Fully differentiable optimization protocols for non-equilibrium steady states
Rodrigo A. Vargas-Hernández,1, 2 Ricky T. Q. Chen,2, 3 Kenneth A. Jung,1 and Paul Brumer1
1

arXiv:2103.12604v2 [quant-ph] 23 Nov 2021

Chemical Physics Theory Group, Department of Chemistry,
University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, M5S 3H6, Canada.
2
Vector Institute for Artificial Intelligence, Toronto, Canada.
3
Department of Computer Science, University of Toronto, Canada.
(Dated: November 24, 2021)
In the case of quantum systems interacting with multiple environments, the time-evolution of the
reduced density matrix is described by the Liouvillian. For a variety of physical observables, the
long-time limit or steady state solution is needed for the computation of desired physical observables.
For inverse design or optimal control of such systems, the common approaches are based on bruteforce search strategies. Here, we present a novel methodology, based on automatic differentiation,
capable of differentiating the steady state solution with respect to any parameter of the Liouvillian.
Our approach has a low memory cost, and is agnostic to the exact algorithm for computing the
steady state. We illustrate the advantage of this method by inverse designing the parameters of
a quantum heat transfer device that maximizes the heat current and the rectification coefficient.
Additionally, we optimize the parameters of various Lindblad operators used in the simulation of
energy transfer under natural incoherent light. We also present a sensitivity analysis of the steady
state for energy transfer under natural incoherent light as a function of the incoherent-light pumping
rate.
I.

INTRODUCTION

Nano-scale devices are commonly described as quantum systems that interact with multiple environments or
baths. Their performance is usually quantified through
quantum observables of the form, hÔ(t)i = Tr[Ôρ(t)],
where ρ(t) is the reduced representation of the quantum
system’s state at time t [1]. For systems such as quantum
heat engines, batteries, and incoherently excited exciton
transport systems, the observables of interest depends on
the long-time limit,
hOiρss ≡ lim hÔ(t)i = Tr[Ôρss ],
t→∞

(1)

where ρss is the steady state (SS) solution which satisss
fies dρdt(t) = 0. To solve for the steady state, the timeevolution of ρ is usually described by a quantum master
equation of the form,
dρ(t)
= F (ρ(t); Θ),
dt

(2)

where F is the Liouvillian, and Θ ∈ Rd represents any
set of d-parameters used to construct the Liouvillian, e.g.,
bath parameters such as the decay rates for Lindblad operators, temperature(s) of the bath(s), and system-bath
parameters [1]. From the above equations, it is clear that
ρss and hOiρss both directly depend on the functional
form of the Liouvillian and the value of the parameters
Θ. By knowing the gradient of ρss with respect to any
parameter of F , we could understand more in depth the
effect Θ has on ρss and hOiρss .
The simulation of nano-scale devices, through an open
quantum many-body framework, has lead to the development of various algorithms, e.g., renormalization
group [2–4], meanfield methods [5–7], tensor networks [8–
12], hierarchical equations of motion[13–15], Heisenberg

equation of motion approaches[16, 17], secular and nonsecular Redfield theory [18, 19], tensor transfer methods
[20–22], and mixed quantum-classical methods [23–25].
Over the years, many optimal control and inverse
design protocols for quantum dissipative systems have
been proposed [26–37]. The goal, find the optimal set of
control parameters x that govern the time-evolution of
ρ(t) by maximizing a cost function and/or a quantum
observable; x∗ = arg maxx g(x; ρ(t)). Previously, the
study of quantum obervables for open quantum systems
(hÔi = Tr[Ôρ]) was usually carried with either grid
search or physically motivated methods [26–30, 38–41],
mainly because numerical differentiation is prone to
numerical errors and is computational inefficient for
large number of parameters. Furthermore, there are only
few systems that can be solved in closed form. Recently,
with the help of machine learning tools there have been
two new directions, i) control policies learned through
a reinforcement learning methodology [35, 42–44], and
ii) gradient-based algorithms powered by automatic
differentiation (AD) [31–34].
The study and optimization of non-equilibrium steady
state systems has only been done by brute force search or
physically motivated methods, Refs. [45–48]. This is due
to two main difficulties, i) the need to solve for ρss a large
number of times, and ii) inefficient numerical techniques
ss
dhOiρss
for computing dρ
dΘ and
dΘ . For the former problem,
there have been recent works on how to alleviate the large
cost in obtaining ρss by parametrizing the steady state
solution [49–52], and determining the Liouvillian gap [53]
using various deep learning architectures. Additionally,
the memory kernel has also been approximated with deep
learning methodologies [54–57].
ss

dhOi

ρ
Gradient based methods, based on dρ
dΘ and
dΘ ,
could facilitate the navigation/search for the optimal
ss
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parameters Θ∗ in the steady states where the hOiρss
observable is maximum/minimum. While deep learning based approaches could alleviate some of the computational cost associated with obtaining ρss , none of
ss
these methodologies can improve the computation of dρ
dΘ
since they were not designed to learn the relation between the steady state and the Liouvillian’s parameters,
ρss = f (Θ). The work presented here introduces a new
route to efficiently compute these quantities by combining automatic differentiation [58] and the implicit function theorem [59].
The sections of the paper are organized as follows, Section II presents the methodology. Section III contains the
results and discussion for the optimization of a quantum
heat transfer device and the energy transfer efficiency in
a exciton model. Lastly, the summary is in Section IV.
II.

METHOD

In general, any physical observable that depends on the
steady state is a scalar function, e.g. hÔiρss = g(ρss , Θ)
(Eq. 1), whose gradient with respect to the parameters
can be decomposed with the chain rule,
∂g(ρss , Θ)
∂ hÔ(Θ)iρss
=
∂Θi
∂Θ
" i
!

#
∂ Ô(Θ)
∂ ρss
ss
= Tr
ρ + Ô(Θ)
(3)
,
∂Θi
∂Θi
can be computed effiwhere terms of the form ∂ Ô(Θ)
∂Θ
ciently with automatic differentiation [58], or using closed
form expressions when available. On the other hand, the
gradient of the steady state with respect to some paramess
ters, dρ
dΘ , is not readily available, and the standard ways
of obtaining these gradients is either analytically (when
possible) or via finite differences. However, the latter apss
proach requires computing dρ
dΘi for each single parameter
separately, for a total of O(d) evaluations of the steady
state, where d is the number of free-parameters in the
Liouvillian, Θ ∈ Rd . This makes the finite difference approach intractable for systems that depend on a larger
number of parameters.
Computing gradients through the chain rule is the role
of an automatic differentiation (AD) framework, though
we note that naı̈vely using AD is insufficient for computss
ss
ing dρ
by running an approdΘ . While we can solve for ρ
priate ODE solver for a sufficiently long period of time,
differentiating through the internals of the ODE solver is
prohibitive as it requires storing all intermediate quantities of the solver. There exists low-memory methods for
computing gradients of ODE solutions but they require
either the trajectory ρ(t) to be stored in memory or solving ρ(t) in reverse time for constant memory [31, 32, 60].
However, the reversing approach is not applicable as the
steady state, once reached, cannot be reversed.

