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Dissipative phase transition: from qubits to qudits
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We investigate the fate of dissipative phase transitions in quantum many-body systems when the individual
constituents are qudits (d-level systems) instead of qubits. As an example system, we employ a permutation-
invariant XY model of N infinite-range interacting d-level spins undergoing individual and collective dissipation.
In the mean-field limit, we identify a dissipative phase transition, whose critical point is independent of d after a
suitable rescaling of parameters. When the decay rates between all adjacent levels are identical and d > 4, the
critical point expands, in terms of the ratio between dissipation and interaction strengths, to a critical region in
which two phases coexist and which increases as d grows. In addition, a larger d leads to a more pronounced
change in spin expectation values at the critical point. Numerical investigations for finite N reveal symmetry
breaking signatures in the Liouvillian spectrum at the phase transition. The phase transition is furthermore
marked by maximum entanglement negativity and a significant purity change of the steady state, which become
more pronounced as d increases. Considering qudits instead of qubits thus opens new perspectives on accessing

rich phase diagrams in open many-body systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum systems composed of many identical constituents,
the interplay of interactions, driving and dissipation gives rise to
various collective effects, such as sub- and superradiance [1-8],
spin squeezing [6, 9-15], or dissipative time crystals [6, 16-23],
with dissipative phase transitions [13, 18, 24-31] connecting
phases of distinct steady-state properties. With the emergence
of experimental platforms such as cold atoms in cavities and
optical lattices [32, 33], Rydberg atoms [8, 34] or trapped ions
[35-37] that can now be implemented in laboratories with a
high degree of control, these fundamental physical phenomena
can be studied in detail to determine, among other things, what
distinguishes them from their classical counterparts.

Besides bosons [18, 28, 32, 38—41], in most theoretical
models for dissipative interacting many-particle systems the
individual particles are two-level systems (qubits), i.e., the
simplest quantum systems possible. For these types of models,
efficient numerical methods exist that can simulate the dynamics
of 100 qubits and more [6, 42]. However, most physical systems
treated as qubits actually host more than two levels and their
multilevel nature gives rise to effects not explained by a qubit
model [4, 18, 43, 44]. Indeed, multilevel quantum systems
(qudits) offer various advantages over qubits, such as larger
information capacity [45—47], more efficient implementations
of quantum gates and algorithms [45, 47-52], and also of
quantum simulation schemes [53], a better protection against
noise [54-56], increased security in quantum key distribution
[57-60] and quantum communication [46], more efficient
quantum error correction schemes [61-66], and an enhanced
sensitivity for quantum imaging [67] and quantum metrology
[68—70]. Implementations of qudits include a variety of systems,
such as photons [46,48, 55, 67-69, 71], ultracold atoms [72, 73],
trapped ions [74—77], Rydberg atoms [78], nuclear spins [79,
80], superconducting devices [43, 53, 70, 8 1-85] and solid-state
defects such as nitrogen-vacancy centers in diamond [86, 87].
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Given the advantages of qudits for quantum information tasks
and their presence in many different physical platforms, it is
rather natural to investigate qudit models also for collective
effects in dissipative many-particle systems.

In this work, we explore a multilevel generalisation of the
dissipative Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model [88-90]. For qubits,
this model exhibits a dissipative phase transition between a
symmetric phase and a broken-symmetry phase, as the ratio of
interaction and (individual or collective) decay is varied [13,
91, 92]. We go beyond these known results and examine
the presence of a transition, its nature and its characteristics
also for d > 2 levels per constituent, employing both a mean-
field analytical approach and finite-size numerics [18, 93—
95]. For all d, a dissipative phase transition arises. Through
a suitable rescaling of the decay rates, the position of the
critical point and the qualitative characteristics of the two
phases can be made insensitive to the number of single-particle
levels and to the exact nature of the decay, which can here be
modelled more flexibly than for two-level systems. For specific
choices of the decay, which are accessible only for d > 4, the
critical point evolves into a critical region, whose size increases
with d. Furthermore, we show that the Liouvillian spectral
properties, and steady-state spin expectation values, purity and
entanglement become more sensitive indicators of the phase
transition as the number of levels per particle increases.

This manuscript is organized as follows: After presenting
the model for a general number of single-particle levels in
Section II, we consider, in Section III, its mean-field limit to
discuss the properties of its dissipative phase transition for
qubits and for qudits, highlighting the differences between
two-level and multilevel systems. Sections IV and V are
devoted to numerical results for the Liouvillian spectrum and
for the steady-state properties at finite numbers of particles. In
Section VI, we sketch a possible experimental implementation
of the model, before we conclude in Section VII.

II. MODEL AND ITS SYMMETRIES

We consider N identical spins, each with d = 2j + 1 levels,
where j is the spin quantum number. In the single-particle
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FIG. 1. Effects of the model Hamiltonian [Eq. (2), blue] and the
dissipators [Eq. (4), red] on two spin-j particles labelled by i and
k, with single-particle levels |m);, |[n); (m,n = —j, ..., j) such that
Zl) |m); = m|m); and ]ék) |n)r = n|n);. We choose different

symbols m, n for the quantum numbers of particles i, k to stress that

the two-body interaction terms ji 9 j£ )

where m and n need not be identical.

act on all states |m); ® |n),

basis |m); i=1,...,N,m=—j,...
operators of the ith particle are [96]
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with Aj,, = /(j —m)(j+m+1), and the collective spin
operators are constructed as J, va | _]((; ) ,a ==,x,y,z. The
unitary dynamics of the spins is assumed to be given by the
Hamiltonian [13]
1% Vv
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This model is a special case of the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick
(LMG) model [88-90], with maximal anisotropy between J>
and J§ and no effective magnetic field in the z direction. It can
also be understood as an XY model [97, 98] with infinite-range
interactions. For any d, the Hamiltonian contains a two-body

interaction term ~ YN SN ( (1) (k) +j£i)j£k)) leading to

the joint excitation or deexcitation of two spins. For d > 2, i.e.,
j > 1/2, the Hamiltonian furthermore contains a single-particle
term ~ Zf.\:’ 1
two levels. Figure 1 shows a simplified sketch of these terms
and of their effect onto the single-particle levels (blue arrows
and labels). Note that the d-level nature of the spins would
allow us to define also a more general LMG Hamiltonian than
the one studied here, whose spectrum and eigenstates have been
investigated, e.g., in Refs. [99-105].

We study the steady-state properties of this model subject
to individual and collective spontaneous decay of the spins,

(( 2y £i>)2), which (de)excites each spin by

described by the following Lindblad master equation for the
density matrix p (with = 1):

p= - Z(Lm (La))l_%{(Ui))lgi),p})

Yc i1 { t }
+-—|LcpL. - = L,.L 3
N] ( cp c ) c*~C> P> ( )
with decay rates y; for individual dissipation and y¢ for col-
lective dissipation, and corresponding Lindblad operators L),
L. Specifically, we consider

j-1
LD = Lylm); (m+1], @)

m=—j

and L¢ = Zfil LY je., d-level generalizations of the two-
level dissipators L) = o) and Le = J_. A simplified
sketch of the effect of such operators is shown in Fig. 1 (red
arrows and labels): the individual dissipator L) corresponds
to quantum jumps of particle i from |m + 1); to |m); and the
collective dissipator Lc gives rise to quantum jumps from
collective states with N,,;; and N, particles in the single-
particle states |m + 1), |m), respectively, to collective states
with Ny,+1 — 1 and N,,, + 1 particles in these two states.

Jointly scaling ¢, — ¢, (m = —j,...,j — 1) and yx —
lc|™2yx (k = I,C) with ¢ € C leaves the master equation
invariant. As a convention, we fix the decay rates and Lindblad
operators such that £_; = \/Z . Examples of such operators
are the spin ladder operator

L =0 (5)

spin

with £, = A;,,, (Im = —j,...,
m-independent dissipator

j—1)and L¢c = J_, and the

j-1
LY =2j 37 my(m+1];. ©6)
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Note that for d = 2 and d = 3, the latter two individual
dissipators (5) and (6) are identical to each other, but they differ
ford > 4.

For qubits (d = 2), this model [13, 91] and variants of
it [92] have been studied previously with respect to their
steady-state properties and dissipative phase transitions in the
limit N — oo. Furthermore, variants including more general
collective dissipation, but without individual dissipation, have
been considered in the limit Nj — oo [106].

The right-hand side of Eq. (3) is invariant under permuta-
tions of the particles. Hence, a permutation-invariant density
matrix p, i.e., [p, ] = 0 for any N-particle permutation opera-
tor m, stays permutation-invariant throughout the whole time
evolution provided by Eq. (3) [6, 18, 42].

In addition, the master equation obeys a Z; symmetry
mediated by the unitary superoperator IT; : A - l™/z Ae~17/=
and, if L) and Lc are real operators (as it is the case
for Li;?n and L), another Z, symmetry given by the



antiunitary superoperator Il : A s e7™/z/2A%¢imJ2/2,
where A* is the complex conjugate of A. These symme-
tries entail that for any steady-state solution p of Eq. (3),
i [p] (kK = 1,2) are also steady states. The expectation
values of an observable O in these states are related via
OV, 1p) = (I, [O]), (Where (O) 4 = Tr[OA]), in particular

(T ) = = Uxdps <Jy>n1 el — <Jy>p’ o1 = Uadp
and (Jx)m,[p) = <Jy>p’ <Jy>n2[p] = Jxdps U2dmypp) = U)o

III. DYNAMICS AND DISSIPATIVE PHASE TRANSITION
IN THE THERMODYNAMIC LIMIT

To get an understanding of the system dynamics, let us first
investigate the model in the limit N — oo. For this purpose,
we derive the equations of motion of the following collective
Hermitian operators

N
Svman = 5 0 (Gl + ) Gl )
1 l;l
Syamn = 5 21 (Imy; {ali = n); (ml;).— (Tb)
where m,n = —j,...,j and by convention m > n (note,

however, that m = n for y corresponds to Sy.,,, ., = 0). Col-

lective spin operators are given in terms of these operators as
i

Jx/N = Zin;— i Aj,me;m+1,ma Jy/N = Z,{”;l_] Aj,mSy;m+1,ma
J./N = an:_j mS.m,m- The expectation values of the S op-
erators are the matrix elements of the averaged single-particle
density matrix p = Zf\i 1 p /N, where p?) is obtained from
the full density matrix p by taking the trace over all particles
but the ithone i =1,...,N):

<Sx;m,n> = Re[pnm], <Sy;m,n> =Im[pum]. (8)

Consequently, an:_j (Sx;m,m> = Tr[p] = 1 and

S e i (S’ + (Syamn)” = Te[p7] < 1.

