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Superposition of trajectories, which modify quantum evolutions by superposing paths through
interferometry, has been utilized to enhance various quantum communication tasks. However, little
is known about its impact from the viewpoint of open quantum systems. Thus, we examine this
subject from the perspective of system-environment interactions. We show that the superposition
of multiple trajectories can result in quantum state freezing, suggesting a space-time dual to the
quantum Zeno effect. Moreover, non-trivial Dicke-like super(sub)radiance can be triggered without
utilizing multi-atom correlations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Controlling quantum dynamics is an essential part of
quantum information science, which becomes richer and
more challenging when considering dissipative open sys-
tems. In this regime, several unique control, or engineer-
ing, approaches are available. For example: (i) quantum
reservoir engineering, which steers open system dynamics
by directly manipulating an artificial environment [1–9];
(ii) feedback-based control [10–15], where the dynamics is
modified by closed-loop controls; (iii) dynamical decou-
pling [16–24], which is an open-loop design to counter
the effect of system-environment couplings; and (iv) the
quantum Zeno effect [25–38], where dissipation can be
suppressed through frequent measurements on the open
system.

Recently, an interferometric scheme known as super-
posed trajectories has drawn considerable research inter-
est [39–51]. This approach utilizes a quantum control of
evolution paths to let the target system to go through
different evolution paths in a quantum superposition. In
principle, the superposition of paths can be implemented
by a Mach-Zehnder type interferometer [52–58], as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. The quantum interference between dif-
ferent evolution paths can reduce the noise effect. Thus,
it is beneficial for quantum communication [39–45], quan-
tum metrology [59] and quantum thermodynamics [60].
Also, it has potential applications in relativistic quan-
tum theory [46–48]. The ability to mitigate quantum de-
coherence has also stimulated the quantum open-system
community to investigate the concept of superposed tra-
jectories in more detail [49–51]; however, various ques-
tions remain. For instance, in many previous works, only
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two paths were considered, which may limit the utility
of the quantum interference effect. Further, these works
only consider what we call the independent-environments
scenario, where the environments inside the interferome-
ter are considered to be separated and independent from
each other. This simplified scenario may deviate from
real-world considerations; for instance, these environ-
ments could either be correlated or be different regions
of a single environment.

Here, we explore both open questions. First, we ex-
tend the exploration of the independent-environments
scenario to multiple evolution paths. Our primary result
here is revealing an unexpected connection between su-
perposed trajectories and the quantum Zeno effect. For
concreteness, we consider the dissipative and the pure
dephasing spin-boson models [61]. We find that quan-
tum state freezing occurs when the number of superposed
evolution paths reaches infinity. Moreover, we show that
the effective decay can be, in general, characterized by
the overlap-integral expression, which serves as a univer-
sal tool to study the quantum Zeno effect [27] and noise
spectroscopy [62–65].

Our result could also open a novel alternative approach
to investigate the space-time “dual” quantum Zeno ef-
fect [66, 67], because we replace the temporal sequence of
measurements performed at one location (of the atom)
with a single measurement done on the multiple paths
followed by the atom in the interferometer. In other
words, a temporal sequence of measurements in one lo-
cation is replaced by a single measurement at one time,
but over many paths (i.e., many locations).

Second, we consider an indefinite-position scenario,
wherein an initially excited two-level atom is placed in-
side a bosonic vacuum where its position is indefinite
because of the superposition of paths. The modified de-
cay can exhibit signatures of both the superradiant and
subradiant emission effects [68–76]. It is well known that
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Dicke first proposed the idea of the superradiance effect
induced by an ensemble of correlated atoms [68], wherein
the quantum correlations make them behave like a giant
dipole moment. Our result implies that the formation of
a giant dipole moment can be emulated by only one atom
with superposed trajectories.We expect that this single-
atom collective effect can be utilized to design new Dicke
quantum batteries [77, 78] and heat engines [79].

