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Synchronization manifests itself in oscillators adjusting their frequencies and phases with respect
to an external signal or another oscillator. In the quantum case, new features appear such as
destructive interferences that can result in the suppression of phase locking. A three-level (spin-1)
oscillator with equal gain and damping rates and subject to an external drive does not exhibit
any 1:1 phase locking but 2:1 phase locking, i.e., its phase distribution features two maxima. This
bistable locking at two opposite phases is a signature of the quantum interference synchronization
blockade. An analogous behavior was found for two identical coupled spin-1 oscillators. In this
work, we consider two coupled spin-1 oscillators and a drive applied to the first spin. This leads
to two interference blockades between the drive and the first spin as well as between both spins.
Although both interference blockades persist for strong drive and coupling strengths, remarkably,
the undriven spin does show a 1:1 phase locking to the external drive. The magnitude of the locking
is proportional to the drive strength if the drive strength is small. In other words, the undriven
oscillator synchronizes to the external drive through both interference blockades while the blockades
persist. For a chain of three coupled spin-1 oscillators, we find synchronization between the first

and third spins mediated via the blockaded, second spin.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronization is observed in many different domains
of the natural and life sciences [1-4]. It occurs in systems
of coupled limit-cycle oscillators and is characterized by
the adjustment of oscillation frequencies to a common
frequency or the emergence of maxima in the phase dis-
tributions. Synchronization has been thoroughly studied
in the context of classical nonlinear dynamics [5-8].

Recently, there has been a lot of activity in the study
of synchronization in quantum systems, e.g., quantum
limit-cycle oscillators [9, 10] implemented as quantum
harmonic oscillators [11-14] or few-level quantum oscil-
lators [15-17] subject to incoherent gain and damping.
Observations of quantum synchronization have been re-
ported in several experimental setups such as cold atoms
[18], nuclear spins [19], trapped ions [20], and supercon-
ducting qubits [21].

A three-level quantum system in which one of the three
states is stabilized by incoherent gain and damping pro-
cesses has been established as a minimal quantum limit-
cycle oscillator [15, 16]. Subject to an external drive, this
spin-1 oscillator aligns its phase with the drive signal.
The magnitude of this so-called 1:1 phase locking is pro-
portional to the drive strength. If the gain and damping
rates are equal, an interference blockade emerges leading
to a complete suppression of 1:1 phase locking. In this
case, the oscillator tends to align its phase in one of two
positions: in phase or opposite the phase of the drive.
This corresponds to 2:1 phase locking. A similar effect
is observed for the synchronization measure of two iden-
tical coupled spins 1, i.e., the absence of 1:1 locking and
the presence of 2:1 locking of their phases. Interference
blockades [22] are not the only type of blockades that
have been studied in systems of quantum oscillators, for
another example see [23].

In this work, we first consider a drive applied to one of

two coupled spin-1 oscillators. In the parameter regime
of equal gain and damping rates, see Fig. 1(b), both
spins are blockaded: there is no 1:1 locking of the driven
spin to the drive as well as no 1:1 locking between both
spins. They both align in and out of phase correspond-
ing to 2:1 phase locking. Remarkably, the undriven spin
does exhibit 1:1 locking to the external drive. In other
words, the undriven oscillator synchronizes to the exter-
nal drive through both (drive-spin and spin-spin) interfer-
ence blockades without lifting them. The locking strength
is linear in the drive strength and of third order in the
coupling strength. The second system that we study is a
chain of three coupled spin-1 oscillators. An unexpected
1:1 locking, in analogy to the two-spin case, is found for
the first and last spin, see Fig. 1(c¢). However, the central
spin mediating this locking is itself not 1:1 locked.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we de-
fine the Lindblad master equation of our systems and
the measure of quantum synchronization we will use. In
Sec. III, we study the behavior of two spin-1 oscillators
in and outside the interference blockades. In Sec. IV, we
analyze a system of three coupled spins 1. We summarize
our results and conclude in Sec. V.