Assuming that the expectation values of the individual terms
|m); (n|; etc. are independent of N and i for N — oo,
one can easily check that <Smm,n> (@ = x,y) scales as
O(1), whereas the expectation value of the commutator
[Saim.nsSgo,pl (@, B = x,y) scales as O(N™") and hence
vanishes as N — oo. This justifies treating the S opera-
tors as real numbers in that limit and in particular assuming
({Sasmn- S} )2 (Sann) () = O N — 00)[107],
Equations of motion for the expectation values in the limit
N — oo then become (for further details see Appendix A)

<Sa;m,n> =V fa;m,n((SB;o,P>) 1 ga;ma"«Sﬁ;”’P))
+Yc ha;m,"((‘sﬁ;ml’)) > ©)

where o, 8 =x,yandm,n,0,p =—j,...,j,and where fo.m n,
ho.m,n are two different quadratic functions and g 4., , a linear
function of the (Sﬁ;,,, ,,>. The coefficients of fy.., are of
the form A; ,A; ,, whereas the coeflicients of g4, and

Ra:m.n are of the forms Re[£; ¢, ], Im[£}£,] and [£,]* + |£,]?
(u,v=-j,...,j—1). The steady states of this set of equations
are the stable fixed points, i.e., solutions to <Smm,n> (r)=0
such that the Jacobian matrix, i.e., the gradient of the right-hand
side of Eq. (9), has only eigenvalues with negative real part
[108, 109].

A. Qubits

Let us first recapitulate previously obtained results for the
qubit LMG model [13, 91]. In this case, the system dynamics
can conveniently be described in terms of scaled spin expec-
tation values X = (J) /Nj =2(Sx12,-12), ¥ = (Jy) /Nj =
2(Syi1/2,-1/2) Z = (J2) INj = (Sxy2.172) = (Sxi=1/2.-172)-
Equation (9) then reduces to [13, 91]

X=-2VYZ -y X +ycXZ, (10a)
Y=-2VXZ—viY +ycYZ, (10b)
Z=4VXY -2y (Z+1) —yc(X*+Y?).  (10c)

For all V, v;, yc, the point X =Y =0, Z = —1 is a fixed
point, which is stable for y; + yc > 2|V|. This state, which
we may call the spin-z polarized steady state, is invariant
under both symmetries I1; and I1,. For y; + y¢ < 2|V| and
v1 # 0, two different steady states emerge at X = sgn(V)Y =
++\y1 QIVI =y —ve)/IVI=vc), Z = =i/ QIV] - ye).
Since these two states do not obey I1; symmetry (instead, they
are mapped to each other by I1;), we may call them the broken-
symmetry steady states. The steady-state coordinates X, Y, Z
are continuous at y; + y¢c = 2|V|, while their first derivative
with respect to yx/V (k = I, C) is not, i.e., this dissipative
phase transition is a second-order transition [13, 91].

If y; = 0, the quantity r = VX2 + Y2+ Z2, i.e., the length
of the total spin vector, is conserved and can be fixed at its
maximal value » = 1. The unique steady state for yo > 2|V|
is X =Y =0, Z = -1 like for y; # 0 [13][110]. For
vc < 2|V|, this state becomes unstable, and four other fixed
points emerge [13], the two points

1 1 7C2
N
\/2+2 2V

(11a)
11 2
stgn(V)\/EIwal—(;—‘C/) , (11b)
Z=o0, (11¢)

and the two points obtained from them via the mapping
(X,Y) — (-X,-Y), i.e., the symmetry operation II;. The
eigenvalues of the Jacobian at these four points are purely imag-
inary, which means that the steady-state solutions of Eq. (10)
are periodic orbits around the fixed points. The time averages
along these orbits fulfill m # 0, m + 0, m =0[13].
Consequently, this time average is discontinuous at yc = 2|V/|
and the phase transition is of first order [13], in contrast to
the second-order transition for y; # O (even for infinitesimally
small y; = 0).



Remarkably, the steady states at y; = 0 and y¢ < 2|V|
differ strongly from the corresponding steady states at in-
finitesimally small y; > O: In the first case the spin length

r=VX2+Y2+Z2is fixed at 1, whereas r ~ 0 for the steady
states of the second case. This strong effect of infinitesimal yy
can be explained from the interplay of the different terms: The
time derivative of 7> reveals that individual dissipation reduces

the length r as long as Z + 1 > V1 — r2, while the other two
terms do not change r. The oscillations induced by the interac-
tion periodically drive Z above that threshold, such that a small
dissipation rate y; eventually leads to r ~ 0. However, the time
scales to reach this steady state are expected to diverge as 1/,
for y; — 0. A similarly strong impact of infinitesimally weak
individual dissipation has been reported also for the steady state
of the Dicke model [111], where a second-order dissipative
phase transition transforms into a first-order transition with a
bistable region due to the presence of individual dissipation.

If y; is larger, the effect of dissipation, which drives the
system towards Z = —1 (individual dissipation) or Z = —r
(collective dissipation), pushes the Z coordinate away from 0
and the steady state is found at a finite r, with Z + 1 = V1 — r2,
Finally, when the dissipation dominates, the interaction is too
weak to lift the system into the parameter region where r is
reduced and the steady state obeys r = 1, Z = —1.

The above discussion is illustrated by the streamline plots of
Eq. (10) shown in Fig. 2 for two different ratios (y; +yc)/|V|
and three different values of (y;,yc). In the dissipation-
dominated regime (y; +yc)/|V| > 2 (right column) all tra-
jectories converge to the unique steady state (X,Y,Z) =
(0,0,—1). In contrast, in the interaction-dominated regime
(yr +vc)/IV| < 2 (left column), the behaviour depends on
whether individual dissipation contributes or only collective
dissipation is present: In the former case (top and middle row),
two broken-symmetry steady states are found, with identical
Z value but opposite X and Y values. When both types of
dissipation are present (middle row), the broken-symmetry
fixed points deviate further from the spin-z polarized state than
for only individual dissipation (top row). In the case of only
collective dissipation (bottom row), trajectories describe closed
curves on the surface of the sphere and the fixed points are
never reached, except for trajectories starting at the fixed points
themselves.

B. Qudits

After having recovered and summarised the results for the
qubit LMG model in the preceding section, let us now extend
them to general d > 2. In the following, we will first briefly
discuss some analytically accessible results about the steady
states for general d. As a next step, we will numerically
investigate in more detail the mean-field dynamics of Eq. (9)
for d = 4 and specific values of y;, yc and V, examining the
cases of only individual dissipation, both types of dissipation,
and only collective dissipation, and highlighting qualitative
similarities with d = 2. Finally, we will study the mean-field
steady states as a function of y; for several d, which reveals
quantitative deviations from d = 2.
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FIG. 2. Stream plots of the mean-field equations of motion for qubits,
Eq. (10), with only individual dissipation (top row), both types of
dissipation (middle row, with y- = 2vy7) or only collective dissipation
(bottom row), and with ratios (y; + y¢) /|V| = 1.7,2.3 around the
critical value (yy + y¢) /|V| = 2 (dashed line). Here, only V > 0 is
considered. The red (brighter) dots represent the steady states (in the
bottom left plot, the center fixed points instead), whereas blue (darker)
dots are unstable fixed points. Axes labels of the upper left plot apply
to all panels.

Independently of L% and for all values of d, V, Y1, Yc, the
point
<Sx;—j,—j> =1, <Sa;m,n> =0, (a;m,n) # (x;—j,—J)
(12)

is a fixed point in the limit N — oo, which is stable if and
only if |€_j|2 (yr +vc) > 4j|V|, as we show in more detail
in Appendix B. With our scaling convention £_; = 4/2j, the
transition point is thus independent of d and coincides with the

qubit case, vy +yc = 2|V|. The scaled spin expectation values
X = (L) INJ.Y = (Jy) INj, Z = (J:) [Nj (with N — o)



are also independent of d for this steady state and thus the same
as for qubits, X =Y =0, Z = —1. We may again refer to that
state as the spin-z polarized state.

If there is only collective dissipation (i.e., y; = 0), all points
with (Sxumetm) = (Symmet,m) = 0form = —j, ..., j—1are
moreover fixed points. In addition to [£_; [*yc, |V, and j,
the stability of these points also depends on the other matrix
elements of L) and on the differences (S.m+1,m+1) = (Sxm,m )
(see Appendix B for more details). Note that conservation of
the total spin length |J| rules out these fixed points for d = 2
(except for the spin-z polarized steady state and the unstable
fixed point with (Sy.1/2,12) = 1). For d > 2, however, the
length of the total spin is not conserved in general and these
additional fixed points may be accessed by the system.

