn(t)|, which shows that sim-

ilarly to the closed dynamics, the eigenstates of the DI
give us the states that the system will explore for a given
protocol. We then simply define the effective tempera-
ture of the system as

Teff(t) =
ℏω(t)
kBϵ(t)

. (14)

Defining a temperature for non-equilibrium sates can be
useful in many cases [43, 44] and is defined in our case
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from the effective Planck distribution Eq. (13). There-
fore besides characterizing how far from equilibrium the
system is during the protocol, it is also related to both
the energy and entropy of the particle. A high effec-
tive temperature is therefore associated with a state of
high energy and mixedness. The effective temperature
of the particle during the STE is shown in Fig. 1(d). It
deviates significantly from the bath temperature before
returning to it at the end of the protocol. More interest-
ingly, the particle is driven to states that are effectively
hotter, and the faster the shortcut is, the hotter the state
of the particle is. While the shortcut is designed for an
isothermal compression, which corresponds to a cooling
process, the strategy adopted by the STE actually con-
sists of warming up the particle in order to cool it down
faster. This is reminiscent of the Mpemba effect [45],
an empirical phenomenon where a hot liquid can freeze
faster than a cold liquid. Recently, the Mpemba effect
has been discussed and predicted for a quantum dot cou-
pled to two reservoirs [46]. Here, we observe a similar
feature to the thermal Mpemba effect in the context of
driven open quantum systems, with the same behavior
being previously observed in the effective temperature
for an STE of a two-level system [18].

IV. CONCLUSION

In the present work, we have presented results that
pave the way for improving the control of driven open
quantum systems and the performance of quantum heat
engines. We have shown that dynamical invariants can be
a powerful tool for describing and accelerating the equi-
libration for these systems, and that besides the Born-
Markov approximation, it lacks additional restrictions on
the timescale of the dynamics. Our work also brings new
physical interpretations of the dynamical invariant. In-
deed the scaling function b(t), that fully characterizes
the invariant, sets both the driving protocol and the de-
cay rates. This allows to derive protocols that modify
both the unitary part and the dissipative part of the dy-
namics. Therefore an experimental implementation is
feasible as one only needs to control the trapping poten-
tial unlike the method proposed in [15] where one also

needs to change the decay rates in a specific way. The
STE protocol is characterized by a manipulation of the
coherence that drives the particle to hotter states when
designed for an isothermal compression. Our observation
resonates with the thermal Mpemba effect and a rigorous
formulation of this phenomenon in the context of driven
open quantum systems would be an interesting direction
to take in the future.

It is also an interesting avenue to design shortcuts and
address the question whether the geometric bound [47–
49] can be reached by minimizing the dissipated work.
While we have considered the isothermal stroke in this
work, one can consider different strokes, or start from
non-equilibrium states. It would be also possible to de-
sign shortcuts for applications other than ones thermody-
namics. For example, our method could be used to design
fast and robust protocols for quantum gates [3, 50]. Also
recently, a similar approach has been used to quickly gen-
erate entangled states in a double two-level system [51].
Finally, an important extension would be to go beyond
the single particle problem and optimize the equilibra-
tion of interacting many-body states. While not an easy
task, two possible directions are within reach: two parti-
cles with short-range interactions [52] and the hardcore
Tonks–Girardeau limit [53]. Beside having well-known
analytical results, both systems have showed enhanced
performances compared to non-interacting quantum en-
gines [54–56], paving the way for fully-optimized many-
body quantum heat engines.
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Appendix A: Time-dependent master equation of
the damped harmonic oscillator

We start from the Redfield equation given by Eq. (2)
applied to the damped harmonic oscillator

dρ̃S(t)

dt
= − 1

ℏ2

∫ ∞
0

B12(τ)
[
ã†(t), ã(t− τ)ρ̃S(t)

]
−B21(−τ)

[
ã†(t), ρ̃S(t)ã(t− τ)

]
+B21(τ)

[
ã(t), ã†(t− τ)ρ̃S(t)

]
−B12(−τ)

[
ã(t), ρ̃S(t)ã

†(t− τ)
]
dτ,

(A1)

where the bath two-point correlation functions are given
by

B12(τ) =
∑
n

g2n TrB(b̃n(τ)b
†
nρB) =

∑
n

e−iωnτg2n(1 + n(ωn))

=

∫ ∞
0

e−iωτJ(ω)(1 + n(ω))dω,

B21(τ) =
∑
n

g2n TrB(b̃
†
n(τ)bnρB) =

∑
n

eiωnτg2nn(ωn)

=

∫ ∞
0

eiωτJ(ω)n(ω)dω.

(A2)

Now we need to evaluate the ladder operators of the
particle in the interaction picture. Since they are con-
jugate, we can just focus on the annihilation operator,
which we can write with the position and momentum
operators in the interaction picture as

ã(t) =

√
mω0

2ℏ

(
x̃(t) + i

p̃(t)

mω0

)
. (A3)

We use the invariant (6) to evaluate the operator in
the interaction picture. Since the invariant is a har-
monic oscillator with a position x/b(t) and momentum

Π = b(t)p − mḃ(t)x, we can express the position and
momentum of the particle in terms of the instantaneous
ladder operators of the invariant that we denote aIt and

a†It

x = b(t)

√
ℏ

2mω0
(aIt + a†It),

p =
Π

b(t)
+mḃ(t)

x

b(t)
=

√
ℏmω0

2

(
C(t)aIt + C∗(t)a†It

)
,

(A4)

with the complex function

C(t) =
ḃ(t)