II. INDEPENDENT-ENVIRONMENTS
SCENARIO

We formalize the scenario depicted in Fig. 1(a). We
consider that the path of a traveling qubit Q inside the
interferometer is characterized by a quantum system C.
More specifically, we introduce N orthonormal states
{|iC〉}i=1···N to describe N possible paths for the qubit.
When C is prepared in the state |iC〉, the qubit goes
through the path labeled by i and interacts with the en-
vironment Ei. One can also prepare C in a superposition
state, i.e., a superposition of paths, by sending the qubit
into a multi-port beam splitter [the MBS1 in Fig. 1(a)],
such that Q interacts with all environments {Ei} as a co-
herent superposition. Therefore, C acts as a quantum
control to determine which environment for Q to inter-
act with. Further, we assume that C does not directly
interact with these environments. Thus, inside the inter-
ferometer, the total Hamiltonian of C, Q, and {Ei}i=1···N
can be written as

Htot =

N∑
i=1

|iC〉〈iC | ⊗HQEi , (1)

where HQEi represents the interaction Hamiltonian of the
qubit Q and the environment Ei.

The initial states of Q and {Ei} are ρQ(0) and {ρEi(0)},
respectively. Also, by using MBS1, C is prepared in

|χC〉 =

N∑
i=1

|iC〉/
√
N. (2)

Thus, after passing through these environments, the re-
duced dynamics of CQ complex is

ρCQ(t) =
1

N

N∑
i,j=1

|iC〉〈jC | ⊗ ρQ,i,j(t)

with ρQ,i,j(t) = tr{Ek}
[
e−iHQEi t ρQ(0)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0) eiHQEj t
]
.

(3)

Terms with i = j describe the reduced dynamics obtained
from sending the qubit into a single path with the label
i, i.e., the single-path dynamics; while, the terms with
i 6= j (i.e., the off-diagonal terms) capture the quantum
interference between the paths i and j.

Before discarding C, one should perform another se-
lective measurement on it to harness the quantum inter-
ference effect [42, 43]. As shown in Fig. 1(a), this can be
achieved by applying the second multi-port beam splitter
(MBS2) with the phase shifters {φi} and selecting one of
the output beams of the qubit. To illustrate this idea, we
consider that the selective measurement is characterized
by a projector

PC,φ = |χC,φ〉〈χC,φ|

with |χC,φ〉 =

N∑
i=1

exp(iφi)|iC〉/
√
N. (4)

The post-measurement state of Q then reads

ρ̃Q,φ(t) = 〈χC,φ|ρCQ(t)|χC,φ〉

=
1

N2

∑
i,j

e−i(φi−φj)ρQ,i,j(t)

=
1

N
ρQ,avg(t) +

1

N2

∑
i 6=j

[
e−i(φi−φj)ρQ,i,j(t)

]
. (5)

Here, ρQ,avg(t) =
∑
i ρQ,i,i(t)/N denotes the incoherent

mixture of the single-path dynamics [80–84]. Note that
the normalized post-measured state is written as

ρQ,φ(t) = ρ̃Q,φ(t)/tr [ρ̃Q,φ(t)] . (6)

Equation (5) suggests that the interferometry-
modification of the qubit dynamics originates from
both the incoherent mixing of single-path dynamics
and the interference effects, i.e., the off diagonal terms
ρQ,i,j(t) with i 6= j and the phase shifts {φi}.

To simplify the following discussions, we introduce two
additional assumptions. First, we assume that all single-
path dynamics are identical; that is, ρQ(t) = ρavg

Q (t) =

ρQ,i,i(t) ∀i and β(t) = ρQ,i,j(t) ∀i 6= j. In this case,
the incoherent mixing does not yield a new dynamical
process; thus, the modification is totally determined by
the interference effect. This assumption holds when all of
the environments are prepared in the same state and all of
the qubit-environment interactions are identical. Second,
we consider that each φi is either 0 or π; and, hence,
the projector associated with the selective measurement
can be written as PC,φn

= |χC,φn
〉〈χC,φn

| with n being
the number of phase shifts that take the value π. The
post-measurement unnormalized state of Q can then be
simplified as

ρ̃Q,φn
(t) = ρQ(t)/N + (RN,n − 1/N)β(t)

with RN,n = (N − n/N)
2
. (7)

One can find that ρQ,φN/2−k
(t) = ρQ,φN/2+k

(t) for k =

0, 1, · · · , N/2− 1. Note that at t = 0 we have

ρQ,φn(0) =

{
ρQ(0) for n 6= N

2

0 for n = N
2

. (8)
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FIG. 1. Superposed quantum dynamics achieved by a multi-arm interferometer. To produce superposition of paths, the qubit is
first sent into the multi-port beam splitter (MBS1) such that the path of the qubit is prepared in |χC〉 =

∑N
i=1 |iC〉/

√
N . Thus,

the qubit can travel through (a) different independent environments {Ei} or (b), different positions {ri} of a single environment
in a quantum superposition. One can further manipulate the interference effect between the evolution paths by using the
other beam splitter (MBS2) along with phase shifters labeled by {φi}. The modified dynamics can be obtained through a
post-selection, as illustrated by the trash cans. For the independent-environments scenario, one can obtain a space-time dual to
(c), usual quantum Zeno effect induced by a temporal sequence of measurements. For the indefinite-position scenario, one can
obtain a collective decay akin to (d): the Dicke effect that can be observed by an ensemble of qubits embedded in a common
environment.