Other steady states emerge in the region where the fixed
points discussed above become unstable, as was already the
case for d = 2. As these steady states turn out to be analytically
accessible only for d = 2 and d = 3, we study them numerically
and restrict our investigations to the dissipators Li;i)n =% and

L(E’) defined in Eqgs. (5) and (6), and corresponding collective
dissipators.

Figure 3 shows, for d = 4, the time evolution of the scaled
spin expectation values X, Y, Z with N — oo, for 20 trajectories
starting at random configurations with maximal length of the

total spin, where the dissipation is given by Li};?n (a) and LY
(b), respectively. Remember that d = 4 is the smallest d
for which these two dissipators differ from each other. Note
furthermore that this figure is not a stream plot like Fig. 2, since
the dynamics depends on further variables that are not shown.

When individual dissipation is present (top and middle row),
independently of whether there is also collective dissipation or
not, the behaviour is qualitatively very similar to d = 2 (Fig. 2),
for both spin-ladder dissipation and m-independent dissipation:
In the dissipation-dominated regime y; + yc > 2|V| (right
column of both subfigures), all trajectories converge to the
unique steady state with X =Y = 0, Z = —1. When the
interaction dominates (left column of both subfigures), two
steady states emerge, with Z # —1 and X = Y, which are
identical to each other up to the sign of X and Y. These are
thus broken-symmetry steady states like in the interaction-
dominated regime for d = 2. With increasing ratio yc/yi,
the broken-symmetry steady states differ further from the
spin-z polarized state, an effect that is slightly stronger for m-
independent dissipation than for spin-ladder dissipation. Also
in comparison to d = 2 (Fig. 2) one observes that the d = 4
broken-symmetry steady states deviate more strongly from the
spin-z polarized steady state.

When only collective dissipation contributes (bottom row),
the interaction-dominated regime (bottom left panel of both
subfigures) is characterized by oscillatory solutions for both
types of Lindblad operators, similarly as for d = 2. In fact,
the behaviour for spin-ladder dissipation is exactly identical to
d = 2: In this case the system of N spin-j particles corresponds
to a single spin of length Nj, which can equivalently be
modelled as a collective spin of 2Nj spin-1/2 particles, and
the limit N — oo of these two scenarios thus coincides. In
contrast, m-independent dissipation according to L(El) does

lead to deviations from d = 2: The total spin length is no
longer conserved, but oscillates instead. This periodic change
of the total spin length can be seen, e.g., from the trajectory
highlighted in red in the bottom left panel of subfigure (b),
which starts at the surface of the sphere, then approaches its
center, before returning towards the surface again.

The fact that the total spin length is not fixed to 1 for m-
independent collective dissipation becomes apparent also from
the dynamics at dominating dissipation [bottom right panel of
subfigure (b)]: There, multiple steady states are found with
X =Y =0, but different values of Z depending on the initial
conditions. These are the fixed points with (Sg:m,n) = 0 for
m # n discussed above. In contrast, for spin-ladder dissipation,
only a single steady state with X =Y = 0, Z = —1 emerges,
like for non-vanishing y;.

Despite the qualitative similarities with the qubit case, the
number of single-particle levels does have a significant effect
onto the steady state, also for spin-ladder dissipation. This is
exemplified in Fig. 4 by the scaled steady-state spin expectation
values |X| and Z for N — oo and only individual dissipation,
vc = 0. The steady states for d > 2 are here obtained
numerically by solving Eq. (9) with <S’Q;m,n> = 0 and then
checking the stability of the resulting fixed points by inserting
them into the (analytically accessible) Jacobian matrix of Eq. (9).
For spin-ladder dissipation (solid lines), both expectation values
are continuous at the transition for all d, whereas their slope
(i.e., their first derivative with respect to y;/|V|) changes non-
continuously at y; = 2|V|. The transition thus remains of
second order also for d > 2. However, as fits with a power law
~ (2 = v1/IV])Pe (@ = X, Z) reveal, the behaviour of X and
Z + 1 for y; < 2|V| can be characterized by critical exponents
B that decrease with d towards O (i.e., for larger d, the spin
expectation values change more rapidly at the transition). For
d =2to d =7 shown in Fig. 4, we find in particular Sx =~ 0.5,
0.26, 0.18, 0.14, 0.11, 0.10 and Bz =~ 1.0, 0.55, 0.40, 0.33,
0.28, 0.25. Hence, the first derivatives at y; = 2|V| (except for
Z with d = 2) diverge towards infinity as ~ (2—y;/|V])~(17Ba),
but with an exponent 1 — 3, that increases with d.

Remarkably, m-independent dissipation for d > 4 (dashed
lines) gives rise to striking differences to the qubit case and
to spin-ladder dissipation for the same d: In the dissipation-
dominated regime close to the transition, i.e., y; 2 2|V|, a
bistable regime emerges in which not only the spin-z polar-
ized state but also the broken-symmetry states observed for
dominating interaction (see Fig. 3) are stable. In fact, the spin
expectation values of the broken-symmetry steady states extend
continuously from the interaction-dominated regime into the
region y; > 2|V/|. At the upper limit of the bistable region, i.e.,
the point where the broken-symmetry states finally become
unstable (visible in the figure as the end points of the lines), the
corresponding spin expectation values still differ from X = 0
and Z = —1, i.e., the transition is of first order, in contrast to the
second-order transition observed for d = 2 and for spin-ladder
dissipation. As d increases, the bistable region grows (from
vi/IV| € [2,2.05] ford = 4 to y;/|V| € [2,2.46] ford =7),
and the spin expectation values of the broken-symmetry states
at the upper limit of the bistable region differ further from those
of the spin-z polarized state. Note that a bistable region has re-
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FIG. 3. Time evolution of the scaled spin expectation values X = (J) /Nj, Y = <Jy> I/Nj, Z = (J;) /Nj in the mean-field limit N — oo
[Eq. (9)] for d = 4, with dissipator L(l) (a) and dissipator Lg) (b), and only individual dissipation (top row), both types of dissipation

spin

(middle row, with y¢ = 2yy) or only collective dissipation (bottom row), and with ratios (yy +y¢) /|V| = 1.7,2.3 around the critical value
(yr +vc) /|V| = 2 (dashed line). Here, only V > 0 is considered. The 20 initial states of the shown trajectories were chosen randomly from the
states with maximal spin length and are the same in all plots. Red dots denote the steady states and the red line (in grayscale, the brighter line at
negative X and Y) in the lower left plot of (b) highlights a single trajectory referenced in the main text. Axes labels of the upper left plot in each

subfigure apply to all panels.

cently been found also for the Dicke model with individual and
collective dissipation [111]. In that model, however, bistability
emerges already for d = 2, in contrast to our findings reported
here.

Far from the transition point, the absolute value of the spin
expectation values decreases as y; is reduced, for both ngn
and LY. Comparison of the data for y; > 0 to a power
law (exemplified for X in the inset of Fig. 4) reveals that
X ~ (y1/IVD'2, Z ~ y;/|V] to leading order in y;/|V]|, for
both dissipators and all d, and consequently lim,, 0 X =
lim,, 0 Z = 0 like for 4 = 2. However, the prefactor of this

convergence decreases as d is increased, for X from 1/ \2
(d =2)t00.472 (d = 7, spin-ladder dissipation) and 0.378
(d = 7, m-independent dissipation), respectively, and for Z
from —1/2 (d = 2) to —0.087 (d = 7, spin-ladder dissipation)
and —0.073 (d = 7, m-independent dissipation), respectively.

Note that due to the symmetries of the system any result
discussed in this section for |X| is valid also for |Y| = | X|, and
the findings about the broken-symmetry states hold for both of
these states, since they differ from each other only in the sign
of XandY.

We can finally conclude for spin-ladder dissipation that the
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FIG. 4. Scaled spin expectation values |X| = (Jx) /Nj and Z =
(Jz) |Nj of the steady states versus y;/|V| at yc =0and N — oo,
for dissipators Li 311 (solid) and L( 2 (dashed) and ford =2tod =7
as indicated in the legend. The black dashed line highlights the
transition point y; = 2|V|, below which the spin-z polarized steady
state (horizontal line at X = 0 and Z = —1, identical for all d and both
dissipators) becomes unstable. The broken-symmetry steady states
for Lg) and d > 4 remain stable above y; = 2|V| until y;/|V| = 2.05
(d=4),2.16 (d = 5),2.30 (d = 6), 2.46 (d = 7). The two broken-
symmetry steady states at y; < 2|V| (and at y; > 2|V| for L(El)) have
identical |X| and Z. The inset shows |X| for y;/|V| € [0.01,0.1] in
comparison to a power law ~ (yr/|V|) 1/2 (black dashed line).

properties of the steady state for d > 2 remain qualitatively the
same as for d = 2, while features such as the divergence from
the spin-z polarized state for y; < 2|V| and the convergence to
r =0 for y; — 0 become more prominent with increasing d.
For m-independent dissipation, in contrast, the phase diagram
changes also qualitatively through the emergence of the bistable
region.

C. Large-Spin Limit for Spin-Ladder Dissipation

As we have seen in the preceding section ford =2tod =7,
the features of the steady state for spin-ladder dissipation remain
qualitatively unchanged as d increases in the limit N — oo.
Motivated by this result, we will now investigate whether these
findings are still valid for an infinite number of single-particle
levels and whether, consequently, the two limits N — oo and
d — oo commute. To answer these questions, we consider the
limit j — oo of scaled spins ](l)/j (i=1,...,N,a=x,y,2),
where N is finite. Such a limit can, for instance, be achieved
by N collective spins of a large number of atoms, in a similar
fashion as, e.g., the models discussed in Refs. [20, 26].