II. QUANTIFYING QUANTUM
SYNCHRONIZATION

We consider a model of coupled spin-1 oscillators sub-
ject to gain and damping processes. The system is de-
scribed by the following Lindblad master equation
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FIG. 1. Schematic of the model. (a) Each minimal quantum
limit cycle oscillator labeled A, B, and C consists of three
spin-1 states |—1), |0) and |1). It is subject to two independent
gain and damping processes, with rates 73‘-’ and 'y]d, that drive
the population towards state |0). (b) Two spins A and B
are coupled at strength g as discussed in Sec. III. Spin A is
furthermore driven by an external drive at rate Q4. (c) Chain
of three coupled spins without drive, see Sec. IV. The insets in
(b) and (c) qualitatively show the resulting phase locking of
the spins. Due to blockades, 1:1 phase locking vanishes. Solid
arcs denote second-order effects leading to 2:1 phase locking.
Dashed arcs denote fourth-order effects leading to 1:1 and 2:1
phase locking between not directly coupled oscillators.
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where the Hamiltonian H encodes a coherent drive
and spin-spin interactions and will be specified later in
Egs. (6) and (12). Both incoherent processes are com-
bined in the superoperator £; and provide limit-cycle
stabilization of the j*® spin, cf. black arrows in Fig. 1(a).
The gain and damping rates of the j*" spin are denoted
by 'yf and 7]‘-1 and we choose S% = |1)1| — |-1}—1| and
S* = /2(|£1)0] + |0X=F1]). We use the standard nota-
tion D[L](p) = LpL" — (LTLp + pLTL)/2 The steady
state for H = 0 is the product state p(®) = |0,0)0,0|.

A previous work shows that quantum synchronization
of a single spin-1 oscillator to an external resonant drive is
observed if *y;»’ + ’yjd [15]. For two resonant spin-1 oscilla-
tors, quantum synchronization occurs if 'yz‘-i—l—q/jg #7 —l—q/]‘-i
[16]. In those works, quantum synchronization is defined
as an effect that is linear in the drive strength or the
interaction strength, respectively. If the rate conditions
mentioned above are violated, only higher-order synchro-
nization can be observed, i.e., the system is in the quan-
tum interference synchronization blockade.

A variety of measures to quantify the degree of quan-
tum synchronization has been proposed in the literature

[11, 15, 24, 25]. For N spin-1 oscillators, the synchro-
nization measure Sy (¢4, ...) we choose is a probability
distribution of phases that are defined by projections of
the combined density matrix to spin coherent states. If
Sy is flat, there is no phase preference, i.e., no synchro-
nization, in the system. Maxima of Sy are related to
locking of the oscillator phases. In Appendix A, we show
that S can be expressed as expectation values of powers
of the spin ladder operators S’ji, see Eq. (A9). In partic-
ular, we find that the phase distributions can be written
as

S1(¢5)
Sa(ij)

2(m; () cos(o; )+m( )cos(2¢]))
2(m£j1) cos(g;j) + m( ) cos(2¢i5)),  (3)

where ¢; is the phase of the single oscillator j and ¢;; =
@i — ¢; is the relative phase of two oscillators ¢ and j.
Here, we define

n " S o n=1
m§)=<(5f)>><{212 " (4)
m® = (Srs) x {5 "] )
5= R

where the label n corresponds to n:1 phase locking and
equals the number of maxima in the synchronization
measure. Thus, these moments are linked to the Fourier
coefficients of the phase distributions and we will use
them to quantify synchronization.

III. TWO SPINS AND A DRIVE

In this section, we consider two coupled spins 1 labeled
A and B. They are described by Eq. (1) and with the
Hamiltonian

QO
=255+ %Sjsg +He., (6)

that denotes a coherent drive with strength 24 that acts
on spin A and an interaction of strength g between both
spins, see Fig. 1(b). We choose both Q; and g to be
positive.

A. In the interference blockade

To study the system of two spins 1 in the quantum in-
terference synchronization blockade, we set the gain and
damping rates 74 = 74 = 7% = 7% = 7 to be equal. In
this configuration, the synchronization measures up to
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FIG. 2. Visualization of coherences that vanish or cancel up to
order g4 in the first moments mi‘lj)g, mi‘l), and mg) discussed
in Sec. IIT A. Each coherence |i, j)(k, | is denoted by a pair of
either two arrows or an arrow and a dot, one in each level
scheme of spin A and B. The n'® arrow/dot in A forms a
pair with the n* arrow/dot in B, i.e., they correspond to the
same coherence. If i = k (j = 1), a dot is placed at |i) (|7))
of A (B). Otherwise, an arrow is drawn from |k) to i) (]I)
to |4)) in the level scheme of A (B). For each moment m&Y,
multiple coherences having the same color cancel. If a color
is only carried by one coherence, it vanishes individually.