To differentiate the steady state solution with respect
to any parameter with constant memory usage, we view
ρss as the solution of a fixed point problem,
F (ρss ; Θ) = 0.

(4)

By differentiating both-sides of Eq. 4 and solving for
dρss /dΘ we obtain,
dρss
=−
dΘ



∂F (ρss ; Θ)
∂ρ

−1 


∂F (ρss ; Θ)
,
∂Θ

(5)

The implicit function theorem [59] (Eq. 5) permits us
ss
to exactly compute dρ
dΘ without knowing the explicit or
analytic dependence of ρss on Θ, ρss = f (Θ). The full
derivation of Eq. 5 is presented in Section I-A in the
Supplemental Material.
For the inverse design of non-equilibrium quantum systems using gradient based methods, we require the Jacobian of hOiρss with respect to any parameter (Eq. 3).
Specifically, we only require vector-Jacobian products
ss
(VJP) of the form v> dρ
dΘ . In the context of computing Eq. 3, v is the vectorized form of Ô(Θ). For any
ss
vector v, the vector-Jacobian product for dρ
dΘ is given
by the implicit function theorem as,

−1 

ss
∂F (ρss ; Θ)
∂F (ρss ; Θ)
> dρ
>
v
= −v
, (6)
dΘ
∂ρ
∂Θ


−1
ss
where the term v> ∂F (ρ∂ρ ;Θ)
is the solution of a linear set of equations of the form,


∂F (ρss ; Θ)
v> = y>
.
(7)
∂ρ
ss

The Jacobian Jρ := ∂F (ρ∂ρ ;Θ) is a m2 ×m2 matrix, where
m is the number of degrees of freedom to describe a quantum system, and it could be efficiently inverted only for
small quantum systems. Additionally, to compute Jρ using automatic differentiation, we must to evaluate the
Liouvillian O(m4 ) times, which could be computationally expensive for larger quantum systems.
The approach presented here avoids the computation
of Jρ−1 by realizing that v> Jρ−1 is the steady state solution of second ODE of the form,


dy
∂F (ρss ; Θ)
=
y> − v> .
(8)
dt
∂ρ
where the steady state solution (yss ) is,

−1
∂F (ρss ; Θ)
yss = v>
.
∂ρ

(9)

Notably, simulating this second ODE only requires vector-Jacobian products of the form
y> (∂F (ρss ; Θ)/∂ρ), that can be efficiently computed with AD. Thus, to differentiate the steady state
solution of a QME, we essentially solve two steady state
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problems, both of which can be computed using any
black-box steady state solver. For all our simulations
we used an adaptive step size Runge-Kutta algorithm of
order 5 [61] to solve for the steady state. Steady state
solutions obtained by this approach were checked by
exact long time computations. In summary, we propose
ss
an efficient algorithm for computing v> dρ
dΘ in order
to allow any black-box steady state solver to be placed
within an AD framework, such as JAX [62]. For more
details about AD and the implicit function theorem
we refer the reader to Ref. [58] and Section I-A in the
Supplemental Material.
The implicit function theorem for ODE steady states
was first proposed by F. J. Pineda in 1987 to generalize
the back propagation algorithm for recurrent neural networks [63]. However, the methodology presented here is
a generalization of that work since it does not depend on
analytic forms for the Jacobian of the Liouvillian.
To summarize, we propose a method of efficiently computing exact derivatives for all parameters simultaneously with just a single evaluation of ρss , compared to finite difference approximations computed using O(d) evalss
uations. The computation of dρ
dΘ is independent of how
we solve for ρss . The implementation of the proposed algorithm is available online [64]. In the following sections,
we carry out inverse design and sensitivity analysis by
differentiating through the steady state for the optimization of quantum heat and energy transfer systems.

III.
A.

RESULTS

Redfield theory: Model systems

Quantum heat transfer (QHT) models have been proposed as rich systems to study quantum effects in thermodynamics [45, 65–68]. QHT models are commonly studied within the framework of open quantum systems where
various approaches of the quantum master equation have
been applied. In the limit of weak interactions between
the system and the baths, the time evolution of a QHT
model can be described in a perturbative manner using
Redfield theory (RT). RT assumes that the baths are prepared in a canonical thermal state, that the system-bath
interaction can be factorized, and that the environments
are Markovian. The Redfield master equation for multiple non-interacting baths is [1, 19],
X
∂ρµ,ν (t)
Dα ρ(t)
(10)
= −i [HS , ρ(t)] +
∂t
α
XX
α
= −iωµ,ν ρµ,ν (t) +
Rµ,ν,κ,λ
ρκ,λ (t),
(11)
α

κ,λ

α

where D is the dissipator for each α environment, and
the Redfield tensor for the α environment is Rα . In
the Markovian limit and neglecting the Lamb shift, the
α
Rµ,ν,κ,λ
are,
X
α
α −
α +
Rµ,ν,κ,λ
= α Γ+
Γµ,`,`,κ
λ,ν,µ,κ + Γλ,ν,µ,κ − δν,λ
−δµ,κ

X

`

α −
Γλ,`,`,ν ,

(12)

`

where the transition rates α Γ± are,
α ±
Γλ,ν,µ,κ

= hλ|S α |νihµ|S α |κiΥα (ω),

(13)

where S α is the interaction of the system with the
α−bath and Υα (ω) is defined as,
(
1 α
G (|ω|)nα (|ω|; Tα ) ω < 0
α
Υ (ω) = 1 2 α
(14)
2 G (ω) [nα (ω; Tα ) + 1] ω > 0.

FIG. 1. (upper panel) Diagram for a three level quantum
heat transfer model in the local site basis. The dashed arrows
represent the interactions with the hot (red) and cold (blue)
bath. (lower panel) Diagram for a three level system with
incoherent excitation coupled to a reaction center.

Each Redfield tensor depends on the systemenvironment interactions, the spectral density function,
Gα (ω) = γα ωe−ω/ωc , and the average phonon occupation number, nα (ω). [µ, ν, κ, λ] are the index of the
eigenstates of HS , i.e. they satisfy HS |µ i = µ |µi, and
ωµ,ν is the difference between eigenvalues µ and ν .
Additionally, each environment is characterized by the
temperature Tα and a friction coefficient γα . For more
details about Redfield theory we refer the reader to the
Supplemental Material and to Refs. [1, 18, 19].
Quantum heat transfer models are characterized
 by the

change in the system’s energy, dhHS i/dt = Tr HS ρ̇(t) ,
corresponding to the heat flow. This equality only holds
if the system’s Hamiltonian HS is time independent. In
the long-time limit, ρ̇(t) = 0, the energy exchange is
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comprised of the flow of heat, where the rate of heat
exchange with the α-bath is given by,
Jα = Tr [HS Dα ρss ] .