One can easily check that (j, () Y/j = O(1), whereas
i k
(L& 157 11) = 61k Somry e apy UL 2 (with i,k =

1,....N and a,B =1x,Y,z), converges to 0 as j — oo. In this
limit, we can thus apply a mean-field assumption in the equa-

tions of motion for the scaled spins, which, with @) = (;j ((y’ ) Y J

@=1,...,N,a=x,y,z2),leads to
. w (& N .
o0 — o (Zym) RONRVING U 1\(7: (me)Z(z)’
k=1 k=1
(13a)
. 2V N R R 0% N .
)-,(l) - _ 5 (Zx(k)) 7@ +y,y(’)z(’) + WC (Zy(k)) z(’),
k=1 k=1
(13b)
2

. vy & , N2 N2
Z(’)=W (+ 050 4y 0x0) —, [(xm) +(y<z>)]

=1
N
_V_CZ( (k) <z>+y<k)y<z>)
N k=1

(13¢c)

While the squared length (x(0)*+(y()*+(z0)? = (j+1)/j of
the single-particle spins is constant throughout time evolution,

\2 2 N2
the squared length (Zf‘\:}l x(l)) + (Zfil y(’)) + (Zf\:ll z(l))
of the total spin is not necessarily conserved. However, if
the system is initialized in a state with maximum total spin
length, then a®d = ok (G,k=1,...,N,a =x,y, z) for all
times [112]. Then

20 = —2vy D20 4 (3 +y0) x D20, (14a)
p( = —2vx D2 4 (v +y0) y P2, (14b)

y
(x“))2 + (y(i))z] . (l40)

which is nothing else than the mean-field equations for N — oo
and d = 2, Eq. (10), with collective dissipation at the rate
v1 + Yc and vanishing individual dissipation. Hence, the
transition point remains at y; + y¢ = 2|V| like for N — oo at
finite d, but the transition is now of first order also for finite
vr and the steady states in the interaction-dominated regime
are always oscillatory, no matter whether y; is present or not.
Consequently the steady-state properties for a finite number
of infinitely long collective spins (i.e., d — oo at fixed N)
are strikingly different from those for an infinite number of
particles with finite spin (i.e., N — oo at fixed d), even though
the model for finite N and d is exactly the same.

¢ =avx Dy — (yr +yc)

IV. SPECTRAL FINGERPRINTS OF THE DISSIPATIVE
PHASE TRANSITION

In the following sections, we investigate numerically how the
different phases manifest themselves at finite particle numbers
N, restricting to y; # O for simplicity. To this end, we interpret
the right-hand side of Eq. (3) as a linear superoperator £ (the
Liouvillian) acting on the density matrix p. The steady states
are then eigenmatrices of £ with eigenvalue 0. We express
the Liouvillian as a (D X D)-dimensional matrix and employ
its permutation invariance [18, 93-95] to reduce its matrix

d*N to (N +;1,2_1), which scales with N

as N1, i.e., polynomially. Due to the Z, symmetries TT;

dimension from D =



and I, £ is block-diagonal with four blocks of approximately
equal size, i.e., of dimensions that are further reduced by a
factor ~ 1/4 compared to the full Liouvillian dimension. Nev-
ertheless, since the order of this polynomial grows quadratically
with d, the numerics remain limited to rather small particle
numbers already for moderately large d: For instance, blocks
of dimension ~ 150000 correspond to N =~ 150 two-level
systems, but to only N = 6 five-level systems [exact values of
the four block dimensions: 149 226, 143 450, 146 300, 146 300
for (N, d) = (150, 2) and 149 535, 147 580, 148 330, 148 330
for (N,d) = (6,5)].

From the symmetry-resolved (with respect to I1; and II)
spectrum of L, one can detect dissipative phase transitions and
symmetry breaking [24, 29]: Within each symmetry sector
induced by the Z, symmetries, here labelled by parities py €

{+1, -1} withrespect to ITy (k = 1,2), let AEP"pZ) be the eigen-

values of £, sorted such that IRe[/llgp"pZ)]l < |Re[/lff1"p2)]|
(i=0,1,2,...). The steady state is contained in the fully sym-
metric sector with respect to the Z, symmetries [24], which is
here the space characterized by parities p; = p» = +1. When a
symmetry of the equations of motion is broken by the steady
states, the gaps

APLP2) — _Re [/1((]”1”’2)], (p1,p2) # (+1,+1)  (15)

between the eigenvalue /l(()+l’+l) = 0 of the steady state and

the lowest eigenvalue /l(()p 1P2) in the sector (p1, p2) vanish as
N — oo, for all sectors (py, p2) corresponding to the broken
symmetry [24, 29]. In our model, the steady states remain
symmetric with respect to I, for all V > 0 and with respect to
I1,I1, for all V < 0, while the symmetry IT; is spontaneously
broken in the thermodynamic limit for y; + y¢c < 2|V/|, see Sec-
tion III. The symmetry sector corresponding to the symmetry
breaking at V > 0 (V < 0) is hence the one, where the parity
of I1; differs from the fully symmetric space and the parity
of I, (of I1;I1;) remains the same, i.e., (p1, p2) = (=1,+1)
[(p1, p2) = (=1,—=1)]. Furthermore, when several steady states
not related by symmetry coexist in the thermodynamic limit
for the same parameter values, e.g., at the critical point of a
first-order phase transition [24], also the gap

A(+1,+1) — _Re[/li+1,+l)] (16)
between /1(()+1’+1> = 0 and the first nonzero eigenvalue A
of the same symmetry sector vanishes as N — oo.

Figure 5 shows the values of the gaps A(P1-P2) for all symme-

try sectors, both dissipators Li;gn, Lg), andd = 3tod = 5, with
particle numbers N such that the dimensions of the symmetry
sectors are between =~ 30 000 and ~ 40 000 for all d. Even for
the small particle numbers considered here, the gap A=+
clearly closes in the interaction-dominated phase where sym-
metry breaking occurs in the thermodynamic limit, for both
types of dissipators. Furthermore, for m-independent dissi-
pation and d = 4,5, the region where A("1*1) significantly
decreases appears to be slightly shifted towards larger y; +y¢ as
compared to spin-ladder dissipation, most prominently visible
for d = N = 5. This suggests that A+ — 0 (N — o)

(+1,+1)
1

(=1,+1)

1l-1

L /1 { R V21 {21
FIG. 5. Gaps A(P1-P2) for spin-ladder (a) and m-independent (b)
dissipation, versus y;/|V| and y¢/|V| (only V > 0), with parities
(p1, p2) as indicated in the top row and for different N, d (rows) such
that the dimension of the Liouvillian is comparable. The color bar
is identical for all panels. The black line indicates the mean-field
transition point yy +yc = 2|V|. White areas denote parameter values,

for which not all the necessary eigenvalues could be computed. Since

Li}izn = Lg) for d = 3, the upper rows of subfigures (a) and (b) are
identical.

also in the bistable region, as expected from the existence of
broken-symmetry steady states in that domain.

In contrast, the behaviour of the other gaps AL+ AGL=1)
is less clear, and a significant closing of the gaps in the
interaction-dominated phase is not observed. Neverthe-
less, A®1*D and A®1L=1 are reduced as compared to the
dissipation-dominated phase.

Note that there is a tendency of all gaps to close for
v1,yc — 0. This can be understood from the exact limit
v1 = yc = 0: There, only the unitary dynamics survives,
which in the thermodynamic limit has four steady states related
to each other by symmetry [given by Eq. (11) for y¢ = 0].
Consequently, both symmetries I1;, II, are broken and we
expect all gaps A(P1-P2) with (py, p2) # (+1,+1) to close.

To get a clearer understanding of the gaps also for (p1, p2) #
(=1,+1), we plot A(P1-P2) in Fig. 6 as functions of y;/|V| and
of particle number at constant y¢/|V| = 0.2 (i.e., along the
vertical axes of Fig. 5), for spin-ladder and m-independent
dissipation. All four gaps are found to decrease as y;/|V| is
reduced. However, no trace of the phase transition is visible in
the two gaps A*1:~1) | except for a small kink in the vicinity
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FIG. 6. Gaps APLP2) gty [|IV] = 0.2, for spin-ladder and m-independent dissipation as indicated in the top row: (a) versus yy/|V|, for d = 3,
N =3,6,9,12,15,18 (red solid), d =4, N = 3,6,9 (blue dashed), d =5, N = 2,4, 6 (green dash-dotted), where stronger color means larger
particle number and N = 6 is indicated for AGLFD by circles accompanying the lines, (b) versus 1/N at the transition point y;/|V| = 1.8 [black
dashed line in (a)], for d = 2 (purple circles), d = 3 (red squares), d = 4 (blue diamonds), d = 5 (green triangles). Dashed lines in (b) are linear

fits to the last three points. Since Ls(g n

dissipators.

of the critical point y;/|V| = 1.8 for some (N, d). But note
that for other (N, d) such a feature is either absent or appears
far from the critical point, i.e., this kink might as well be
unrelated to the phase transition and due to finite-size effects.
Furthermore, increasing the number of particles at constant
d does not significantly reduce these gaps in the interaction-
dominated phase. In fact, as visible from Fig. 6(b) directly
at the critical point (y;/|V|],vc/IV]) = (1.8,0.2), the gaps
A= may even slightly increase with particle number, for
both types of dissipation. These results clearly show that the
symmetry I, remains intact at the phase transition.

In contrast, A1+ and A(=1*1) do display features of the
phase transition: Similarly to Fig. 5, the symmetry-related
gap A1+ is greatly reduced in the interaction-dominated
phase and decreases strongly with increasing particle num-
ber. Note, however, that an extrapolation to infinite N at
(y1/IV1,yc/IV]) = (1.8,0.2) [dashed lines in Fig. 6(b), ob-
tained as linear fits to the three largest N] suggests small
but still finite gaps AL+ € [0.066,0.142] for spin-ladder
dissipation and AC-1*D) € [0.056,0.076] for m-independent
dissipation. This is probably a finite-size effect due to the
limited range of numerically accessible particle numbers.