fourth order in Q4 and g are

2 2 2
g 1 g 13 Q5
SQ(¢AB) ~ 71'772 COS(2¢AB) (4 - 2@ - E? 5 (7)
%, ;o
_5g°Q 39°Q%
S1(6m) = 22 cos(om) + LB cos(20m), (9)

see Appendix B 2. In this regime of equal gain and damp-
ing rates there is no cos(¢4) and cos(¢ap) contribution
since both mfj) and mi&, vanish. This is a consequence
of the (drive-spin and spin-spin) interference blockades
that persist for arbitrary drive and coupling strengths
which means there is no 1:1 phase locking of spin A to the
drive and no 1:1 phase locking between spins A and B.
However, the synchronization measure S1(¢5) in Eq. (9)
features cos(¢p). Hence, there is an effective first-order
ox Q4 1:1 phase locking of the undriven spin-1 oscilla-
tor to the drive. This 1:1 phase locking is surprising,
since spin A does not distinguish between the phase of
the drive and its polar opposite as well as spin B does
not distinguish between in and out of phase locking to
spin A. We refer to this as synchronization through the
interference blockade. It is mediated via a third-order
o ¢> spin-spin interaction as we will explain in more de-
tail below. The second term in Eq. (9) denotes 2:1 phase
locking of spin B.

In the synchronization regime where both 2 and g are
small compared to -y, the single-maximum 1:1 locking of
the undriven spin B to the drive is a small fourth-order
effect. However, there is neither 1:1 locking of oscillator
A to the drive nor between oscillators A and B at any
order in ) and g. Both the phase distribution of oscillator
A and the distribution of the relative phase of oscillators
A and B do not allow to distinguish between the phase
angle of the drive and its polar opposite. For any £ and
g, only the phase distribution of oscillator B uniquely

reflects the phase of the drive.

This behavior can be traced back to the destructive
interference of various coherences that build up. Even if
spin A does not show 1:1 locking to the drive, the phase
of the drive is nevertheless imprinted in the coherences
of the full density matrix. Therefore, spin B can ex-
hibit 1:1 locking. While the contributions of the coher-
ences to the synchronization measure of spin A cancel,
they do not cancel for spin B. A schematic visualiza-
tion of which coherences cancel up to order g{24 in the
three first moments mgg, mi‘l), and mg) is presented in
Fig. 2. The synchronization blockade between the drive
and spin A, originates from pairwise destructive interfer-
ence between the coherences |—1,0)0,0| and |0,0)1, 0|,
|—-1,—1X0,—1| and |0,1)1,1|, as well as |—1,1)0, 1| and
|0, —1)1, -1, i.e., the two terms of each pair have oppo-
site signs. The synchronization blockade between both
spins manifests in the individual vanishing of the coher-
ences |—1,0%0, —1] and |0,1)1,0| as well as in the oppo-
site signs of the coherences |—1,1)0,0| and |0,0)1, —1],
cf. Eq. (B3). However, in the synchronization measure of
the second spin B, only the terms of order g4 interfere
destructively, cf. Eq. (B2). To order ¢g€24, the contribu-
tions of the coherences |0, —1)0, 0| and |0,0)0, 1| cancel
with the contributions of the coherences |1, —1)1,0| and
|—1,0%—1,1|. Two additional coherences, |—1, —1)—1, 0]
and |1,0)1,1], contribute to terms of order g3Qa or
higher. The sum of the contributions of all six coher-
ences does not vanish.

In Fig. 3, we plot the individual synchronization mea-
sures S1(¢4) and S1(ép) as well as the combined mea-
sures So(pa, dp) and Sa(pap = ¢ a—¢p) that are defined
in Appendix A. As expected from Egs. (7) to (9), both
S1(¢a) and S2(¢pap) show two maxima, see Figs. 3(c)
and (d). These two distributions imply that spin A
locks with two preferred phases to the drive and spin
B locks with two preferred phases to spin A. Therefore,
one could naively conclude that spin B also exhibits two
maxima in its phase distribution. However, this is not
true in general. Figure 3(b) shows that the maxima of
the combined quantum synchronization measure lie at
(¢pa,08) € {(0,0),(m,0)}, leading to the single maxi-
mum of S1(¢p), see Fig. 3(a).