(15)

If one tries to inverse design the system, baths, or the
system-baths interactions to maximize Jα , one needs to
understand the effect each parameter has in the QME,
α
∂ρss
e.g., ∂D
∂θ or ∂γα . Here, we combine automatic differentiation and Eq. (5), to inverse design the heat current
using gradient based methods. We illustrate this new
methodology on a QHT model with a three-level system
interacting with three baths, where the system Hamiltonian is,
HS = g |gi hg| + θ

2
X
i=1


|ii hi| + J |1i h2| + h.c. . (16)

θ and J describe the energy of sites |1i and |2i and the
hopping between them. We set g = 0 for reference. The
shorthand “h.c.” denotes the Hermitian conjugate of former terms in the expressions. For the construction of the
Redfield tensors we invoked the Markovian approximation, and each environment’s state is described with an
ohmic spectral density function and a friction coefficient
γα . We also neglect the Lamb shift. For more details see
the Supplemental Material.
The most general type of interactions with the hot (H),
cold (C) and decoherence (D) baths are,
S H = a0 |gi h1| + a1 |gi h2| + h.c.
S C = b0 |gi h1| + b1 |gi h2| + h.c.
S D = |1i h2| + h.c.,

(17)
(18)
(19)

where [a0 , a1 ] and [b0 , b1 ] are the coupling strength parameters to the H and C bath, left panel Fig. 1. The
D−bath is a control mechanism to study the role of coherences between the sites. For this system, analytic results for Jα can only be derived in the secular limit [45].
These system-bath interactions (Eqs. 17–19) are needed
to construct the transition rates α Γ± (Eq. 13).
The parameters of this QHT model can be efficiently
optimized by maximizing the heat exchange with the hot
bath, JH (Eq. (15)). For these simulations, the temperatures are held fixed for all three baths, TH = 0.15,
TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12. The final space of parameters
is Θ = [θ, J, a0 , a1 , b0 , b1 , γH , γC , γD ].
For each optimization procedure, all initial parameters were randomly sampled. Values of ai and bi were
constrained to [0, 1] to avoid physically incorrect models,
and the values of θ and J were constrained to the positive domain by casting them as the exponential function
of unconstrained variables. To maximize JH , we used the
Adam [69] optimization algorithm with a learning rate of
0.02.
In Ref. [45], this system was studied using fixed parameters a0 = b1 = 1 and a1 = b0 = 0. Through optimization, we found that the majority of the optimized
systems also recovered these parameter values (Model

A). However, the remainder of the optimized results indicate that JH is maximum when both baths, hot and
cold, interact with only one site, e.g., a0 = b0 ≈ 1 while
a1 = b1 ≈ 0 or vice-versa (Model B). Fig. 2 contains a
collection of optimizations, with the optimized values of
θ and J indicated and those of the remaining parameters
not explicitly shown. In addition, the upper inset shows
that all of these optimizations converge to essentially the
same value of JH . It is worth noticing that independent
of the initial parameters, JH > 1.85 × 10−5 after 200
iterations; Fig. 2 upper inset panel.
Our QHT model considers any linear combination of
interactions between both hot and cold baths with any
site. It is not a surprise that JH is maximized when
ai ≈ 0 or bi ≈ 1, since a stronger system-bath interaction increases the heat transfer. However, by being able
to independently optimize ai and bi , we found that the
magnitude of the heat exchange for Model B is the same
as for Model A, making it an interesting future route for
further examination since it has never been studied.
We stressed that the parameters for both Models A
and B where found by maximizing JH with Adam [69], a
first order gradient descent method. The optimal value
of the J parameter for Model A is J ≈ 0.018, and for
Model B 0.0025 < J < 0.03. For both systems, Model A
and B, the optimal value of the energy of sites |1i and |2i
is θ ≈ 0.3895. The optimized parameters are reported in
Table I in the Supplemental Material.
γH and γC are the friction parameters that describe
the strength of the coupling to each bath. For each individual optimization we found that at the end of the
search procedure, γH /γC ≈ 1. This is an interesting
property that can depend on the fixed values of the temperatures. We also found that the value of ∂JH /∂γD
is zero in the regions where JH is maximum. Given
the weak-interacting assumption inherent within Redfield
theory, the maximum value allowed for γi is 0.0025 and
the initial values for these parameters were only sampled from [10−5 , 10−4 ]. The gradient of ∂JH /∂γH and
∂JH /∂γC show that their values must increase in order
to maximize the heat exchange.
For this case, each iteration requires only two steady
state evaluations with our approach, while a finite difference approach would have needed 2×|Θ| = 18 evaluations
of the steady state. Additionally, each gradient-based optimization took less than 150 iterations to find optimal
parameters with high precision, Fig. 2. A standard gridsearch approach of 10 points for each parameter would
have required over 109 steady state evaluations.
We also considered a quantum heat transfer model
with non-degenerate states,
HS = g |gi hg| +

2
X
i=1


θi |ii hi| + J |1i h2| + h.c. , (20)

using the same procedure and the same system-bath
interactions, Eqs. 18–19. We found that degenerate
systems, θ1 /θ2 ≈ 1 are the systems with the highest
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FIG. 2. The symbols in the main and lower inset panels represent the optimal set of parameter that maximize the heat
exchange for the hot bath (JH ), Eq. 15, for a quantum heat
transfer system, (Fig. 1). We categorize the optimal set of
parameter into two different cases, i) model A for a0 = b1 ≈ 1
or a1 = b0 ≈ 1, and ii) model B for ai = bi ≈ 1. Model A
the hot (H) and cold (C) baths interact with different sites,
and for model B the H and C baths interact with the same
site. All parameters, Θ = [θ, J, a0 , a1 , b0 , b1 , γH , γC , γD ], were
optimized with the Adam algorithm. The upper inset figure
depicts the value of the heat exchange during the optimization procedure, where the initial values of Θ were sampled
randomly. We only considered 100 random initializations of
Θ.

JH . The optimal values of using separate parameters
for each site (θ1 and θ2 ) were similar to the optimized
value of using a single on-site energy parameter (θ) to
describe both sites in Eq. 16. The optimal value found
was θi = θ ≈ 0.389 (Fig. 2). For these degenerate
Hamiltonians it was found that the hot and the cold
bath interacting with different sites (Model A) was ideal.
It is well known that degeneracy between sites leads to
increased coherences in transport systems which in turn
increases the currents. This demonstrates that even with
limited input the method outlined in Sec. II can lead to
correct physical models. All parameters are reported in
Table II in the Supplemental Material.
Another common observable to study quantum heat
transfer models is the rectification coefficient, R, which
is the net heat current when the temperature difference,
TH − TC , in the H and C reservoirs is reversed [70],
R=

0
|JH | − |JH
|
0 |,
|JH | + |JH

(21)

where JH is the heat current when the hot bath interacts
0
with |1i and cold bath with |2i, and JH
is computed by
swapping the temperatures of the H and C bath. For all
simulations, we fixed the values ai and bi to a0 = b1 = 1.
and a1 = b0 = 0, and we again held fixed TH = 0.15,
TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12. The same methodology used
to optimize a quantum heat transfer system where the