As a function of y;/|V|, the gap A®H*D within the fully
symmetric sector of the Z; symmetries shows a pronounced
minimum, which for sufficiently large N is found directly
at the transition for spin-ladder dissipation and at slightly
larger y;/|V| for m-independent dissipation and d = 4,5.

= L(Ei) for d = 2,3, the red lines in (a) and the red and purple data points in (b) are identical for both

With increasing N, the gap keeps reducing for all y; in-
vestigated, and an extrapolation from the available particle
numbers to N — oo at (y;/|V|],yc/|V|) = (1.8,0.2) yields
gaps A1+1) € [0.207,0.357] for spin-ladder dissipation and
AEL+D € [20.006, 0.243] for m-independent dissipation. The
data thus suggests that the gap within the same symmetry sector
might close as N — oo, at least at the critical point, even though
this cannot clearly be confirmed from the available finite-size
data. Note that, for d = 4,5 and m-independent dissipation,
the minimal A1+ is at slightly larger y;/|V/| than the critical
point y;/|V| = 1.8. Hence, if the gap closes directly at the
critical point, then A*1) — 0 (N — ) also in a region
directly above y;/|V| = 1.8.

As discussed at the beginning of the section, we expect
such closing of the gap AL+ if several steady states not
related by symmetry are present in the thermodynamic limit.
The latter is the case in the bistable region for m-independent
dissipation and d > 4, where the broken-symmetry and the spin-
z polarized steady states coexist in the thermodynamic limit
and where our data indeed suggests A1) — 0 (N — oo).
Interestingly, our data is compatible with a closing of the gap
directly at the transition y; + yc = 2|V| for both types of
dissipation. If A!-*1) indeed vanishes there, this means that
the symmetry breaking is not the only mechanism inducing the
second-order phase transition in the LMG model for spin-ladder
dissipation, but instead it is accompanied by a non-analytic
change of the steady state within the symmetric sector of the



Z, symmetries. This finding is in line with Ref. [29], where
it is shown that symmetry breaking can be removed from a
second-order dissipative phase transition without removing the
transition itself.

When comparing different d in the regions where the gaps
AGLHD and AL close as N — oo, one finds that this
convergence to 0 is faster with increasing d. This is exemplified
by AL+ for N = 6 and d = 3,4, 5 [indicated in Fig. 6(a) by
the filled circles accompanying the lines], where the minimum
of the gap as a function of y;/|V| is deeper for larger d, and it
is also visible from Fig. 6(b), where A®*L*1) and AC-1*1) tend
to decrease with d once N is large enough. We can explain
this finding from the fact that the dimension of £ grows with
d at fixed particle numbers, which means that for larger d the
system is effectively closer to the thermodynamic limit (where
we expect the gaps to close exactly).

The spectrum thus reveals the symmetry breaking in the
interaction-dominated phase and the bistable region, and hints
towards the coexistence of steady states not related by symmetry
(in the bistable region for m-independent dissipation) and
towards a non-analytic change of the steady state at the second-
order transition (for spin-ladder dissipation). A larger number
d of single-particle levels makes the corresponding spectral
features more prominent for finite particle numbers.

V. PURITY AND ENTANGLEMENT IN THE STEADY
STATE

To further understand the properties of the different phases
at finite N, we numerically investigate also the steady states
themselves, focusing in particular on their purity and on their
bipartite entanglement properties, which we here quantify by
the negativity [113-116]. Note that for finite N and y; # 0 our
model always hosts a unique steady state pgs [117] (provided
that all £,, # 0), despite the existence of several steady states
for the interaction-dominated and bistable phases in the limit
N — oo. The finite-size steady state therefore has to be a
mixture of the mean-field steady states.

Figure 7 shows the purity Tr[p2] of the numerically com-
puted steady state pgs as a function of y¢/|V| and y;/|V|, for
d=2tod=5and N =5, N =17. As yc/|V]| or y;/|V] is
increased, the steady state turns from a highly mixed state with
Tr[p2] < 1 into an almost pure state with Tr[pZ] ~ 1, with a
drastic change directly at the phase transition. This rise of the
purity at the transition gets ever sharper as N or d are increased.
While for spin-ladder dissipation [subfigure (a)] the boundary
between highly mixed and approximately pure steady states is
almost exactly at y; + y¢c = 2|V|, it is slightly shifted to larger
v1 +7yc for d = 4,5 and m-independent dissipation [subfigure
(b)] and this shift increases from d = 4 to d = 5. Consequently,
for m-independent dissipation the switch from a highly mixed
to an almost pure steady state is related to the transition between
the bistable region and the dissipation-dominated phase.

The observed behaviour of the purity is in line with the
mean-field results: Since the unique steady state pg for finite N
is a mixture of all the mean-field steady states, it is a mixed state
(and consequently Tr[p2] < 1) once two or more steady states
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FIG. 7. Steady-state purity Tr[pszs] for spin-ladder (a) and m-
independent (b) dissipation, versus yc/|V| and y;/|V]|, for particle
numbers N = 5 and N = 7 (rows) and single-particle dimensions
d =2tod =5 (columns). The color bar is identical for all panels. The
black line indicates the mean-field critical point y; +yc = 2|V|. Since
Lipin
(b) are identical. Liouvillian dimensions [sector (pi, p2) = (+1,+1)]
range up to 30087 (N =d =5) and 43186 (N =7,d = 4).

= L(;i) for d = 2, 3, the two leftmost rows of subfigures (a) and

exist in the thermodynamic limit. As discussed in Sec. III, this
is the case exactly in the interaction-dominated and bistable
phases. For the dissipation-dominated phase, the pure state
p = (|- (=jD®N of N particles in level m = —j can be
shown to be the steady state in the exact limit V = 0 and we
can thus expect the steady state to be close to this state (and
hence to be almost pure) also for small but finite V.

Note that the mean-field assumptions of Sec. III imply that
the steady states for N — oo are well approximated by product
states 0®" of identical single-particle density matrices o for
all particles and the finite-N steady state for N > 1 is thus
approximately of the form X" | piQ?N with n the number of
mean-field steady states. Hence, its purity is approximately
2i k=1 Pipk Trloiok] N and thus decays exponentially with N
once Tr[p;ox] < 1 for all i, k. This explains the enhanced
contrast between the dissipation-dominated and the other two
phases as N is increased.

For the sharpening with d, note that Tr[p%] > 1/rank pgs,
where rank pgs < dV is the rank of Pss- The rank thus yields
a rough estimate of the purity, which, however, is exact only
if 1/rank pg is the only nonzero eigenvalue of pgs. Since any
diagonal state in the eigenbasis of H constitutes a steady state
in the exact limit y; = y¢ = 0, we can expect the steady state
at small but finite dissipation to be close to such a diagonal
state over a large number of eigenstates and to thus have almost
maximal rank, rank pg, = dV, such that its purity decreases
with d roughly as Tr[pZ] ~ d~V. Indeed, for N and d as in
Fig. 7 and y; = yc = 0.35|V| (lower left corner of the panels)
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FIG. 8. Steady-state negativity with respect to a bipartition into
Nap = (N+1)/2and Ng = (N —1)/2 particles, for spin-ladder (a) and
m-independent (b) dissipation, versus y¢/|V| and y;/|V]|, for particle
numbers N = 5 and N = 7 (rows) and single-particle dimensions
d =2tod =5 (columns). The color bar is identical for all panels. The
black line indicates the mean-field critical point y; +y¢c = 2|V|. Since
Li;l)i)n = Lg) for d = 2, 3, the two leftmost rows of subfigures (a) and
(b) are identical. Liouvillian dimensions [sector (pi, p2) = (+1,+1)]
range up to 30087 (N =d =5)and 43186 (N =7,d = 4).

we find dV Tr[pZ] € [3.41, 14.22], i.e., the purity deep in the
interaction-dominated phase is approximately of the order d .

To further reveal the impact of the dissipative phase transition
on the steady state, we investigate its entanglement negativity
Na B pss] with respect to bipartitions into subsystems A and
Bof Ny = f%] and N = [%J particles. N g[p] is defined
as [113-116]

Naslel= > 1, (17)

A eigenvalue of pTB ,
<0

where p?? is the partial transpose of p with respect to subsys-
tem B. Note that, due to permutation invariance, the bipartite
entanglement properties of pg are exactly the same for all
bipartitions with the same particle numbers N4, Np, i.e., there
is no need to distinguish them.

Figure 8 shows Ny g[p] for the steady state as a function
of yc/|V| and y;/|V|for N =5, N=7andd =2tod =5,
i.e., the same N and d as in Fig. 7. For both dissipators
and for all N and d investigated here, the negativity shows a
pronounced maximum on the dissipation-dominated side of
the phase transition, which slightly increases as a function
of N. As a function of d, the negativity maximum gets
sharper—most prominently from d = 2 to d = 3—whereas
its height is rather robust against changes of d. Independently
of the ratio of y; to yc, the maximal negativity for spin-
ladder dissipation is always larger than the corresponding

gm-1

Im—1), Im)g

Im+1), |—— wp?

FIG. 9. Example of level and excitation scheme for d = 3 ground
states and d + 2 = 5 excited states. The levels couple to four cavity
modes ay, ay, by, by (solid lines, with labels indicating the modes)
and to a total of 6(d — 1) = 12 driving fields (dotted, dash-dotted and

dashed lines, with driving frequencies as indicated in the legend). For
7 L1 2

ease of visualization, the driving frequencies Do.m® Yorm® O m-10

1.2

. O’m_ l . . . . .
single pair of ground-state levels. Notations are explained in the main
text.