In Fig. 4, we show moments that reflect the synchro-
nization behavior, see Egs. (4) and (5), for various drive
and coupling strengths. As predicted by Egs. (7) to (9),
S1(¢p) exhibits a first moment, see Fig. 4(¢). In contrast,
the first moment vanishes for S1(¢4) and S2(dpap), see
Figs. 4(a) and (b). All synchronization measures show
a two-maxima contribution, see Figs. 4(d) to (f). In
Fig. 4(g), we plot the ratio of the second and first moment
of the undriven spin B indicating that Si(¢p) exhibits
predominantly two maxima if 4 > ¢ and one maximum
it Q4 < g. In Fig. 4(h), we show the maximum change
in populations between the numerically obtained density
matrix p* and a reference state p = p(©) [26]

pmax(p) = mfjx ‘p;s,n - pn,n’ . (10)
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FIG. 3. Synchronization measures S1 and Sz, see Eqgs. (A13)
and (A15), for Qa/v = 0.1 and g/y = 0.15. (b) Combined
synchronization measure Sz(¢a,¢p). (a),(d) Single synchro-
nization measures S1(¢4) and S1(¢p) as marginals of (b). (c)
Combined synchronization measure Sz(¢ag). Both Sa(¢an)
and S1(¢a) exhibit two maxima, whereas S1(¢p) of the un-
driven spin in panel (a) is characterized by only one maxi-
mum.

It can be used to identify the regime of synchronization
in which the limit-cycle state is only weakly perturbed,
i.e., Pmax < 0.1 which we find to be g,Q24 < 0.1y. In this
region, the fourth-order approximation agrees with the
numerical results presented in Figs. 4(a) to (g). More-
over, entanglement measures are small below g/v < 0.1,
see Fig. 8 in Appendix C.

Note that if the gain and damping rates are chosen
such that only one of either a drive-spin or a spin-spin
interference blockade exists, it does not persist up to large
drive and coupling strengths. The drive-spin blockade is
lifted by the spir(l—)spin intezrz)mtion and vice versa. Since
1 1
A

and m,p are not zero, it is not sur-
prising that also mg) is not zero. Only when imposing
both blockades simultaneously by equal gain and damp-
ing rates for all spins, as described in this section, the

blockades persist.

in these cases m

B. Outside the interference blockade

In the previous section, synchronization is blockaded
perfectly. We now discuss the behavior of the two-spin
system for inverted gain and damping rates 7% = V% =
vy and ¥4 = 7% = 74 close to the blockade. To this end,
we show mi‘l), mg), and m(Al])3 in Fig. 5. Whenever v, #
~d4, there are no blockades such that 1:1 drive-spin and
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FIG. 4. (a)—(f) First and second-order moments indicating
one and two maxima in the corresponding synchronization
measures. The white curves are contour lines of the moments
at 5 x 107%. (g) Ratio of the second and first moment of spin
B. The black curve denotes |m(§)/mg)| = 1 and the gray
dashed lines denote the corresponding theoretical prediction
Qa4 = 5mg/6 based on Eq. (9). (h) Maximum change of state
populations, see Eq. (10).

spin-spin locking exist. Nevertheless, there is a regime
in which |m541)| < |mg)|. Its width can be estimated by
expanding the ratio of the first moments of spin A and

spin B to first order in 7y, /v4 — 1. This expansion can be
used to approximatively solve |mf41) /mg)| =1 by
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The region in which the undriven spin B exhibits a
stronger 1:1 locking to the drive than the driven spin
A has an approximate width o< g3/43 in terms of the
ratio of gain and damping rates v4/74.

In addition to the interference blockade between spin A
and its drive as well as between both spins, i.e., vanishing
mg) and qulj)g, we find another synchronization blockade
that is induced by the coupling, see Egs. (B4) to (B6) and
Fig. 5. In the interference blockade v, = 4, up to first
order in € 4, contributions to m(AlJ)Ee originating from both
|0,1%1,0] and |—1,0)0, —1| vanish individually, whereas
terms proportional to |0,0)1, —1| and |—1,1)X0, 0] cancel.
In the coupling-induced blockade, these coherences cancel
collectively.