FIG. 3. The symbols in the main and upper inset panels represent the optimal set of parameter that maximize the rectification coefficient (R), Eq. 21, for a quantum heat transfer
system, (Fig. 1). All parameters, Θ = [θ, J, γH , γC , γD ], were
optimized with the Adam algorithm. The hot and cold bath
only interact to different sites. The lower inset figure depicts
the averaged value of the rectification coefficient during the
optimization procedure for 25 random initialization of Θ.

surrogate observable was JH can be used to tune the free
parameters for R. We use the same gradient-based algorithm, Adam, to maximize R. For these simulations, we
only considered as free parameters, θ, J and the friction
coefficients for all three baths, [γH , γC , γD ]. Results of
the optimal parameters, as in Fig. 2 for a set of obtained
cases, are displayed in Fig. 3. As stressed through this
paper, inverse designing quantum heat transfer model
with modern gradient methods like Adam, requires very
few number of iterations—roughly 100 or less for this
case—to find optimal parameter values.
For each individual optimization, we first sampled the
parameters θ, J, γH , γC , γD and used Adam to find the
maximizer of R. All optimizations were stopped once
R > 95%, which on averaged took approximately 100
iterations; lower inset in Fig. 3. Our results illustrate
that there is a linear trend between θ and J. However,
the optimal range of θ when R is maximum is wider
than for JH , indicating that both quantum observables
do not share the same set of optimal physical parameters.

B.

Energy transfer for the V-system

As a second system, we consider a simplified model of
energy transfer shown in the right panel in Fig. 1. When
the radiation incident on the donor state |1i is taken to
originate from an incoherent source, such as the sun, the
system is a useful minimal model of biological energy
transfer. The steady state efficiency, ηloc , is quantified
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by;
ηloc =

ΓRC ss
ρ .
r 2

(22)

Here ρss
2 is the probability of being in the site neighboring
the reaction center, (|2i), Fig. 1, ΓRC is the rate of energy
transfer from the acceptor state |2i to the reaction center
|RCi, and r is the incoherent-light pumping rate. The
time evolution of this system is modeled by,
∂ρS
= L0 [ρ] + Lrad [ρ] + Ldeph [ρ] + Lrec [ρ] + LRC [ρ],
(23)
∂t
where the first term is the unitary evolution of the system, L0 [ρ] = −i [HS , ρ], and the rest of the terms, Li ,
describe the radiation (rad), the trapping of the excitons at the reaction center (RC), environmental dephasing (deph), and the recombination of the excitons (rec).
See the Supplemental Material and Ref. [46] for more
information.
We optimize Θ = [Γ, γd , |1 − 2 |, J] by maximizing
ηloc using the Adam algorithm, Figs. 4–5. |1 − 2 | is the
energy difference between site |1i and |2i, J is the hopping amplitude, both being system parameters. Γ corresponds to the recombination rate, and γd is the phonon
bath dephasing rate. For each optimization, we randomly
sampled different values for the parameters. We fixed the
values of ΓRC to ΓRC = 0.5 ps−1 and the incoherent-light
pumping rate r = 6.34 × 10−10 ps−1 ; parameters taken
from Ref. [48]. Optimal set of parameters are presented
in Fig. 4 and Table III in the supplemental material.
From Fig. 4, we can observe that when the value of J
is small, there is a linear correlation with the difference
between the energy sites, |1 − 2 |. For γd the optimal
possible values span a wider range, from 109 to 1013 Hz;
however, for larger values of γd the |1 − 2 | optimal parameters must be greater as well. The optimal range for
Γ was less wider than the rest, and interestingly, this
range is aligned with the values used in physical simulations of Ref. [47]. For these simulations, the initial
parameters were sampled from a region where ηloc is not
optimal, however, our approach managed to optimize the
parameters regardless of their initial values. Throughout
our optimizations, we notice that it only took approximately 20 iterations to reach ηloc > 99% (Fig. 4 upper
inset and left panel in Fig. 5). As we can observe from
the left panel of Fig. 4, for some values of |1 − 2 | and
J the plateau where ηloc is maximum is when Γ and γd
have small values. We report all optimal parameters in
Table III in the Supplemental Material.
In Fig. 5 we display the optimization trajectories,
using Adam, where all random initial parameters had
ηloc < 20% and the end result where ηloc > 99%. The
time evolution of ρ(t) for a pair of random and optimal set
of parameters is display in the right panel of Fig. 5. The
random initial parameters values are γd = 2.88 × 1012
Hz and Γ = 0.0194 ps−1 , and the optimized ones are
γd = 3.53 × 1011 Hz and Γ = 7.2 × 10−5 ps−1 . For these
simulations we fixed the value for the other parameters to

FIG. 4. Optimal parameters found by maximizing ηloc using
Adam. We considered different random initializations of Γ,
γd , J and |1 − 2 |. Each optimize model has a ηloc ≈ 1..
The optimal values of Γ, γd , J and |1 − 2 | are presented in
the main and inset lower panels. For these simulations, we
fixed the values of ΓRC = 0.5 ps−1 , |1 − 2 | = 1.3 ps−1 , and
r = 6.34×10−10 ps−1 [47]. The upper inset panel presents ηloc
averaged throughout the optimization procedure for different
random initialization.

ΓRC = 0.5 ps−1 , |1 −2 | = 1.3 ps−1 , and r = 6.34×10−10
ps−1 [47]. As it can be observed, there is a significant difference in ρss for the random initial parameters and the
optimized ones.
As we pointed above, our algorithm allows us to
compute the vector-Jacobian product of the steady state
with respect to any parameter of the Liouvillian. So far,
the main application has been the inverse design of open
quantum systems by maximizing/minimizing quantum
observables using gradient based methods. However, the
Jacobian can also be used to understand the effect a set
of parameters have on a quantity of interest, sensitivity
analysis. For non-equilibrium steady state systems and
before this work, the Jacobian of the steady state was
only computed when analytic solutions were available,
or by finite differences. Here, as the last example, we
study the effects of the attenuation of the incident
radiation which is important since photon absorbing
centers are found in a variety of environments [71–73].
By computing ∂ρss /∂r we found that ρss
e− ,e− is the most
ss
sensitive to r, i.e. ∂ρss
/∂r
>
∂ρ
e− ,e−
e+ ,e+ /∂r, Fig. 6.
Here, e± are the eigenstates of the system Hamiltonian,
HS |e± i = ± |e± i, and ρss
e± ,e∓ are the matrix elements
of the steady state density matrix in the eigenbasis.
Additionally, from Fig. 6 we can also observe that
the imaginary part of the coherence, =(ρe+ ,e− ), which
relates to the exciton flux [46], is less sensitive until
r ≈ 0.510−9 ps−1 , indicating that the pumping rate will
not increase the flux below r ∼ 0.510−9 ps−1 .
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FIG. 6. Sensitivity analysis of ρss with respect to the pumping rate, r. We compute ∂ρss
i,j /∂r using Eq. 4. For this
calculations we used ΓRC = 0.5 ps−1 , γd = 1 Hz, J = 0.12
ps−1 , and |1 − 2 | = 1.3 ps−1 .