W are not shown, and the modes a,, b1, by are shown only for a

value for m-independent dissipation. If one aims to prepare as
much steady-state entanglement as possible, the former type of
dissipation should therefore be preferred over the latter.

While such an entanglement maximum at the phase transition
thus emerges for both dissipators and has in fact been found
also in other models [31, 118-123], its dependence on y; and
vc is strikingly different for the two dissipators: With spin-
ladder dissipation [subfigure (a)] the largest negativity at the
phase transition is found for dominating collective dissipation,
while the presence of individual dissipation slightly reduces the
maximal negativity. In contrast, for m-independent dissipation
and d > 4 [subfigure (b)], the negativity maximum is largest
when y; dominates and collective dissipation actually leads
to a strong suppression of negativity. This is a surprising
result, given that individual dissipation on its own, due to
its local nature, cannot induce any entanglement, but instead
breaks entanglement after sufficiently long times [124]. (Note,
however, the model of Ref. [15], where individual dissipation
enhances entanglement on transient time scales.)

VI. PROPOSAL FOR EXPERIMENTAL
IMPLEMENTATION

To complement our theoretical study, let us briefly discuss
a possible experimental realization using cavity QED, based
on ideas presented in Refs. [3, 26, 125, 126]. The general
scheme is sketched in Fig. 9: N identical atoms with a ground-
state manifold of d = 2j + 1 levels |m), at energies wg m
(m = —j,...,J) are coupled off-resonantly to d + 2 excited-
state levels [m’), at energies we p» (M =—j—1,...,j+1),
where we set i = 1 for simplicity. The existence of the
additional excited-state levels m’ = £(j + 1) ensures that the
two ground-state levels m = +j can be coupled to the excited



manifold in the same way as the other levels, and that the
transition |m = 0), < |m = 0), is not forbidden, as it would
be the case for identical j in both manifolds [127, 128]. The
frequencies Awg ;n = Wg m+1 — Wg, m are assumed to be distinct
for different m, which could be achieved, e.g., by off-resonant
driving fields coupling the ground-state manifold to another
excited-state manifold [128].

The transitions between ground and excited states are driven

off-resonantly by 6(d — 1) lasers of Rabi frequencies Qg " Q(l)il

! o dvivi SN R
Qi Q_ and corresponding driving frequencies Wo 0 W0
W+ /J&

(l =1,2, u=-j,...,j— 1), with polarizations
such that the frequencies with first lower index n couple only
to the transitions |m), < |m + n),. Furthermore, the atomic
transitions couple off-resonantly to two pairs of cavity modes ay,
b; (I = 1,2) with frequencies w,,, wy,, polarized such that a;
(by) are coupled only to the [m), & |m), (jm), < |m £ 1),)
transitions, with coupling strengths gé’m (gil’m).

The frequencies of driving and cavity modes are assumed to

Ly

fulfill the resonance conditions (I = 1,2, m=—j,...,j— 1)
Wa = wl_l’m +Awg m,  Wa tAWgm X Wil m,  (182)
Wp, ® w(l) in +Awg m, Wp, + Awg m = a)(T)’m, (18b)

as sketched in Fig. 9, and consequently also

Wilm ® wl_l’m, +Awg i + Awg i, (18¢)
W R WG+ Awg  + Awg . (18d)

forallm,m’ = —j,...,j— 1. Any combination of frequencies
that is not constrained by Eq. (18) to be in resonance is assumed
to be off-resonant.

Adiabatic elimination [129] of the excited-state manifold
then yields the effective Hamiltonian

Ha= (5kk*k— ZJ: gk,mk*ksx;m,m)

k=aj,az,by,by m=—j
J
+ 3 EmSamm — (X + x[KT) 19)
m=—j k=ay,as,by,by
j-1
- Z (é:x,msx;mﬂ,m—l+§y,mSy;m+l,m—1)-
m=—j+1

1
Here, Xy = NZ;,,—_] (a'k mSx; i lm + Bie,m ym+1 m) is a su-
perposition of the operators Sy, n, Sy.m,n introduced in Eq. (7),
with coefficients

Ql* Ql*

-1, mgOm +1, mgO m+l1
= — + —, 20
Xa;,m A, 2Am+l (20a)
INERY T, l*
o _ QO m +1 m n Q 1 m+1 (20b)
P 2 A 2Am ’
I I
Bom =i Q7 mgO m_ Q) mg(),m+1 200)
anm 2Am 2Am+l ’
1.1+ TIx |
By =i Q, g+1m_QOmg1m+1 20d)
brom A 28, |
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where A, is of the order of the detuning between the transition
frequencies and the driving frequencies and where Q2, =

+1,m
ol 'zn 0, consequently Ba,.m = i®u.m> Bbym = 1by.m.
Further details on the derivation of this equation can be found
in Appendix C, where, in Eq. (C6), also the other parameters
of Heg are defined.

The full system dynamics, including the decay of the cavity
modes with dissipation rates kx (k = ay, a», b, by) but neglect-
ing individual dissipation for simplicity, is then described by
the master equation

Pranl = — i[Hesr, prun]

£ D

k=ay,az,b1,by

i (2kprak’ - (K&, pran}) . @D)

Assuming that the dynamics of the cavity modes alone is much
faster than the coupled dynamics of atoms and modes according
to Eq. (21) [bad cavity limit], we can adiabatically eliminate
the cavity modes [130] (for details see Appendix C) and arrive
at the following master equation for just the atomic density
matrix p = Trphotons [ofun]:

. Kk
p=~ilH.pl+ e (2x]p e - {Xex(. 0} )
k:a],az,bl,hz
with
L Sk
H= Z EmSxmm — Z 62XkXT
m=—j k=a1,a2,b1,b2 +
j-1
- Z (é:x,me;mH,m—l+§y,mSy;m+l,m—1)~ (22)
m=—j+1

Note that terms ~ k"kSy..» vanish in this limit, since the
adiabatic elimination here effectively corresponds to an empty
cavity.

By choosing Rabi frequencies, driving frequencies and mode
frequencies such that

1. &, is independent of m and can thus be discarded,

2. |64,| > ka,, |0p,| > «p, and the corresponding contri-
bution to dissipation is hence negligibly small,

3. ~6a,/(65, + k5,) = 0b,/ (6, +&p) = wPV/(N]),
Aay,m = ,Bbl,m = Aj,mww ,Bal,m = Upy,m = 0 with

an arbitrary constant nonzero frequency w,

. . 1/2
4. agym = O, (’)/C(K£2 +5‘212)/NJK02) / /2 and ap, m =

12
G (ve G, + &) INjKy) 12

5. 0ay/Kay = —Ob,/Kp,, and

6. gx,m = fy,m =0,

this effective model is identical to Eq. (3), except for the
individual dissipation that we neglected here. Since g, m,
ap,,m can be tuned independently for each m, we can freely



choose ¢, (within the ranges given by the accessible Rabi
frequencies and detunings) and hence implement arbitrary
collective dissipators L. Note that one might need to introduce
further driving fields in order to jointly fulfill conditions 3 and 6.

As an example, we consider the transition between the
5812, F = 2 and 5P3),, F’ = 3 hyperfine manifolds in $7Rb,
which has recently been employed as an experimentally ac-
cessible model system for the effects of multilevel systems on
collective atom-cavity couplings [44]. We assume the driv-
ing frequencies to be larger than the transition frequencies by
A = 1 GHz, a magnetic field of 5 mT providing Zeeman split-
tings of 33 MHz, N ~ 10* atoms like in Ref. [44], cavity decay
rates kx ~ 10kHz (compare [131], k = a1, a», by, b), and
coupling constants g ~ 210kHz (compare [44]). The coupling
constants of each transition |m), < [n), are then given as
8Cm.n, Where ¢, , is a Clebsch-Gordan coeflicient [128]. By
off-resonantly driving the transition between 58,2, F' = 2 and
5Py, F' = 1, the level distances Aw, , are modified by few
MHz and become distinct for different m. Furthermore, by
tuning the offsets between driving frequencies and mode fre-
quencies, we set 04, = —0p, = 102.9kHz > k4, kp, (I =1 2)
Choosing Rabi frequencies Q = 6 MHz, Qz ., =

Q(l) i = 50 MHz and appropnately ad]ustlng the other Rabi

frequencies in a range between * 4 MHz and =~ 50 MHz to
fulfill conditions 3 and 4 (with Le = J_ or Le = 3N, LY),
we obtain the interaction strength |V| ~ 12.7 kHz and the col-
lective dissipation rate y¢ ~ 25.8 kHz ~ 2|V/|. By tuning the
Rabi frequencies from that configuration, one can then access
the interaction- and dissipation-dominated regimes yc < 2|V|
and yc > 2|V|.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have thoroughly investigated a d-level generalization
of the dissipative LMG model with individual and collective
decay, in the mean-field limit of infinite particle numbers and
numerically for finite system sizes. For any number of levels d,
a dissipative phase transition has been identified as a function
of interaction and dissipation, encompassing in particular the
case of qubits studied earlier [13, 91]. The two phases are
a symmetric, spin-z polarized phase and a phase of broken
symmetry, which hosts two static steady states in the presence
of individual dissipation and an infinite number of oscillatory
solutions in the case of only collective dissipation.

Under suitable parameter scaling, the position of the critical
point can be made identical for all numbers d of single-particle
levels and independent of the exact form of the dissipators.
However, as d increases, the critical exponents characterizing
the behaviour of spin expectation values at the phase transition
reduce towards 0. Furthermore, when d > 4 and the decay
rates between adjacent single-particle levels |m) and |m + 1)
are identical for all m, the critical point transforms into a
bistable region, in which both phases are present.