The coupling-induced blockades occur for rather large
coupling strengths for which the steady state of the
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FIG. 5. First moments of the individual and combined

synchronization measures for Qa/(vy + va) = 1073. (a)
g/(vg + v4) = 0.05. The inset highlights the region close
to the interference blockade v4 = v4. (b) g/(vg + va) = 0.5.

system deviates significantly from p(®. In the regime
g 2 g+ Y4 one obtains Pmax (p(>)) < 0.1, i.e., the steady
state is close to p(°).

IV. THREE UNDRIVEN SPINS

We now consider a system of three undriven coupled
spin-1 oscillators labeled A, B, and C,

H=285155 + 95855 +He,,  (12)

where gap (gc) is the coupling strength between spins
A and B (B and C). Similar to Sec. IITA, all gain
and damping rates are set equal to v. In Fig. 6, we
show both synchronization measures S3(¢pap, ¢pc) and
S3(édap, dca) for three spins which are probability distri-
butions of the relative phases between the three oscilla-
tors, see Egs. (A16) and (A17). Moreover, we present the
synchronization measures Sy between all three pairs of
spins as marginals. As expected, S2(¢pap) and Sz (dpc)
of both pairs of coupled spins exhibit two maxima due
to the quantum interference synchronization blockade,
see Figs. 6(a) and (e). However, similar to the single-
maximum locking of the undriven spin B in Fig. 3(a),
the synchronization measure between the spins A and
C that are not directly coupled exhibits a single max-
imum in the phase difference ¢ca, see Fig. 6(c). This
contradicts the naive expectation that if So(¢pap) and
Sa(¢ppe) exhibit two maxima, Sa(pca) will also ex-
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FIG. 6. Synchronization measures Sz and Ss3, see Egs. (A13)
and (A15) to (A17), for gap/v = gsc/y = 0.12. (b),(d) Com-
bined measures for three coupled spin-1 oscillators. (a),(c),(e)
Combined measures for pairs of two spins 1.

hibit two maxima. In fact, the synchronization mea-
sures S5(dap, ppc) and S3(pap, pca) exhibit maxima
t (paB,dBc,dca) € {(O, 0,0), (m,, 0)} revealing the
true locking behavior: the phases of neighboring spins
are either aligned or anti-aligned.

In analogy to Fig. 4, we display relevant moments of
the three-spin system in Fig. 7. Figures 7(a) and (b)
show vanishing 1:1 phase locking between directly cou-
pled spins. In contrast, Fig. 7(c) shows 1:1 phase locking
between the spins A and C that are not directly cou-
pled. Similar to what was found for the undriven spin B
discussed in Sec. 111, the quantum synchronization mea-
sure between the uncoupled spins A and C' exhibits both
non-vanishing first and second moments. All synchro-
nization measures exhibit a two-maxima contribution,
see Figs. 7(d) to (f). Interestingly, in contrast to the
setup of two spin-1 oscillators, Fig. 7(g) shows that the

first moment always dominates, i.e., |mg) | < |m . In
the region gap,gpc < 0.1, entanglement measures are
small, see Fig. 9 in Appendix C. This matches the region
of pmax < 0.1 in Fig. 7(h).
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V. CONCLUSION

We have analyzed setups of two and three coupled spin-
1 oscillators in the parameter regime of equal gain and
damping rates leading to (spin-spin) quantum interfer-
ence blockades between all coupled oscillators. In the
case of two spins, a drive acting on spin A leads to a
second type of (drive-spin) quantum interference block-
ade. Both blockades persist for arbitrarily large drive
and coupling strengths.

In the two-spin setup, the blockades manifest them-
selves in vanishing first moments of the quantum syn-
chronization measure of spin A as well as of the combined
synchronization measure of both spins. Spin A synchro-
nizes with equal probability in and out of phase with
the drive with a magnitude proportional to the square
of the drive strength 4. Similarly, spin B locks in and
out of phase to spin A with a magnitude proportional
to the square of the coupling strength g. The naive ex-
pectation that spin B will therefore also lock with two
preferred phases to the drive fails in general. The un-
driven spin B exhibits a 1:1 locking to the drive through
both blockades without lifting them. The magnitude of
this 1:1 locking is proportional to g3Q 4 corresponding to
a first-order locking to the drive mediated via a third-
order spin-spin interaction. Remarkably, the driven spin
A exhibits no 1:1 locking. If the parameters are chosen

such that only one of either a drive-spin or a spin-spin in-
terference blockade exists, it does not persist up to large
drive and coupling strengths. The drive-spin blockade is
lifted by the spin-spin interaction and vice versa. Only
when imposing both blockades simultaneously by equal
gain and damping rates for all spins, the blockades per-
sist.