FIG. 5. (upper panel) Optimization steps for ηloc for different
random initializations, starting in the right with ηloc ∼ 0.
The markers represent the optimization trajectories that the
Adam algorithm follows. (lower panel) The time evolution of
ρ until a steady state is reached. We considered two cases, a
random initial parameters (dashed curves) where ηloc ≈ 0.0,
and for optimized parameters (solid curves) where ηloc ≈ 1.
The random initial parameters considered were, γd = 2.88 ×
1012 Hz and Γ = 0.0194 ps−1 , and the optimized ones are
γd = 3.53 × 1011 Hz and Γ = 7.2 × 10−5 ps−1 . For these
simulations, we fixed the values of ΓRC = 0.5 ps−1 and r =
6.34 × 10−10 ps−1 [47].
IV.

SUMMARY

Inverse design and optimal control protocols for open
quantum systems that are quantified through observables
that depend on the steady state, hOiρss , are commonly
done with brute-force search or inspired methods. On
the other hand, gradient-based algorithms have proven
to be efficient tools to minimize/maximize functions. For
non-equilibrium steady state systems, the technical limitation was the inability to efficiently compute the Jacobian of the steady state with respect to any parameter of
ss
the Liouvillian; dρ
dΘ . We circumvent this by combining
automatic differentiation and the implicit function theorem. Furthermore, we believe that the present work is the

first example of the application of gradient-based methods to efficiently inverse design non-equilibrium steady
state systems. All systems were optimized with Adam,
a first order gradient algorithm; however, the procedure
proposed here, combined with automatic differentiation,
can be also applied to efficiently compute the Hessian
matrix, used in second order gradient optimization algorithms.
The optimal design of non-equilibrium systems is still
driven by physical intuition. However, with the possiss
bility to compute dρ
dΘ , we could engineer more robust
systems, baths, and system-bath interactions. Furthermore, this methodology could also be used to study the
sensitivity of ρss with respect to any parameter in the
Liouvillian, and, for example, could lead to more insight
in how light affects biological processes.
Any inverse design protocol must create physically
valid parameters. While this could be taken into account
by adding some constraints to the main physical observable of interest, here we decided to take a different route
by leveraging the flexibility of automatic differentiation.
For example, to constrain the system-bath parameters to
[0, 1] we used the soft-max function [74], and for γi ’s the
range was constrained to [0, 0.0025], the soft-max function times the maximum value allowed. By constraining
the range of ai , bi , and γi , the optimization of the system
remains in the weak-interacting limit where the Redfield
theory is valid. Similar algebraic transformations could
be applied to constrain the value of other parameters to
ensure a valid physical range for experimental setups.
In the cases introduced, optimization of a single target quantity (e.g. the heat transfer, or energy efficiency)
was carried out in models parametrized by several quantities. As a result, numerous optimized models were obtained, each with similar values of the optimized target.
That is, interestingly, the parameter surface has multiple
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maxima of similar depth. In cases where one is attempting to achieve optimization of multiple quantities (e.g.
heat transfer and verification) the proposed methodology could be integrated into gradient-based algorithms
for multi-objective optimization to construct the Pareto
front [75].

observables depend on a long-time solution for equations
of the form of Eq. 2. Finally, this methodology opens
the possibility of studying more complex quantum heat
transfer devices or natural-light induced processes.

In all the simulations presented here, an ODE solver
was used to obtain ρss ; however, Eq. 5 is agnostic to the
exact method used to obtain ρss . This makes the present
methodology particularly valuable. Additionally, this
method could be used to study any other system whose

A tutorial of the method presented here is publicly available in the repository: https://github.com/
RodrigoAVargasHdz/steady_state_jax
We acknowledge fruitful discussions with Professor
Dvira Segal. This work was funded by components of
two grants from the US Air Force Office of Scientific Research, FA9550-19-1-0267 and FA9550-20-1-0354.
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Abstract
The purpose of this supplemental material is to provide details of the numerical calculations
we present in this work. Section I presents the core of the algorithm, and sections II B and II A
describe the details of the quantum systems used in the main work. In section III we present
numerical solutions of the optimal parameters presented in the main text.

I.

AUTOMATIC DIFFERENTIATION

Automatic differentiation (AD) is a framework designed to compute exact vector-Jacobian
(v> J) and Jacobian-vector (Jv) products [1], where J is any Jacobian and v is a vector.
The former is often referred to as reverse-mode automatic differentiation, and the latter as
forward-mode. For a function f : Rn → Rm the full Jacobian evaluated at an input value x
is a matrix of m by n:

J(x) =

h

∂f
,
∂x1

··· ,

∂f
∂xn

i



∂f1
,
 ∂x1

 .
=  ..,


∂fm
,
∂x1

··· ,
∂fi
,
∂xj

··· ,

where the row vector is a shorthand notation for the matrix.



∂f1
∂xn 

.. 
. ,


(1)

∂fm
∂xn

For scalar functions, f : Rn → R1 it is clear that with a single vector-Jacobian product it
is possible to construct the entire Jacobian. For this case, v is the scalar 1. In our setting, the
optimization objective is a quantum observable, hÔi = Tr [Ôρ], which is a scalar function.
Thus, with reverse-mode AD, it is possible to construct the entire Jacobian with the same
asymptotic cost as a single computation of hÔi.
dhÔi h ∂hÔi
= ∂Θ , · · · ,
1
dΘ

∂hÔi
∂Θn

i

(2)

In this work we take advantage of efficient gradient computation to illustrate that complex
quantum observables could be numerically optimized by combining AD and gradient-based
optimization methods such as Adam [2]. Since quantum observables are often defined as a
function of the steady state, we require efficient evaluation of
state solution,

dρ(t)
dt

dρss
,
dΘ

where ρss is the steady

= 0, of a first-order differential equation,
dρ(t)
= F (ρ(t); Θ).
dt
2

(3)

Θ is any set of parameters of F (·), and ρ is the reduced density matrix. Here we studied
the evolution of quantum systems that are affected by multiple external environments, and
Θ can contain controllable parameters of the environment.

A.

Fixed-point problem: computing the Jacobian for the steady state solution

In the steady state limit,

dρ(t)
dt

= 0, we can recognize that,
F (ρss ; Θ) = 0.