The numerically computed spectrum of the Liouvillian con-
firms the existence of the phase transition and the spontaneous
symmetry breaking accompanying it: At the transition to the
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broken-symmetry phase, the associated gap in the Liouvillian
spectrum closes and remains closed within that phase. In
addition, the bistable region is signalled by a vanishing gap
in the Liouvillian spectrum of the symmetric subspace (with
respect to the model’s Z, symmetries).

The purity of the steady state reveals that the two phases can
be characterized as almost pure (spin-z polarized phase) and
highly mixed (broken-symmetry phase), where the bistable re-
gion is found to belong to the highly mixed phase. As with other
open systems [31, 118—123], the dissipative phase transition
is accompanied by a maximum of steady-state entanglement.
Surprisingly, the interplay of individual and collective terms
can lead to stronger entanglement than collective terms alone,
an effect that is only present for d > 4.

We have thus found that the d-level generalization of the
dissipative LMG model not only allows for a richer phase
diagram, with a bistable region not present in the two-level
case, but also for new effects of dissipation onto steady-state
entanglement. In particular this last point would deserve further
investigation in future research. Understanding in detail the
reasons for the suppression and enhancement of entanglement
by the individual or collective nature of dissipation could
lead to new schemes of preparing entangled steady states.
Furthermore, as spin squeezing is related to entanglement [11],
it might show a similar dependence on individual and collective
dissipation as the entanglement negativity investigated in this
work. Consequently, individual dissipation could, for particular
dissipators, ease the preparation of spin-squeezed steady states,
a finding that could widely be applied in the context of quantum
metrology.
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Appendix A: Mean-field Equations of Motion

When the time evolution of the density matrix p is given
by Eq. (3), the expectation value (O) = Tr[Op] of a time-
independent Hermitian operator O evolves according to

d(0) _. v
T_1<[111,0]>+2—],Z<

Tt .
(L<’)) ,0] L@ +H.c.>

i=1
+ 2E(ILL, 0L +Hee),
2N <[ ILc+He.
(AD)
where H.c. stands for the Hermitian conjugate of the preceding

term, i.e., for ([(L(’))I ,0] L(’)) = (L(’))} [0,L7] and

([LE, O]Lc)' = LTC [O, L] here. Applying the commutation



relations
_ZiN[Sx;m,na SX;{),]J] = 6n,nSy;m,p + 6n,pSy;m,0 (A2a)
+ 6”1,0Sy;’l,p + 6m,pSy;n,0,
=2iN[Symn> Syi0.p]l = = On0Syim.p + On,pSym.o0 (A2b)
+ 6m,0Sy;n,p - 6m,pSy;n,0’
—2iN [Sx;m,n, Sy;o,p] = - 6n,on;m,p + 5n,pr;m,o (A2c)

- 5m,OSx;n,p + 6m,pr;n,o

to the unitary part yields
Vi ([Ix _ymn Iy ;
= Z ({ﬁ’ﬂ+l,+l + N,dflr’n_nl N (A3a)

Vv ‘]y ysmn ‘IX x;mn
:z_j({ﬁ’d—l,ﬂ - ﬁ’dﬂ,—l » (A3b)

1[H’ Sx;m,n]

i[H, Sy.m.nl

-1
N J
[LE Sxmalle +He =5 37 ( {@y oy gxmne g 0+1,0} {%* mno.__gyimno Sx;on,o}
&
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where we defined the short-hand notation

Ag"r = Ajn-1Samn-1+ T102A; m-1Sanm-1 (Ad)
+ U-IAj,nS(x;m,nH + UZAj,mSa;n,mH

and used that J,/N = Zf;:_].Aj,me;mH,m and J,/N =

Z{n_:l_j Aj mSymet,m. Similarly, expressing Lc as Lc =
-1

sznz_j -

tation relations gives

(Sxm+1.m — 1Syum+1,m) and applying the commu-

+1,+1 +1,+1 2 (AS )
a
+i [@x e T Syoeto| - [%il’“ﬁ" + TN S o0 )
T N - y;mno X5 mno X, mno ysmno
(L& SymnlLc +He. = = Z R+ I Sortof ARG = I Syont0
o) (ASb)
+1i [%x o jylnj_rlm’ Sx,()+l,u] [t%ylm_:llo j_fl;’nirlwv Sy;0+1,0]) .

Here, we introduced the short-hand notations

L%g-lm(:-lf = Re[fz_lfo]sa;m,n—l + 0102 Re[fzq_]go]sa;n,m—l
+ 01 Re [f;klfo]sa;m,nﬂ +osRe [g;;lgo]s(x;n,mH’
(A6a)
J(fl”(’,f;" =Im[¢€,_65]1Samn-1 + oo Im[€y €61 ainm-1
+01 Im[g;:fo]sa;m,nﬂ +02 Im[fjnfo]sa;n,mﬂ .
(A6b)
For the individual dissipators, note that
[lo+1);{ol;» Sximnl = |0+1> (ml;
60 n l) m
— = Imyi ol - *;V In); (ol
(A7a)
0o,
[|0+1>i<0|iaSy;m,n]= 2N |0+ > <I’l| 2N
Go+l, 1,
— 5o Im)i ol + o o I dol;

(A7b)

(

Inserting these expressions into [(L("))T,Sa;m,n] LD with
a = x,y and summing over i yields

N
> [(U‘)) xmn] L +He. —Z(Re [65,6] Sxmstnst
i=1

—Im [Z:;Lfn] Sy;m+l,n+l
|6n-11” + Ié’m—1|2S )
- f x;m,n |»

(A8a)

I (i) "
DED)  Syama| LD+ Hee. = 2{Re [65,60] Syimer e
i=1

+Im [f;lf

n] Sx;m+1,n+1

wn—l |2 + |[m—l |2
- fsy;m,n .

(A8b)

Since the commutator [Sq.m,n, Sg.0,p] vanishes as N — oo
[compare Eq. (A2)], we can treat the S operators as real
numbers in the limit N — co. In particular we approximate
({SasmnSpio.p}t) * 2{Saumn) (Sp0,p) and consequently



also
J mn J mn
(O R
({REM0 Sp 01 0}) = 2(BEOY (Sporio),  (AID)
<{ja(-l] ng;o Sﬁ,o+1,0}> <Jgp-l] ”f;’;o> <S,B,0+1,o> 5 (A9C)

while we set all commutators to 0. This yields a closed
set of differential equations for (S mm,n), with two quadratic
terms stemming from the unitary time evolution and from the
collective dissipation [fo.n.n and hg.m,» in Eq. (9)], and a
linear term due to the individual dissipation [g 4:m.» in Eq. (9)].

Appendix B: Fixed Points and Their Stability

Simple fixed points of the mean-field equations derived in the
preceding appendix can be found by individually setting each
contribution (unitary part, individual and collective dissipation)
to 0. When y; # 0, the individual dissipation vanishes only

J
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if (Sxmn) = (Syumn) = 0 for all myn = —j,...,j with
€m-1 # 0 or £,_1 # 0. This can be seen by an induction over n,
starting from n with £, =0 (e g., n = j). For the most general
form of L¥), thus only <S > and (Sy -, ]> are allowed

to be nonzero. Noting that <S ,,J,,.,> 0 by definition and
j <Sx;m,m> = 1 fixes
<SX; —j- j> = 1, one obtains exactly the spin-z polarized steady
state defined in Eq. (12). It is easy to see that this choice
of (Saum,n) also makes the unitary part and the collective
dissipation vanish and thus constitutes a fixed point for all
values of d,V, vy, yc and L,

To study the stability of a fixed point s, one computes
the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix J (s) [108, 109], i.e.,

that the normalization condition an:_

. . . - a,m,n — 6F(z n,n
the matrix of partial derivatives 7, Bo » (s) = S >( s)
at s, where Founn ((Sgio.p)) = V famun <S,3,0,p>

VI ga;m,n(<S5;0,p>) +yc hmm,n«Sﬁ;(,,p)) is the right-hand
side of Eq. (9). After eliminating (Sx;_ i j> via the condi-

tion 3/

m=-=j

steady state

<Sx;m,m> = 1, one obtains for the spin-z polarized

. " « Cn1 >+ € -1 2
jcxbmﬁn(s) = - Z_j Re[f_jfp] 0,p+10—j+1,mO—jn+ 7 (Re[é’ tnl Sm+l,00n+1,p — %6m,06n,p ) (Bla)
. VA; JA; _;
k7),);Cgrll;’1(_8') = (% - z_j Im[gijfp]) 6(),p+16—j+1,m6—j,n - % Im[gjngn]ém+l,06n+l,ps (B1b)
g VAjpAj-j 7C " Y1 «
x o,p ( ) f Z Im[f_jfp] 60,p+15—j+1,m6—j,n + 7 Im[gmgn]‘smﬂ,oénﬂ,p’ (BlC)
2 2
fol " « Con— + |, -1
yyompn( ) - = Z_J Re[f—jfp]60,p+16—j+1,m6—j,n + % (Re[gmgn](smﬂ,aénﬂ,p - %6m,o6n,p) . (Bld)
[
When the rows and columns of 7 (s) are sorted into groups fulfills <Sx;m+1,m> = (Sy;m+1,m> =0forallm=—-j,...,j—-1.

of identical m — n or o — p, respectively, within which the
respective index m or o increases monotonically, the Jacobian
matrix is triangular except for a block of size 2 X 2, which reads

_|f—j|2(2)}1+7c) v i
oy _|f—j|2(2);_1+7c) ’ (B2)

and thus has eigenvalues —(|{lj|2(71 + vc))/(2)) = 2V.
The other eigenvalues of J(s) are the remaining diago-
nal elements: the —1 + d(d — 1)/2 doubly degenerate val-
ues —yy (|bn=11? + a1 ?) /27, with m = —j +2,...,],
n = —-j...m-1 ¢ ;1 = 0, and the d - 1 non-
degenerate values —y;|6,,—1]%/j, withm = —j +1,...,j. For
|€,j|2(y1 +yc) > 4j|V|, all eigenvalues are negative and
the spin-z-polarized steady state is thus a stable fixed point,
whereas for |£_; I>(y1 +yc) < 47|V one of the eigenvalues in
the 2 X 2 block becomes positive and consequently the fixed
point becomes unstable.