In a three-spin chain, the combined quantum synchro-
nization measures of both pairs of directly coupled spins
exhibit two maxima. However, similar to the two-spin
case discussed in the previous paragraph, we observe a
1:1 locking behavior between the two not directly coupled
spins A and C. Analogously, this locking exists without
lifting the quantum interference blockades in the other
two subsystems AB and BC.

Quantum synchronization thus provides a rich set of
interesting features. Even for systems whose building
blocks are the simplest possible quantum limit-cycle os-
cillators, unexpected properties arise like the locking of
two not directly coupled spins mediated by an intermedi-
ate spin that is itself not locked. An intriguing question
for the future is the study of the competition of single-
maximum (indirect coupling) and two-maxima locking
(direct coupling) in geometrically frustrated configura-
tions of spin-1 oscillators.
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Appendix A: Quantum Synchronization Measures

We use the measure of quantum synchronization for
single spin-S oscillators introduced in [15],

s

516) = [ 05O 0.0 - 5=, (A
0
where
S
Q.00 =220 0lple ) (A2)

is the Husimi @ function of p with respect to spin coher-
ent states

|0, ¢) = exp(—1pS?) exp(-i05Y) |S, S) , (A3)

and |5, S) is the extremal spin state. Using the Wigner
D matrix [28], we can express Eq. (A2) as

25 +1 e
Q0,0 p) = = — DT s(0)dy, 5 (0)

n,m

(A4)



0= srimmee(s) =(3)
(A5)

The integration over 6 in Eq. (Al) can be mapped to
Eq. (3.621.5) of [29], leading to

1
2T

—(S@) -, (A6)

o’

S1(¢) = Tr [¢*(9)p]

where [30]

T

[ a6 sin@)a5 50)a5, 5(0)
0

LG0T T (L4 5+ 2T (145 - 24)

2t \/(S+n)(S—n)l(S +m)(S —m)!
(A7)

625 +1

Csm(¢) :ei(nim) 47_[_

n’

are the components of the operator ¢°(¢). For spin-
1/2 and spin-1 oscillators, we find explicit expressions

for ¢°(¢),

1 1 1,. .

c2 (¢) = % + g (61¢S+ + efl‘ﬁS*) s (AS)
) - l 3ei¢> N ei2¢ e

c(¢) = 5 T ( 35 ST+ S (ST)?+He. ). (A9)

For larger sg)ins, the expression of ¢ becomes more com-
plex, e.g., c2 (¢) features terms of the form (S+)2S~ and
S=(S*)2.

The definition of the synchronization measure Eq. (A1)
can be generalized to systems consisting of IV spin-S os-
cillators by considering tensor products of spin coherent
states, see [16],

Sn () = (25; 1)N ]d@l sin(6y) ...
0

™

T

. 1
< [ 0y sin(on)QE.5.) — G (A0)
0
where
L. 28 +1\Y /~ o |~ =
Q. ,p>=( - ) (6.3]p0.6). (A1)

N
’é’, <5> = ) exp(—id;S7) exp(~16;5Y) [S, S) .
=1
’ (A12)

Due to this tensor-product structure, we can express
Eq. (A10) as

. A 1
j=1

(A13)

In this work, we are interested in up to three spin-1 os-
cillators. Combining Eqgs. (A9) and (A13), for a single
spin 1, we obtain

_ /B gogry € gy
Sl(¢)<32e ST () +He ), (Al4)

and for a system consisting of two spins 1,

27

Sa(pap) = /d¢B So(dap + ¢B,0B)

0

Ir _
= <512€¢ABSXSB +

el2¢aB

(A15)

The structure of Eq. (A9) allows us to express the Fourier
transform of Sy as expectation values of powers of the
spin-1 ladder operators ij Note that the coefficients of
Eq. (A15) 97/512 = 27(3/32)? and 1/327 = 27/(87)?
are related to squares of the coefficients of Eq. (Al4),
where the additional factor of 27 arises from the integra-
tion over ¢p. Similarly, for three spins, we obtain

2

S3(pap,dBc) = /d¢B S3(¢pap + ¢, dB, OB — dBC),

0
(A16)

2m

S3(¢aB, dca) = /d¢A S3(pa, 04 — dap, dca+ ¢a).