When n = N/2, one obtains a null result because of the
completely destructive interference, i.e., 〈χφ0

|χφN/2
〉 =

0, and thus, we naturally exclude this scenario from the
rest of the discussions.

III. SPACE-TIME DUAL QUANTUM ZENO
EFFECT FOR THE DISSIPATIVE AND THE

PURE DEPHASING MODELS

We now focus on two different types of spin-boson in-
teractions, the dissipative and the pure dephasing mod-
els. Without loss of generality, we work within the inter-
action picture; the interaction Hamiltonians are

Hdiss
QEi(t) =

∑
k

gke
i(ωq−ωk)tσ+ai,k + g∗ke

−i(ωq−ωk)σ−a
†
i,k,

Hdeph
QEi (t) = σz

∑
k

(gke
−iωktai,k + g∗ke

iωkta†i,k). (9)

Here, ωq denotes the energy gap between the excited
state |e〉 and the ground state |g〉 of the qubit, σz =
|e〉〈e| − |g〉〈g|, σ+ = |e〉〈g| (σ− = |g〉〈e|) represents the

qubit raising (lowering) operator, and ai,k (a†i,k) stands

for the annihilation (creation) of the mode k for the en-
vironment Ei. Let us assume that the initial state of the
total system is

ρtot(0) = |χC〉〈χC | ⊗ ρQ(0)⊗ |vac〉〈vac|, (10)

where |vac〉 =
⊗N

i=1 |vaci〉, with ai,k|vaci〉 = 0. The
associated reduced dynamics can be obtained analyti-
cally; detailed derivations can be found in Appendix A.

ωq ωM
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FIG. 2. Effective decay within a given time t = ωq/5 of the
dissipative model for superposed trajectories and the usual
quantum Zeno effect, which are described by a spectral den-
sity and the filter functions. Fdiss(N), given by Eq. (15), is
the filter function with N superposed trajectories with n = 0.
F̃(Ñ) is the filter function for the Zeno effect induced by

Ñ periodic measurements of the qubit energy; it can be ob-
tained by replacing N with Ñ and sinc2

[
(ω − ωq)t/2

]
with

sinc2
[
(ω − ωq)t/2Ñ

]
in F(N). J (ω) = exp[−(ω − ωM )2/∆]

represents a given spectral density with ωM = 3ωq/2 and
∆ = ωq/5. The qualitative difference between the traditional
Zeno effect and the space-time dual Zeno effect induced by su-
perposed trajectories is that F̃(Ñ) smears out, whereas F(N)

remains localized when increasing Ñ and N , respectively.

As pointed out in Refs. [49–51], superposed trajectories
can modulate the quantum non-Markovian effect. Tun-
ability also holds in our models; we discuss this in detail
in Appendix B.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the two-atom super(sub)radiance,
with qubits’ distance d, with the single-atom decay modified
by three superposed trajectories, where the position vectors
form an equilateral triangle with edge length d. This can be
implemented by a Young’s type triple-slit experiment. One
can place the atom detectors at certain positions and perform
quantum state tomography to verify the super(sub) radiant
dynamics. Here, we set the collective factor sinc(qd) = 1/6
and the spontaneous emission rate Γ0/ωq = 0.01.

If we now prepare the qubit state in |ψdiss
Q (0)〉 = |e〉

and |ψdeph
Q (0)〉 = (|e〉 + |g〉)/

√
2 for the dissipative and

the pure dephasing models, respectively, then

lim
N→∞

ρdiss
Q,φn

(t) = |ψdiss
Q (0)〉〈ψdiss

Q (0)|,

lim
N→∞

ρdeph
Q,φn

(t) = |ψdeph
Q (0)〉〈ψdeph

Q (0)| ∀t (11)

with n being a finite positive integer. That is, the quan-
tum states of the qubit are frozen when the number of
paths goes to infinity.