ω0
− i

b(t)
. (A5)

We deduce that the annihilation operator of the har-
monic oscillator in the Schrödinger picture is related to
the ladder operators of the invariant through the follow-
ing Bogoliubov transformation

a =
1

2

(
D1(t)aIt +D∗2(t)a

†
It

)
, (A6)

where

D1,2(t) = b(t)± 1

b(t)
± i

ḃ(t)

ω0
. (A7)

We now need to calculate the ladder operators of the
invariant in the interaction picture. This is easily done
by using the time-evolution operator written with the
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eigenstates of the invariant (Eq. (4)) and using the ex-
pression of the dynamical phase for the harmonic oscil-

lator αn(t) = −ω0(n+ 1/2)
∫ t

0
1/b(τ)2dτ

ãIt(t) =
∑
n,m

ei(αm(t)−αn(t)) |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨ϕn(t)| aIt |ϕm(t)⟩ ⟨ϕm(0)|

=
∑
n,m

ei(αm(t)−αn(t))
√
mδn,m−1 |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨ϕm(0)|

= e−iφ(t)
∑
n

√
n+ 1 |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨ϕn+1(0)| = e−iφ(t)aI0 ,

(A8)

where the phase φ is given by

φ(t) =

∫ t

0

ω0

b(τ)2
dτ =

∫ t

0

ω̃(τ)dτ. (A9)

For the next we will use aI (a†I) instead of aI0 (a†I0)
to denote the ladder operators of the invariant at t = 0.
Now we can obtain an explicit expression of the annihi-
lation operator of the particle in the interaction picture

ã(t) =
1

2

(
D1(t)e

−iφ(t)aI +D∗2(t)e
iφ(t)a†I

)
. (A10)

We can insert Eq. (A10) in the Redfield equation (A1).
We only explicitly write it down for the first commutator
in the right-hand side of Eq.(A1) since the same treat-
ment can be straightforwardly done for the other terms.
After expanding the commutator, we obtain

[ã†(t), ã(t− τ)ρ̃S(t)] =
1

4

(
e−i(φ(t)−φ(t−τ))D2(t)D

∗
2(t− τ)[aI , a

†
I ρ̃S(t)] + e−i(φ(t)+φ(t−τ))D2(t)D1(t− τ)[aI , aI ρ̃S(t)]

+ei(φ(t)+φ(t−τ))D∗1(t)D
∗
2(t− τ)[a†I , a

†
I ρ̃S(t)] + ei(φ(t)−φ(t−τ))D∗1(t)D1(t− τ)[a†I , aI ρ̃S(t)]

)
.

(A11)

The integral in the Redfield equation is dominated
by the bath two-point correlation function that rapidly
decays with a characteristic time τB . The decay time
is given by the cut-off of the bath τB ∼ Λ−1. Based
on the Markov approximation, the decay time must be
much smaller than the typical timescale of the system
given by ω(t)−1 i.e τB ≪ ω(t)−1. We can thus use
the first order approximation of the phase in the inte-
gral φ(t − τ) ≈ φ(t) − ω̃(t)τ . We also make the zero-th
order approximation Di(t− τ) ≈ Di(t) meaning that the
variations of the scaling function b(t) and its derivative
are negligible in the time window [0, τB ]. Formally, it im-

plies τB ≪
∣∣∣Di(t)

Ḋi(t)

∣∣∣. This approximation can be reformu-

lated as τB ≪ τD where we introduce a driving timescale

τD = mini,t

∣∣∣Di(t)

Ḋi(t)

∣∣∣ [23]. Let us remark that this approx-

imation is not necessary to derive the master equation,
however it allows to simplify the reverse-engineering for
the shortcut.

The last approximation we will use is the secular ap-
proximation. We neglect the non-secular terms, to derive
a master equation in Lindblad form and ensure that the
state of the system remains physical. This means that the
non-secular contributions contain fast oscillating terms
that average to zero. This implies φ(t) + φ(t − τ) ≫
φ(t) − φ(t − τ). By using a first order expansion and
the Markov approximation, we obtain φ(t) ≫ ω̃(t)τB i.e∫ t

0
ω̃(τ)dτ ≫ ω̃(t)τB .

Taking account of the different approximations in
Eq. (A11), we obtain

∫ ∞
0

B12(τ)
[
ã†(t), ã(t− τ)ρ̃S(t)

]
dτ ≈ |D2(t)|2

4

∫ ∞
0

B12(τ)e
−iω̃(t)τdτ [aI , a

†
I ρ̃S(t)]+

|D1(t)|2

4

∫ ∞
0

B12(τ)e
iω̃(t)τdτ [a†I , aI ρ̃S(t)].

(A12)

The integrals can be calculated by using the well-
known result

∫∞
0
eiωτdτ = πδ(ω) + iP (1/ω) where P

denotes the principal value. After combining the differ-
ent terms and few lines of algebra, we obtain the time-
dependent master equation for the damped harmonic os-
cillator given by Eq. (8), where we replaced D1(t) by

D(t). The time-dependent Lamb shift is given by

H̃LS(t) =
ℏ
4

(
|D1(t)|2P

∫ ∞
0

J(ω)

ω̃(t)− ω
dω

−|D2(t)|2P
∫ ∞
0

J(ω)

ω̃(t) + ω
dω

)
.

(A13)
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