0
(A17)

Appendix B: Strong Drive and/or Coupling

For vanishing drive {2; = 0 or vanishing coupling g =
0, we can solve the system of two spin-1 oscillators for
arbitrary gain and damping rates analytically.

1. Inverted Gain and Damping Rates

In the case of inverted gain and damping rates 7% =
74 = g and = Y% = 74 both mg) and mi‘% do not
vanish. Solving the system for 24 = 0 and adding a
drive that acts on spin A as a small perturbation leads
to the following leading-order contributions in Q4 /7,



2.2
97d

Q 2 + dygva + 73
() _ 3247 — 7 (1_492(79 YgVd A/d)+0(

A 16 YgYd

)

32079% + 23757 + 757a) — 32079 + ) — 106(vg7a +757a)

) 309 (= )
S'Yg’)/d YgVd

from |0,1)(1,0] from |—1,0)(0,—1]
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325 + 4373 + 49* (292 + 7’79'7d +273) + 9?79 va (472 + 57974 + 473)
_ 99 (va = 7g) (49" + V972 — 7273)

256 3245 + Yo + 494 (22 + Tygva + 273) + 92vg7a(4v2 + 5ygva +4935)

The known interference blockades for m(A)7 mfj}g, and

(1)

the leading order of my’ arise for v, = ~4 [15, 16].

The contributions of the coherences |4, j )k, | to mfj]é are
highlighted in the first line of Eq. (B3). Terms originat-
ing from both |0,1)1,0| and |—1,0%0,—1| vanish indi-
vidually, whereas terms proportional to |0,0)1, —1| and
|—1,1)0, 0] cancel in this interference blockade. For mg),
the coherences |0, —1)0, 0] and |0, 0)0, 1| cancel with the
coherences |—1,0)—1,1| and |1, —1)1,0|. Note that con-
tributions to mg) of order ¢g3Q 4 and higher do not van-
ish for equal gain and damping rates as we will see in the
next section. There, additional coherences |1,0)1, 1| and
|-1,—1X—1,0| appear. The remaining terms of mB1 in
the interference blockade can be interpreted as first-order
synchronization o< 24 of the undriven spin B to the drive
that acts on spin A mediated via a third-order spin-spin
interaction oc g3. We also recognize that the absolute
values of the first moments mi‘l), mg), and miu)g are
invariant under the exchange of the gain and damping

rates.

A new coupling-induced blockade, in which contribut-
ing coherences cancel collectively, arises for certain rela-
tions between the coupling strength g and the gain and
damping rates. The solution of mi‘lj)g = 0 can be obtained
analytically as

(1+\F)

7
%1 Ya

~ 30V

where the approximation holds for g, v, < v4. The solu-

tion of mill) = 0 is obtained approximatively for (a) large

Yg > 4 and for (b) both large v4, 9 > 74

a) 1 2
SR ievm, B 29 ()
Ya o 2 Vd 141074

b
9 D1 393, Yo 0.75612 . (B6)
Yd Yd Yd

(B3)

(

2. Equal Gain and Damping Rates

In the case of equal gain and damping rates fyg/
199/ =, for Q; = 0, we obtain

8g> 3242
ss— (1~ (0) (c0)
g ( 892+72)p R el

. g —

where

1
J=12M=-1,1
1 1 e
7 2 10 (L0l = 55 (S5Sp + S355)’
J=0,2
(B8)

is the state in the limit g > v and is diagonal in the
combined spin basis |J, M) of two spins 1. We now
add a drive that acts on spin A as a small perturbation.
This results in the following leading-order contributions
in 4/~ to the moments of the synchronization measure
of the undriven spin B

3 9°Q4(64g" + 348¢°7* 4 1357%)
B4 (8% +92)(49% + 99?) (169" + 72972 + 97*)
9> 304
T 32
g<§'y 5939A (B9)
4% 7
@ 3 9°%

7T o (¢ + 2 (497 +97)
969% 4 656g%42 + 518g%~* + 108¢%~5 + 814°
(892 +7?)(49% + 97v2)(16g* + 729272 + 97*)
g>v 9%
7 128mg?
9Ly 392Q%
2my4

(B10)



The undriven spin B exhibits a 1:1 locking to the drive
with a magnitude that to leading order is linear in Q4 /7.
The second moment of the combined synchronization
measure for both spins is up to second order in Q4/v
proportional to

GRS S
AB ™ 8 8g2 + 42
y ( - 02 (8484° + 4600g*+?% + 1905¢2~* + 70275) )
(89 +7%)(49° + 99?)(16g* + 729> + 97*)
g>v 1 5305 +49°
T 64w 20487g?