To gain a deeper insight, we introduce the survival
probability defined as

p(t) = tr[|ψQ(0)〉〈ψQ(0)| ρQ,φn(t)]. (12)

We also consider the decay factor γ(t) associated with the
survival probability p(t) = exp[−γ(t)], or equivalently,

γ(t) = − log p(t). (13)

Within leading order in perturbation, the decay factor
can be described by an overlap integral in a similar man-
ner with the traditional quantum Zeno effect [27–32];
namely,

γ(t) =

∫
dω J (ω)F(ω, t,N, n). (14)

Here, J (ω) denotes the system-environment coupling
spectral density, and the filter function F(ω, t,N, n) can
be expressed as

Fdiss(ω, t,N, n) =
N

(N − 2n)2
t2sinc2

[
(ω − ωq)

2
t

]
Fdeph(ω, t,N, n) =

1

2

N

(N − 2n)2

1− cos(ωt)

ω2
. (15)

Note that sinc(x) = sin(x)/x. Equations (14) and (15)
show that one can modify the decay by either introducing
different number of paths N or modulating the phase
shifts, i.e., changing the value n.

We emphasize that this overlap-integral expression can
be derived for a more general class of open-system models
without imposing the two assumptions mentioned earlier,
namely, (1) all environments are identical, and (2) each
φi is either 0 or π (see Appendix C for detailed deriva-
tions). The only requirement for the validity of such
an expression is the weak system-environment couplings,
such that the reduced dynamics can be perturbatively
approximated.

One distinct feature of the traditional Zeno effect is
that frequent measurements broaden the filter functions,
as shown in Fig. 2. For dissipative processes, the broad-
ening has been interpreted as a consequence of energy-
time uncertainty [27] because the system energy is mea-
sured frequently. Superposed trajectories only mod-
ify the overall magnitude of the filter function without
broadening. This is physically reasonable because the
open system is not measured frequently in the superposed
trajectories scenario, and therefore, the energy-time un-
certainty does not occur.

IV. INDEFINITE-POSITION SCENARIO AND
SINGLE-ATOM DICKE-LIKE DECAY

We now consider a scenario that generates behavior
normally observed under the Dicke effect. The simplest
model to illustrate the Dicke effect is that of two iden-
tical two-level atoms, with an energy gap ωq, embedded
in a bosonic vacuum (see, e.g., [74, 76] for instance).
By utilizing either the Fermi–Gorden rule or the master
equation approach, one can predict two split decay rates,
Γ± = Γ0[1 ± sinc(qd)], where Γ0 represents the single-
atom spontaneous decay rate, d is the distance between
two atoms and q = ωq/c, with c being the speed of light
in vacuum. The factor sinc(qd) can be interpreted as the
collective effect for this two-atom model. Here, Γ+ > Γ0

(Γ− < Γ0), which is known as Dicke superradiance (sub-
radiance), if sinc(qd) > 0.

Inspired by this model, we consider that a single qubit
Q interacts with a single bosonic vacuum, where the lo-
cation of Q is coherently controlled by C, as depicted by
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Fig. 1(b). We model the total Hamiltonian as

H̃tot =

N∑
i=1

|iC〉〈iC | ⊗ H̃(ri)

with H̃(ri) = ωqσz/2 +
∑
k

ωka
†
kak

+ σx
∑
k

gk

(
ake

ik·ri + a†ke
−ik·ri

)
. (16)

Here, {ri} denotes the possible positions of Q that are
controlled by C. By taking Born–Markov and secular
approximations, the time evolution of the CQ complex
is governed by the following master equation

∂ρCQ(t)

∂t
=Γ0

N∑
i=1

LiρCQ(t)L†i −
1

2
{L†iLi, ρCQ(t)}

+Γ0

∑
i 6=j

sinc
(
q|ri − rj |

)
LiρCQ(t)L†j . (17)

Here, Li = |i〉〈i| ⊗ σ−. The evolution governed by
the Lamb-shifted Hamiltonian is neglected for simplic-
ity. In Eq. (17), we observe the emergence of the factor
sinc

(
q|ri − rj |

)
, which is present in the above two-atom

example, and this suggests that a Dicke-like collective
effect also plays a non-trivial role.