(4)

Conditioned on a given set of parameters Θ0 , we denote ρss as the solution that satisfies the
above equation. By differentiating with respect to Θ0 and evaluating at the point (ρss , Θ0 )
we get,
∂F (ρss , Θ0 ) ∂F (ρss , Θ0 ) dρss
+
= 0.
∂Θ
∂ρ
dΘ0
We can re-arrange this equation and obtain an expression for the term of interest:
"
#−1
∂F (ρss , Θ0 )
∂F (ρss , Θ0 )
dρss
=−
.
dΘ0
∂ρ
∂Θ

(5)

(6)

Any of the terms in Eq. 5 can be computed exactly with AD. In other words, given an
Θ0 no matter how we solve for ρss , we can still compute the Jacobian using just derivative
information at the solution point Θ0 . Also, the above procedure is agnostic to how the
steady state is solved, and avoids differentiating through the ODE solver. The memory cost
is thus constant and does not scale with the complexity of the problem.
All the simulations in this work were coded in the suite JAX [3]. Figure 1 is the computational diagram of the methodology, presented in the main work, to compute

dρss
,
dΘ

where

Θ is the collection of parameters of F (·).

II.

MODEL DESCRIPTIONS

The time-evolution of systems of interest in this work are described within an open
quantum system formalism. We describe the steady state of the quantum heat transfer using
Redfield theory [4, 5], and for the energy transfer model for the donor-acceptor excitonic
model we applied Lindblad [6–8]. Both systems and theories are briefly presented in the
following sections. We optimize the parameters of both models using a gradient descent
method (Adam).
3

FIG. 1. Diagram of the methodology proposed here. Θ represents the entire set of parameters of
F (·).
A.

Heat transfer model

The system Hamiltonian for a quantum heat transfer model is,
HS = g |gi hg| + θ

2
X
i=1


|ii hi| + J |1i h2| + h.c. ,

(7)

where θ and J describe the energy of sites |1i and |2i and the hopping between them. We
set g = 0 for reference. This system will be interacting with two baths and is treated using
Redfield theory (RT), which is a second-order time-local master equation [4, 6]. For multiple non-interacting baths with factorized initial conditions the Redfield quantum master
equation for states |gi and |ii,

X
∂ρµ,ν (t)
= −i [HS , ρ(t)] +
Dα ρ(t)
∂t
α
XX
α
= −iωµ,ν ρµ,ν (t) +
Rµ,ν,κ,λ
ρκ,λ (t),
α

(8)
(9)

κ,λ

where Dα is the dissipator for each α environment, and the Redfield tensors for the α
environment Rα , are,

α −
α
Rµ,ν,κ,λ
= α Γ+
λ,ν,µ,κ + Γλ,ν,µ,κ − δν,λ

where α Γ± are the transition rates,
α +
Γλ,ν,µ,κ
α −
Γλ,ν,µ,κ

α

X

α

= hλ|S |νihµ|S |κi
α

α

= hλ|S |νihµ|S |κi
4

α +
Γµ,`,`,κ

`

Z

0

Z

0

∞
∞

− δµ,κ

X

α −
Γλ,`,`,ν ,

`

dτ Ωα (τ )e−iωµ,κ τ ,

(10)

dτ Ω∗α (τ )e−iωλ,ν τ .

(11)

Ωα (τ ) is the correlation function for the α-bath, and hλ|S α |νi are the matrix elements of
the system-bath interaction (S),
Z ∞
dω Gα (ω) [(2nα (ω) + 1) cos(ωτ ) − i sin(ωτ )] ,
Ωα (τ ) =
0

(12)

where Gα (ω) is the spectral density function, and nα (ω) is the average phonon occupation
number for the α−bath, characterized by the temperature Tα . [µ, ν, κ, λ] label the eigenstates
of HS , and ωµ,ν is the difference between eigenvalues µ and ν . Specific functional forms for
S are described below.
The spectral density function of each bath is taken to be of the Ohmic form with an
exponential cutoff,
Gα (ω) = γα ωe−ω/ωc .

(13)

The golden rule rates in Eq. 11 can be solved in closed form in the Markovian limit to give
α ±
Γλ,ν,µ,κ

= hλ|S α |νihµ|S α |κiΥα (ω) + i∆α (ω),

(14)

where ∆α is the Lamb shift, and
Υα (ω) =

(

1 α
G (|ω|)nα (|ω|; Tα )
2
1 α
G (ω) [nα (ω; Tα )
2

ω<0

+ 1] ω > 0.

(15)

The heat transfer is characterized by the rate of heat exchange with the hot-bath,


JH = Tr HS DH ρss ,

(16)

where DH is the dissipator of the hot-bath, Eqs. 9–10.
We also computed the rectification coefficient,
R=

|JH | − |JH0 |
,
|JH | + |JH0 |

(17)

where JH is the heat current when the hot bath interacts with site one and the cold bath
with site two, while JH0 is computed by swapping the temperatures of the H and C baths. As
we illustrate in the main draft, both functions, JH and R, can be maximized using gradient
ascent based methods.
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B.

Energy transfer model

The quantum master equation for a donor-acceptor exciton composite system is,
∂ ρ̂S
= L0 [ρ̂] + Lrad [ρ̂] + Ldeph [ρ̂] + Lrec [ρ̂] + LRC [ρ̂],
(18)
∂t
h
i
where L0 [ρ̂] = −i ĤS , ρ̂S and ĤS is the Hamiltonian of the system of interest. For this
excitonic system,

HS =

2
X
i=1


i |ii hi| + J |1i h2| + |2i h1| ,

(19)

where i are the site-energies for each state |ii, and J is the hopping constant [9–11]. The
energy eigenstates of HS are |e± i; HS |e± i = ± |e± i.
The remaining operators in Eq. 18, Li [·], describe the radiation (rad), the trapping of the
excitons at the reaction center (RC), environmental dephasing (deph), and the recombination
of the excitons (rec). Each of the bath operators, except the radiative contribution, are taken
to be of the Lindblad form

2 
X
1 †
†
Li [ρ̂] = 2Ki
Li ρ̂Li − [Li Li , ρ̂]+ ,
2
j=1

(20)

where [A, B]+ is the anticommutator of A and B, and Ki are the dephasing rates. For Ldeph
we take Kdeph = γd as the phonon bath dephasing rate and Ldeph = |kihk|. For Lrec the
dephasing corresponding to the recombination rate Krec = Γ and Lrec = |gihk|. Lastly,
KRC = ΓRC and LRC = |RCih2|. The light-matter interaction term, Lrad , derived from the
partially-secular Redfield approximation [10–12] and is written in the eigenbasis of HS as
(Lrad ρ)e± e± = −(re± + γe± )ρe± e± + re± ρgg

√
√
−( re+ re− + γe+ γe− )ρR
e+ e−

1
(Lrad ρ)e+ e− = − (re+ + γe+ + re− + γe− + 2i∆)ρe+ e−
2
1 √
√
− ( re+ re− + γe+ γe− )(ρe+ e+ + ρe− e− )
2
√
+ re+ re− ρgg ,

where ∆ =

(21)