2 260% + 244>
ST 1— 20804 + 2497 . (B11)
8my? 3yt
Analogously, for a vanishing spin-spin interaction

strength g = 0, we obtain
SS 892
p (1892 " 2),00)892 n 2
Aty Aty

. Qay + - (0
_IW[S‘A +SA7p( )],

(S + 84,00
(B12)

leading to the following contribution to the second mo-
ment of the synchronization measure of the driven spin
A up to second order in g/7,
2
@ 1 9
A 2m 80 + 42
y g% (44804 + 45602 ~% + 189+2)
(8924 +~2)(1692% + 309Q%~2 + 9*)
Qax>y 1 28¢2% + 2
T 16m 128703
Q< 04 L 21g% + 803
27y2 4 '
Note that for equal gain and damping rates, the first mo-

ment mi‘l)

(B13)

of the synchronization measure of the single

spin A and mEL)B of the combined synchronization mea-

sure vanish, i.e., the system is in the quantum interfer-
ence blockade.

Appendix C: Entanglement Measures

In this appendix, we compute correlations

cov

oy = : (c1)
yeovicovt
COV = ((S7 )™ = ((STMUSH™ . (€2)
and entanglement measures
Lij = S(pi : pj) = S(pi) + S(ps) = S(piz),  (C3)
Tillp —1 k| — A
() = 2zt s A 2 (1)

k

o Na
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FIG. 8. (a) Correlations C’fg related to Figs. 4(d) to (f). (b)
Quantum mutual information of spin A and B. (c) Negativity
of spin A. All measures are evaluated for the steady state of
the Lindblad master equation. The gray dashed line denotes
the theoretical prediction Q4 = 5mg/6 of |m§32)/mg)| =1,
cf. Fig. 4.
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FIG. 9. (a)—(c) Correlations related to Figs. 7(d) to (f). (d)-
(f) Quantum mutual information of pairs of spins. (g)—(i)
Negativity of pairs of spins. The black curves are contour
lines at 0.01.

where I;; is the quantum mutual information, S(p) is
the von Neumann entropy, and N is the negativity. The
eigenvalues of pTi are denoted by Ay, where T} indicates
the partial transpose that only acts on subsystem j. Note
that in a two-partite system, p’4 and p?# = (pT4)T have
the same eigenvalues and therefore Ay = Nz. For quan-
tum systems of dimensions larger than 2 x 3, a neces-
sary condition of separability is zero negativity [31, 32].
Therefore, N; > 0 implies entanglement. For mixed
states, both entanglement and classical correlations con-
tribute to the quantum mutual information I;;.

We want to highlight the following features of corre-
lations between both spins in the two-spin setup. In
Fig. 8, both I4p and N4 exhibit a local maximum be-
tween 0.1y < g < « and below the gray dashed line
that indicates the theoretical prediction 24 = 57g/6 of



|mg)/mg)| = 1. In this region, the first moment mg)

of the synchronization measure of spin B, indicating 1:1
phase locking, dominates and pmax(p(o)) exhibits a strong
change. Comparing all three panels of Fig. 8, in this sys-
tem, the mutual information I4p appears to be a com-
bination of correlations, e.g., Cffg, and entanglement.
In Fig. 9, we present the correlations, quantum mu-
tual information, and negativity between pairs of spin-
1 oscillators. We define N;; as the negativity of spin

10

1 evaluated for the reduced density matrix of the sub-
system of spin ¢ and j. The correlations, mutual infor-
mation, and negativity of subsystem AB (BC) exhibit
similar qualitative features, e.g., a local maximum be-
tween 0.1y < gap (9pc) < 7, as in the two-spin case.
The measures of subsystem C A exhibit local maxima at
0.1y < gaB,9Bc < ~. Here, qualitatively, the measures
of the other two subsystems overlap.
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