We initialize the state of systems C and Q as ρCQ(0) =
|χC〉〈χC | ⊗ |e〉〈e| to investigate the effective population
decay of Q modified by the superposed trajectories. For
simplicity, we consider |ri − rj | = d, ∀i 6= j. That is,
the position vectors {ri} form an equilateral triangle for
N = 3 or a regular tetrahedron for N = 4 with the edge
length d. Following the procedure described in the pre-
vious sections, we perform the projective measurement
Pχφn

on C so that the effective dynamics of the excited
state population after the post-selection can be expressed
as

Pe(t,N, n) =
〈χφn

|〈e|ρCQ(t)|χφn
〉|e〉

tr
[
〈χφn

|〈e|ρCQ(t)|χφn
〉|e〉
]

=
RN,ne

−Γ0t

1
N +

(
RN,n − 1

N

)[
e−Γ0t + sinc(qd)(1− e−Γ0t)

] . (18)

Therefore, the effective decay of Q depends on the factors
(N,n), which are determined by the superposed trajec-
tories setup, and most importantly, the collective factor
sinc(qd). In Fig. 3, we present a comparison between
the two-atom super(sub)radiant decay with distance d
such that sinc(qd), and a single-atom effective decay from
three superposed trajectories. We consider that the posi-
tion vectors form an equilateral triangle with edge length
d. We set the spontaneous emission rate Γ0/ωq as 0.01.
The single-atom effective decay can either be greater than
the two-qubit superradiance, i.e., (N = 3, n = 1), or less
than the two-atom subradiance, i.e., (N = 3, n = 0).

For the experimental realization, a Young’s experiment
(as illustrated in Fig. 3), which has been applied to large

molecules [55], can be considered as a natural test-bed
for such superposed trajectories. A beam of atoms passes
through a plate pierced by two or three slits, and there-
fore, the atom may interact with the environment at dif-
ferent locations. Atom detectors can be placed at dif-
ferent positions (on the right-hand side) to verify the su-
per(sub) radiant effective dynamics. This is equivalent to
performing a measurement on the path degrees of free-
dom and selecting the associated atoms. The modified
dynamics can then be obtained by performing quantum
state tomography on the selected atoms.

Although the effective decay can be modified similarly
with the traditional Dicke effect, there exist non-trivial
differences between these two distinct results. First,
quantum correlations between multiple atoms, which is
the most important ingredient for the traditional Dicke
effect, are not present in the superposed trajectories be-
cause there is only one atom in the system. Second, it is
known that the strongest superradiant effect for the tra-
ditional Dicke effect occurs in the so-called small sample
limit, i.e., q|ri − rj | � 1, ∀ i, j. However, this is not the

case for superposed trajectories. The equation for H̃tot

indicates that the superposition of paths cannot create
the indefiniteness of the qubit position when all position
vectors are identical, i.e., |ri − rj | = 0, ∀ i, j; therefore,
lim{q|ri−rj |→0}i,j Pe(t,N, n) = exp(−Γ0t), ∀ N,n.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We studied the effects of superposed trajectories from
the perspective of open quantum systems. We demon-
strate a space-time dual Zeno effect when introduc-
ing multiple superposed trajectories for independent-
environments scenario. More specifically, we find that
it is possible to express the effective decay in terms of
an overlap integral. This result provides a novel physi-
cal intuition to the problem, and we expect that it could
be applicable to dynamical control [85] and noise spec-
troscopy [62–65], which is also based on overlap inte-
grals. Moreover, it would be interesting to investigate
whether the proposed interferometric setup can trigger
a space-time dual of measurement-induced phase tran-
sitions [66, 67], which is an application of the quantum
Zeno effect to many-body physics. We leave this as a
promising future work.

We also considered an indefinite-position scenario and
demonstrated that the Dicke-like superradiant (subradi-
ant) decay, usually observed by an ensemble of atoms,
can be generated by only one atom with multiple super-
posed trajectories. One can naturally ask whether it is
possible to induce an effective superabsorption [86, 87],
which could then open new possibilities to design quan-
tum batteries [77, 78] or quantum heat engines [79].

On the other hand, there exists another type of
quantum-controlled evolution that induces indefinite
causal order [88–91] of quantum processes. The inves-
tigation of this approach from the perspective of open
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systems is still an open question.
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Appendix A: Derivations of the spin-boson models

1. The dissipative model

The Hamiltonian of the dissipative spin-boson model
is described by

Hdiss
QEi(t) =

∑
k

gke
i(ωq−ωk)tσ+ai,k + g∗ke

−i(ωq−ωk)σ−a
†
i,k.