(22)

p
(1 − 2 )2 − 4J 2 is the excitonic splitting, γ± are the incoherent emission

rates, and r± are the pumping rates for each eigenstate of HS . The total quantum master
6

equation is,
ρ̇e+ e+ = −[2Γ + γd sin2 (2θ) + 2ΓRC cos2 (θ)]ρe+ e+
+γd sin2 (2θ)ρe− e− + re+ ρgg
+[ΓRC sin(2θ) − 2γd sin(2θ) cos(2θ)]ρR
e+ e− ,
ρ̇e− e− = −[2Γ + γd sin2 (2θ) + 2ΓRC sin2 (θ)]ρe− e−
+γd sin2 (2θ)ρe+ e+ + re− ρgg
+[ΓRC sin(2θ) + 2γd sin(2θ) cos(2θ)]ρR
e+ e− ,
2
R
ρ̇R
e+ e− = −[2Γ + ΓRC + 2γd (1 − sin (2θ))]ρe+ e−

+∆ρIe+ e− +

√

re+ re− ρgg

1
+ ΓRC sin(2θ)(ρe+ e+ + ρe− e− ) + γd sin(2θ) cos(2θ)(ρe− e− − ρe+ e+ ),
2
ρ̇Ie+ e− = −[2Γ + 2γd + ΓRC ]ρIe+ e− − ∆ρR
e+ e− ,

(23)

with r+ = 2r cos2 (θ) and r− = 2r sin2 (θ), and tan(2θ) = 2J/(1 − 2 ). Additional details
pertaining to this model can be found in Ref. [9].
In energy transfer scenarios one needs a metric to characterize the amount of energy
transferred through the system. This is quantified by the exciton efficiency
ΓRC ss
ρ2 .
r

ηloc =

(24)

Clearly ηloc is a function of the parameters of the quantum master equation, Eq. 23, and
ρss
2 is the density matrix of site |2i in the steady state limit.
To optimize ηloc with gradient descent we require the knowledge of

∂ρss
2
,
∂Θi

where Θi is any

parameter of the quantum master equation.
A code for the energy transfer system is publicly available through the following repository: https://github.com/RodrigoAVargasHdz/steady_state_jax.

III.

RESULTS

In this section we present the values of the optimal models for a quantum heat transfer
model.
7

The most general type of interactions S α (Eq.14) with the hot (H), cold (C) and decoherence (D) baths are,

S H = a0 |gi h1| + a1 |gi h2| + h.c.

(25)

S C = b0 |gi h1| + b1 |gi h2| + h.c.

(26)

S D = |1i h2| + h.c.,

(27)

where [a0 , a1 ] and [b0 , b1 ] are the coupling strength parameters to the H and C bath. The
D−bath is a control mechanism to study the role of coherences between the sites. Analytic
results for Jα can only be derived in the secular limit [13].
For the simulations we fixed TH = 0.15, TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12. We use the Adam
optimizer with a learning rate = 0.01 to optimize JH . To ensure the values of a0 , a1 , b0 ,
and b1 are between [0,1], we used the softmax function. θ and J were restricted to only
positive values by an exponential function. We report the collection of optimal parameters
in Table I. For Table I, we can find that the optimal models could be categorize in two
groups, where the hot and cold bath mainly interact with independent sites, (i) a0 = b1 ≈ 1
and a1 = b0 ≈ 0 or vice versa, and (ii) when both hot and cold bath mainly interact with
one site ai = bi ≈ 1 and aj = bj ≈ 0. This trend is discussed in greater detail in the main
text.
For the quantum heat transfer system were we maximize the rectification coefficient, we
optimized θ, J, γH , γC , and γD . We held fixed TH = 0.15, TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12. We use
the Adam optimizer with a learning rate = 0.01. For these simulations the hot and cold
bath only interact with opposite sites. θ and J were restricted to only positive values by an
exponential function. We report the collection of optimal parameters in Table II.
From Table II, we can observe that for values where R > 0.95, there exists a strong linear
correlation between the energy of sites |1i and |2i θ, and the hopping parameter J; Figure
3 in the main text.
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TABLE I. Optimal parameters for a quantum heat transfer model found by maximizing JH with
Adam. For each set of parameters, the initial values were sampled randomly. We held fixed
TH = 0.15, TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12.
θ

J

γH

γC

γD

a0

a1

b0

b1

JH

0.3900 0.0164 0.0021 0.0020 0.0001 0.9995 0.0005 0.0006 0.9994 1.598e-05
0.3890 0.0172 0.0022 0.0024 0.0001 0.0001 0.9999 0.9998 0.0002 1.789e-05
0.3897 0.0044 0.0025 0.0023 0.0001 0.0007 0.9993 0.0001 0.9999 1.867e-05
0.4022 0.0664 0.0025 0.0025 0.0004 0.9999 0.0001 0.9999 0.0001 1.831e-05
0.3891 0.0180 0.0025 0.0025 0.0002 0.0021 0.9979 0.9999 0.0001 1.920e-05
0.3896 0.0041 0.0025 0.0024 0.0018 0.0002 0.9998 0.0001 0.9999 1.882e-05
0.3898 0.0177 0.0025 0.0024 0.0002 0.9999 0.0001 0.0002 0.9998 1.869e-05
0.3888 0.0052 0.0024 0.0025 0.0001 0.9992 0.0008 0.9998 0.0002 1.908e-05
0.3895 0.0126 0.0025 0.0025 0.0001 0.9992 0.0008 0.9999 0.0001 1.934e-05
0.3893 0.0178 0.0025 0.0025 0.0001 0.0002 0.9998 0.9998 0.0002 1.927e-05
0.3892 0.0124 0.0024 0.0025 0.0014 0.9998 0.0002 0.9994 0.0006 1.910e-05
0.3897 0.0041 0.0025 0.0024 0.0019 0.9998 0.0002 0.9999 0.0001 1.888e-05
0.3895 0.0178 0.0025 0.0024 0.0001 0.9994 0.0006 0.0002 0.9998 1.904e-05
0.3885 0.0174 0.0022 0.0025 0.0001 0.0003 0.9997 0.9989 0.0011 1.807e-05
0.3894 0.0060 0.0024 0.0023 0.0004 0.9998 0.0002 0.9998 0.0002 1.821e-05
0.3899 0.0190 0.0025 0.0024 0.0008 0.9998 0.0002 0.0004 0.9996 1.884e-05
0.3893 0.0085 0.0025 0.0025 0.0021 0.9990 0.0010 0.9999 0.0001 1.938e-05
0.3904 0.0178 0.0025 0.0022 0.0005 0.9998 0.0002 0.0002 0.9998 1.816e-05
0.4032 0.0651 0.0025 0.0024 0.0021 0.0015 0.9985 0.9998 0.0002 1.811e-05

A.