From Egs. (A3) and (AY), it is clear that the unitary part and
the collective dissipation vanish also at any other point that

Consequently, each such point is a fixed point for y; = 0.
This includes, for instance, the diagonal states, where only the
terms (Sx;m,,,,), m=—j,...,J,areallowed to be nonzero. The

Jacobian at such a diagonal state reads, with S, = (Sxins1,n+1)—

<Sx;n,n>,

xm ”( ) - '}/j Re[[;klfp]snéo,pﬂém,nﬂa (B3a)

xop

. VA; ,A;

j;fér,n[;n(s) = (_ ]’1.7 L + 7; Im[f:;fp]) Snéo,p+16m,n+l’
J J

(B3b)

VA; ,A;
Xyl’mpn( ) (M 75‘ Im [f* ]) S 60 p+16m n+ls
(B3c)
Tyop ()= —R (656518060, p+1Gm,ns1 (B3d)

ie., it vanishes except for a block of dimension
2(d — 1) x2(d — 1). To get a basic understanding of the sta-
bility criteria for these states, we study a simple diagonal state



with (Sxumst,m+1) = (Sxmm) form = —j, ..., j—1 except for
one specific m = mg. The Jacobian has then only two nonzero
eigenvalues, which read

Sm 2
22 (e e 242,,,v1)

2 (B4)

This diagonal state is thus stable if and only if S,,,, < O (which

is equivalent to <Sx;m0+1’m0+1> < <Sx;m0,m0>) and |€m0|2 ve >
2A§’ mo|V|, i.e., a similar stability criterion as for the spin-z
polarized state, but with dependence on £,,, instead of £_;. For
more general diagonal states, where the Jacobian is a function
of ¢, and S, for all m, we expect also the stability to depend

on all the £, and S,,.

As discussed in Sec. 111, further fixed points may in general
emerge, for which the unitary part and the collective and
individual dissipation do not vanish separately and the fixed
points depend explicitly on L), V, y¢ and y;. For d = 2,
these fixed points can be found analytically and are given
in Sec. IIT A. The corresponding eigenvalues of the Jacobian
matrix for y; # 0 are —(4|V|]y;)/Q2|V| = v¢) and —y; +
V1 (5y1 +4yc - 8|V]), whose real part is negative as long as
v1 +vc < 2|V] and turns positive for (at least) one eigenvalue
when y; + yc > 2|V|. Hence, these fixed points are stable
exactly for y;+yc < 2|V|, which is also the range of parameters
for which the corresponding values of (J,), @ = x, y, are real
and thus physically meaningful. For y; = 0, the eigenvalues

of the Jacobian matrix are =+, /272C — 8V2 (note that there are

only two eigenvalues due to the condition X? + Y2 + Z2 = 1),
which are imaginary for yc < 2|V/| and one of which becomes
positive for y¢ > 2|V|. The corresponding fixed points are
thus centers for yc < 2|V|, which is, again, also the range of
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Appendix C: Details of the Experimental Proposal

As sketched in Fig. 9, we consider N identical atoms labelled
byi=1,...,N, with d ground states at energies wg , (M =
—j,...,j) and d + 2 excited states at energies we,, (m =
—-j—1,...,j+1), coupled via 6(d — 1) driving fields and 4
cavity modes. We first move into the interaction picture with
respect to the Hamiltonian

N J Jtl
4 ’

Ho= D" | D) @ Imgi (mlgi+ > @l lmde; (ml,

i=1 |m=—j m=—j-1

) Wk,

k=ay,a;,b1,by
(CD)

where w;,m and a);( are energies close to wyg ,, and wy, respec-

tively, chosen such that

w;l - wl—l m = w;vl - wéin
’ , -, (1=1,2) (C2)
= wg,m+1 —Wem
and
o = = ek = )
= w(’g,m+l + w:g,m’+l - w,g,m — We

for all m,m’ = —j,...,j — 1. The energy difference w’e’m -
wg.m (for m = £(j + 1), the difference w;’i(ﬁl) — Wg 1)) is
of the order of the driving frequencies and we assume that
Am = We m =W, ,, is much larger than the Rabi frequencies, the
coupling strengths and the energy differences wg nm — Wy ,,, and
Wi — w}{ (m=-j,...,j, k =ay,as, by, by). With a rotating-
wave approximation, the Hamiltonian in the interaction picture
is then

physically meaningful values of (J,), @ = x, y, and they are H = Hy + Hpp + Hyph + Ha, (C4a)
unstable for yc > 2|V|. For d > 2, these fixed points and their
stability are calculated numerically, as described in Sec. IIIB.  with
|
N J Jj+l
Hoz DS (@gm = 0o I Gl b D Anlmd Gl | (C4b)
i=1 \m=-j m=—j-1
Hph = (wi — ) KTk, (C4c)
k:a1,a2,b1,b2
SEY i( )
. ’ ) ) ’ _ /’ m— Y
Hapn = Z Z Z [emwem Cam= ) gl 1M e s (g + e TGl 1), (g
i=1 m=—j I=1,2
1 Cem = Cam= b Gl b = 1), (mlg| +He., (C4d)
i1 | e @@t (Qg e-mgym,t + Qé,l e—iw[l):’l",z + Q(l),z e—iw(l):i,z)
m’ m’ ,m’
Hd = Z Z Z |m>e,i <m|g,i

i=1 m=—jm'=—j

2



(W 1~ Wg,m= Wat,m? )1
2

i(w! —l_“)z:’,m)t 1
e e,m Q—l,m’

Qi e'
+

|m + 1>e,i <m|g,i
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e_lw—],m't +Qzl /e_lwflym’t)
-1,m

+
2

where H.c. is the Hermitian conjugate.

Since A, is much larger than the other frequencies, the
excited states are only populated virtually. We can thus restrict
to the subspace of maximally one excitation and adiabatically
eliminate the excited-state manifold [129]. With P and Q being
the projectors onto the subspaces of zero and one excitation,
respectively, adiabatic elimination corresponds to the effective
ground-state Hamiltonian

Hey = PHP — PHQ(QHQ) 'QHP, ((&=))}

with (QHQ)™' ~ XN, T/ ALl |m), ; (ml,.; (neglecting
small contributions to QHQ from the cavity modes and the
ground states). Inserting our specific model and neglecting any
off-resonant contributions according to Eq. (18) yields Eq. (19)

with ag, B given in Eq. (20) and further parameters

0k = wk — w), — N6, (C6a)
i 1
1 J |g0,m|
5t == , (C6b)
d A
2 2
1 J g-li—l m| ‘glfl m‘
== ' ’ , C6
n"a mz A BT A (€60
. 2
é’al m |g0’m| +
— = -0, cod
N A a ( )
[l 5]
Cby,m +1,m -1,m "
= + -90;, (Cé6e)
N Am+1 Am—l br
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Note that the coupling strengths are typically given as gé m=

8a;Cm,ms gil m = 8b Cm.m=1 with Clebsch-Gordan coeflicients
Cm,n [128] and thus all have a similar magnitude given by g,
or gp,, respectively. Hence, if we also assume that A,,, = A,
forallm,m’ = —j—1,...,j+1, the averages |6Z| are typically
larger than the deviations |{ |/N from these averages.

To adiabatically eliminate the cavity modes in the regime,
where the dynamics of the cavity alone is much faster than the
coupled atom-cavity dynamics, we follow Ref. [130]: For our
model, the Liouville operator of the full system can be written
as L = Lphotons + €Latoms + £Line With Liouville operators
Lphotonss Latoms and Liye acting on just the photons, just the
atoms and the joint system, respectively, and € > O (here, e.g.,
e = (Xpo7+ Ki)_l/z, after an appropriate rescaling of the
time, ¢t + t/&). Then the full density matrix pgy and the time
evolution of the reduced density matrix p can be expanded
as pral = Yoo &"Kulpl, p = X, " Lulp], where K,
L, are linear time-independent superoperators. The zeroth
order yields Lphotons[Ko[p]] = 0, which is here solved by
Kolp] = p ® Pyac, Where py, is the vacuum state of the cavity.
The first order gives

Li[p] = Laoms[p] + Trphotons Lint[0 ® prac]
= Latoms [p] >
-Ephotons [Ki[p]] = =Lint[p ® pyacl
=-i Z (XZ,O ® kTPvac - pXk ® pvack) .

k=ay,az,b1,by

(C7)

(C8)
Equation (C8) can be solved towards K using an ansatz
Kilpl = Xk=ar,ar,b1,b (O'szP ® k' pyac + Tkp Xk ® Pvack),
yielding coefficients oy = 7} = (ikx + 6x)/ (k7 + 63). Using

that Trphotons KilLilpll = Trphotons Latoms [Ki[p]] = 0, the
second order becomes

Lo[p] = Trphotons Lin[K1[p]]

0
k=ay.a.bi.bs Kk T Ok
oy S (2XZpXk - {ka*,p}),
ke K;+ 0
—al,az,bl,bz k k

(C9)

which together with the first order gives Eq. (22) (after undoing
the rescaling of time, t — &t).
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