(A1)
Here, ωq denotes the energy gap between the excited
state |e〉 and the ground state |g〉 for the qubit Q,
σ+ = |e〉〈g| (σ− = |g〉〈e|) represents the qubit raising

(lowering) operator, and ai,k (a†i,k) stands for the annihi-

lation (creation) of the mode k for the environment Ei.
This model can be solved analytically in the single-

excitation subspace spanned by the following basis states:{
|ψi,g〉 = |iC〉 ⊗ |g〉 ⊗ |vac〉, |ψi,e〉 = |iC〉 ⊗ |e〉 ⊗ |vac〉

|ψi,kj 〉 = |iC〉 ⊗ |g〉 ⊗ |kj〉
}
i,j=1,··· ,N

, (A2)

where |vac〉 =
⊗N

i=1 |vaci〉 with ai,k|vaci〉 = 0 and |kj〉 =

a†j,k|vac〉. Whenever the initial state of the total system
is expanded by the aforementioned bases, the quantum

state at time t can be written as

|Ψdiss
tot (t)〉 =

∑
i

[
ci,g(t)|ψi,g〉+ ci,e(t)|ψi,e〉

+
∑
j,k

ci,kj (t)|ψi,kj 〉
]

(A3)

Further, the amplitudes satisfy the following coupled dif-
ferential equations:

˙ci,g(t) = 0

˙ci,e(t) = −i
∑
k gke

i(ωq−ωk)tci,ki(t)

˙ci,kj (t) = −iδi,jg∗ke−i(ωq−ωk)tci,e(t)

for i, j = 1 · · ·N.

(A4)
Assuming that the environments are initially prepared in
the vacuum state, i.e., ci,kj (0) = 0, ∀i, j, Eq. (A4) can
be analytically solved by Laplace transformation as


ci,g(t) = ci,g(0)

ci,e(t) = ci,e(0)G(t)

ci,kj (t) = −iδi,jg∗k
∫ t

0
dt′e−i(ωq−ωk)t′ci,e(t

′)

with G(t) = L−1
[ 1

s+ f̂(s)

]
and f̂(s) = L

[ ∫ ∞
0

dω J (ω)ei(ωq−ω)t
]
. (A5)

Here, G(t) = L−1
[

1
s+f̂(s)

] coincides with the dissipation

function for the single-path dynamics, wherein J (ω) =∑
k |gk|2δ(ω − ωk) represents the spectral density func-

tion, and L and L−1 denote the Laplace and inverse
Laplace transformations, respectively.

Assuming that the initial state of the total system is
written as

|Ψdiss
tot (0)〉 = |χC〉 ⊗

(
cg(0)|g〉+ ce(0)|e〉

)
⊗ |vac〉

=

N∑
i=1

1√
N

(
cg(0)|ψi,g〉+ ce(0)|ψi,e〉

)
, (A6)

where |χC〉 =
∑N
i=1 |iC〉/

√
N . The reduced dynamics of

systems C and Q can then be written as

ρdiss
CQ(t)

=
1

N

∑
i,j

|iC〉〈jC | ⊗
(
|cg(0)|2|g〉〈g|+ cg(0)ce(t)

∗|g〉〈e|

+ ce(t)cg(0)∗|e〉〈g|+ |ce(t)|2|e〉〈e|
)

+
∑
i

|iC〉〈iC | ⊗ |ci,ki(t)|2|g〉〈g|, (A7)

with ce(t) = ce(0)G(t). Consequently, the unnormalized
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post-measurement state will be

ρ̃diss
Q,φn

(t) =〈χC,φn
|ρdiss
CQ(t)|χC,φn

〉

=
[
RN,n|cg(0)|2 +

1

N
|ce(0)|2(1− |G(t)|2)

]
|g〉〈g|

+RN,nG
∗(t)cg(0)c∗e(0)|g〉〈e|

+RN,nG(t)ce(0)cg(0)∗|e〉〈g|
+RN,n|G(t)|2|ce(0)|2|e〉〈e| (A8)

with RN,n = (N − 2n)2/N2.