Energy transfer model

The optimal collection of parameters depicted in Fig. 4 in the main manuscript are
reported in Table III.
We maximize the exciton steady state efficiency (ηloc ) by optimizing Θ = [Γ, γd ], J, |1 −
2 |], where Γ is the recombination rate, γd is the phonon bath dephasing rate, J is the
hopping amplitude, and |1 − 2 | is the energy difference between site |1i and |2i. From
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TABLE II. Optimal parameters for a quantum heat transfer model found by maximizing the
rectification coefficient, Eq. 17, with Adam. For each set of parameters, the initial values were
sampled randomly and the optimization was stopped once R > 0.95. For these calculations, we
held fixed TH = 0.15, TC = 0.1, and TD = 0.12.
θ

J

γH

γC

γD

0.190 0.111 0.0002 0.0012 0.0004
0.313 0.052 0.0001 0.0007 0.0000
0.502 0.102 0.0017 0.0002 0.0001
0.875 0.594 0.0002 0.0008 0.0009
0.127 0.043 0.0008 0.0017 0.0007
0.001 0.150 0.0004 0.0025 0.0023
0.516 0.089 0.0009 0.0002 0.0020
0.146 0.083 0.0002 0.0015 0.0010
0.265 0.087 0.0013 0.0007 0.0008
0.233 0.108 0.0003 0.0010 0.0002
0.685 0.441 0.0007 0.0008 0.0002
0.281 0.356 0.0008 0.0021 0.0003
0.993 0.330 0.0001 0.0001 0.0015
0.997 0.781 0.0002 0.0013 0.0001
0.880 0.669 0.0000 0.0013 0.0020
0.359 0.083 0.0004 0.0005 0.0021
0.128 0.071 0.0000 0.0017 0.0007
0.506 0.218 0.0012 0.0004 0.0012
0.382 0.116 0.0000 0.0005 0.0001
0.635 0.175 0.0005 0.0002 0.0008
0.656 0.210 0.0018 0.0001 0.0022
0.082 0.034 0.0009 0.0022 0.0020
0.797 0.259 0.0015 0.0001 0.0013
0.902 0.494 0.0007 0.0003 0.0023

Table III, we can observe that the optimal values of Γ span in the range between 10−3.8
10

and 10−3.17 ps−1 . We can also observe that J and |1 − 2 | are linearly correlated when

|1 − 2 | < 0.5 ps−1 and J < 3.0 ps−1 . Furthermore, γd is the parameter that span the
largest range for efficient steady state transport, 109 < γd < 1013 Hz. Each independent

optimization was stopped when the steady state efficiency was greater than 99%, which for
the majority of the trajectories took approximately 20 iterations with Adam.

TABLE III. Optimal parameters for a quantum energy transfer model found by maximizing the
exciton steady state efficiency (ηloc ), Eq. 24, with Adam. For each set of parameters, the initial
values were sampled randomly. We held fixed ΓRC = 0.1 ps−1, and r = 6.34 × 10−10 ps−1 [12].
Each individual optimization was stopped when ηloc > 0.99.
J(ps−1 ) |1 − 2 | (ps−1 ) log(γd ) (Hz) log(Γ) (ps−1 )

J(ps−1 ) |1 − 2 | (ps−1 ) log(γd ) (Hz) log(Γ) (ps−1 )

2.690

0.257

26.353

-7.613

2.582

0.303

26.451

-8.035

2.399

0.194

25.021

-8.206

2.460

0.238

25.983

-8.108

2.652

0.326

25.593

-7.974

3.246

3.596

29.266

-8.549

2.659

0.266

25.682

-7.801

2.554

0.289

26.449

-8.047

3.184

0.889

27.915

-7.330

2.631

0.271

24.032

-7.928

2.642

0.327

26.054

-7.998

2.785

0.255

26.979

-7.414

2.317

0.118

20.826

-8.536

2.653

0.323

25.470

-7.968

2.658

0.266

25.606

-7.818

4.203

3.193

29.265

-7.867

2.373

0.175

24.383

-8.268

2.541

0.284

26.433

-8.053

2.649

0.312

25.176

-7.954

2.471

0.245

26.084

-8.097

2.645

0.267

25.134

-7.893

3.295

2.166

28.055

-7.364

2.825

0.238

27.129

-7.374

2.645

0.267

25.150

-7.892

2.340

0.145

22.894

-8.396

2.328

0.132

22.032

-8.461

4.100

3.304

29.026

-7.713

2.315

0.117

20.767

-8.539

4.511

1.576

29.752

-8.094

2.923

0.324

27.427

-7.321

3.245

0.760

27.998

-7.345

2.572

0.299

26.459

-8.039

2.463

0.239

26.003

-8.106

2.564

0.295

26.457

-8.043

2.406

0.200

25.192

-8.190

3.441

4.014

29.169

-8.419

2.682

0.260

26.234

-7.650

2.996

4.876

29.022

-8.729

2.655

0.267

25.494

-7.840

4.039

1.448

28.974

-7.691

2.698

0.253

26.430

-7.588

2.335

0.140

22.619

-8.418

2.713

0.255

26.567

-7.542

2.608

0.314

26.371

-8.022

2.451

0.232

25.886

-8.119

2.397

0.192

24.946

-8.213

2.828

0.235

27.139

-7.372

2.348

0.151

23.250

-8.368

3.217

0.413

27.955

-7.335

2.430

0.217

25.610

-8.147

11

[1] A. G. Baydin, B. A. Pearlmutter, A. A. Radul, and J. M. Siskind, Automatic differentiation
in machine learning: a survey, Journal of Machine Learning Research 18, 1 (2018).
[2] D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, Adam: A method for stochastic optimization, arXiv 1412.6980
(2017).
[3] J. Bradbury, R. Frostig, P. Hawkins, M. J. Johnson, C. Leary, D. Maclaurin, and
S. Wanderman-Milne, JAX: composable transformations of Python+NumPy programs (2018).
[4] D. Egorova, M. Thoss, W. Domcke, and H. Wang, Modeling of ultrafast electron-transfer
processes: Validity of multilevel redfield theory, J. Chem. Phys. 119, 2761 (2003).
[5] A. G. Redfield, The theory of relaxation processes, in Advances in Magnetic Resonance, Advances in Magnetic and Optical Resonance, Vol. 1, edited by J. S. Waugh (Academic Press,
1965) pp. 1 – 32.
[6] H. P. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The theory of open quantum systems (Oxford University
Press, Great Clarendon Street, 2002).
[7] D. Manzano, A short introduction to the lindblad master equation, AIP Advances 10, 025106
(2020).
[8] G. Lindblad, On the generators of quantum dynamical semigroups, Communications in Mathematical Physics 48, 119 (1976).
[9] K. A. Jung and P. Brumer, Energy transfer under natural incoherent light: Effects of asymmetry on efficiency, J. Chem. Phys. 153, 114102 (2020).
[10] T. V. Tscherbul and P. Brumer, Non-equilibrium stationary coherences in photosynthetic
energy transfer under weak-field incoherent illumination, The Journal of Chemical Physics
148, 124114 (2018).
[11] T. V. Tscherbul and P. Brumer, Long-lived quasistationary coherences in a v-type system
driven by incoherent light, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 113601 (2014).
[12] T. V. Tscherbul and P. Brumer, Partial secular bloch-redfield master equation for incoherent
excitation of multilevel quantum systems, J. Chem. Phys. 142, 104107 (2015).
[13] M. Kilgour and D. Segal, Coherence and decoherence in quantum absorption refrigerators,
Phys. Rev. E 98, 012117 (2018).

12