2. The pure dephasing model

Let us now consider the pure dephasing model, for
which the interaction Hamiltonian is described as

Hdeph
QEi (t) = σz ⊗

∑
k

(gke
−iωktai,k + g∗ke

iωkta†i,k), (A9)

where σz = |e〉〈e| − |g〉〈g|. For this model, the unitary
operator of the total system can be analytically derived
as

Udeph
tot (t) = T+ exp

[
−i
∫ t

0

Hdeph
tot (t′)dt′

]
=

N∑
i=1

|i〉〈i| ⊗ Udeph
QEi (t). (A10)

Here,

Udeph
QEi (t) = exp[if(t)]

∏
k

[|e〉〈e| ⊗Di(αk)+

|g〉〈g| ⊗Di(−αk)], (A11)

where Di(αk) = exp(αka
†
i,k−α∗kai,k) denotes the bosonic

displacement operator with αk = g∗k(1 − eiωkt)/ωk, and

f(t) = −
∫ t

0
dt′1
∫ t′1

0
dt′2
∑
k |gk|2 sin[ωk(t′2− t′1)] character-

izes an unimportant global phase.
In the main text, we stated that the environments are

prepared in the vacuum states. However, this model can
be solved when the environments are prepared in thermal
equilibrium states as well. Therefore, we now consider
the initial state of the total system as

ρdeph
tot (0) = |χC〉〈χC | ⊗ ρQ(0)

N⊗
i=1

ρEi,T ,

with ρEi,T =
∏
k

[
1− e−ωk/kBT

]
e−ωka

†
i,kai,k/kBT ,

(A12)

where kB and T denote the Boltzmann constant and the
temperature of the environments, respectively.

After tracing out the environments, the reduced state
of the systems C and Q can be obtained as

ρdeph
CQ (t) =

1

N

[ N∑
i=1

|iC〉〈iC | ⊗ ρQ(t)+∑
i6=j

|iC〉〈jC | ⊗
√
φT (t)ρQ(0)

]
, (A13)

where

〈e|ρQ(t)|e〉 = 〈e|ρQ(0)|e〉,
〈g|ρQ(t)|g〉 = 〈g|ρQ(0)|g〉,
〈e|ρQ(t)|g〉 = 〈e|ρQ(0)|g〉φT (t) = (〈g|ρQ(t)|e〉)∗.

(A14)

Here, φT (t) = 4
∫∞

0
dωJ (ω)

ω2 coth(ω/2kBT )[1 − cos(ωt)]
represents the dephasing factor for the single-path dy-
namics. The unnormalized post-measurement state can
be written as

ρ̃deph
Q,φn

(t) =〈χC,φn
|ρdeph
CQ (t)|χC,φn

〉

=
1

N
ρQ(t) +

(
RN,n −

1

N

)√
φT (t)ρQ(0).

(A15)

The normalized state retains a pure dephasing dynamics
for the pure dephasing model with a dephasing function
modified as

Φ(t,N, n) =
φT (t) + [(N − 1)− 4n

N (N − n)
]√

φT (t)

1 + [(N − 1)− 4n
N (N − n)

]√
φT (t)

.

(A16)

Appendix B: Full-time dynamics and quantum
non-Markovian effects

We now discuss the full-time dynamics and associated
non-Markovian effects. A well-known indicator of quan-
tum non-Markovianty is the non-monotonic behavior of
the trace distance [92, 93], which quantifies the distin-
guishability between quantum states. We consider an
initial state pair [ρQ,+(0), ρQ,−(0)], where

ρQ,+(0) =
1

2
(|e〉+ |g〉)(〈e|+ 〈g|)

ρQ,−(0) =
1

2
(|e〉 − |g〉)(〈e| − 〈g|). (B1)

The time evolutions of the trace distances for the dissi-
pative and pure dephasing models can be derived as

D[ρdiss
Q,φn,+(t), ρdiss

Q,φn,−(t)]

=
2(N − 2n)2|G(t)|2

[(N − 2n)2 −N ]|G(t)|2 + (N − 2n)2 +N
(B2)

and

D[ρdeph
Q,φn,+

(t), ρdeph
Q,φn,−(t)] = |Φ(t,N, n)|, (B3)
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FIG. 4. Time evolutions of the trace distance for differ-
ent factors (N,n). (a) For the dissipative model, we con-
sider the Lorentzian spectral density given by Eq. (B4) with
λ/γ0 = 0.1. For the pure dephasing model, we consider a fam-
ily of Ohmic spectral densities given by Eq. (B5) with η = 1/3
and ωc = 1. (b) We present result for s = 1 (Ohmic), where
the single-path evolution experiences Markovian monotonic
dephasing. (c) Further, we present result for s = 4 (super-
Ohmic), where non-monotonic behavior and coherence trap-
ping can be observed for single-path dynamics.

where D(A,B) denotes the trace distance between A and
B.

Taking the time derivative shows that the trace dis-
tances monotonically decrease whenever |G(t)|2 and
|Φ(t,N, n)|2 are also monotonic decreasing functions. For
the dissipative model, the criterion of the monotonically
decrease for the superposed trajectories coincides with
that of the single-path dynamics (i.e., d|G(t)|2/dt ≤ 0).
Therefore, non-monotonic behavior cannot be activated
by superposed dynamics whenever the single-path dy-

namics are monotonic decreasing.
We present the numerical results for the non-

Markovian dynamics in Fig. 4. For the dissipative model,
we consider the Lorentzian spectral density expressed as

JL(ω) =
1

2π

γ0λ
2

(ωq − ω)2 + λ2
(B4)

with the width λ and the coupling strength γ0. The
dynamics of the trace distance shows oscillating behavior
when γ0 > λ/2; this criterion also holds for superposed
trajectories. In Fig. 4(a), we consider λ = 0.1γ0, for
which oscillations can be observed. The magnitude of the
oscillations, i.e., the strength of the non-Markovian effect,
can either be enhanced or suppressed based on the factors
(N,n) in comparison with the single-path dynamics, i.e.,
(N = 1, n = 0).

Let us now consider the pure dephasing model. Here,
we consider a family of Ohmic spectral density parame-
terized as

JOhmic(s, ω) = ηωsω1−s
c exp

(
− ω

ωc

)
(B5)

with the coupling strength η = 1/3, Ohmicity s, and
the cut-off frequency ωc = 1. We present the results
for s = 1 and s = 4, which show single-path Marko-
vian and non-Markovian dephasing, respectively. In the
single-path Markovian regime (s = 1), we find that the
interferometric engineering mitigates the dephasing pro-
cess for (N = 3, n = 0). Further, the non-monotonic
behavior for (N = 3, n = 1) implies that superposed
trajectories can lead to non-Markovian dynamics even
when single-path dynamics is Markovian (in contrast to
the dissipative case). The trace distance (or equivalently
the modified dephasing function) experiences a sudden
death, and a sudden revival during the dephasing pro-
cess. For the case s = 4, the dephasing process is miti-
gated when (N = 3, n = 0) and sudden death (revival)
occurs when (N = 3, n = 1). In addition, one can also
find that the superposed trajectories can enhance another
signature of non-Markovian effect known as coherence
trapping [94], where the coherence saturates to a finite
value.

Quantum Markovianity is usually defined through the
divisibility of dynamics characterized by a family of
completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) maps.
For the pure dephasing model, the concept of (non-
)Markovianity can be applied directly because the effec-
tive dynamics of the post-measurement state remains a
pure dephasing process that can be described by CPTP
maps. However, for the dissipative model, the dynam-
ics cannot be characterized by CPTP maps, because
tr[ρdiss

Q,φn
(t)] is dependent on the initial state of the qubit

Q. Nevertheless, the dynamics of the unnormalized post-
measurement state ρ̃diss

Q,φn
(t) is characterized by a family

of completely positive and trace non-increasing (CPTNI)
maps. These maps are CP divisible when d|G(t)|2/dt ≤ 0
, which coincides with the criterion for the monotonic de-
crease of the trace distance. Therefore, the trace distance
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is still a valid indicator of quantum (non-)Markovianity
in the general sense of CPTNI maps. Similar discussions
can also be found in Ref. [51].

We now derive the divisible criterion for the dissipa-
tive model in terms of completely-positive and trace non-
increasing maps. A dynamical map is usually considered
as a collections of CPTP maps Λ(t; 0), where Λ(t; 0) is
CP divisible if for all t, τ ≥ 0 when Λ(t + τ ; 0) can be
decomposed as

Λ(t+ τ ; 0) = Λ(t+ τ ; t)Λ(t; 0), (B6)

where Λ(t + τ ; t) is also a CPTP map. We relax the
trace-preserving condition for this definition of CP divis-
ibility because the dynamics for the dissipative model is
described by CPTNI maps. According to Eq. (A8), the
Choi representation of map Λdiss

φn
(t+ τ ; t) can be derived

as

Mdiss
φn

(t+τ ; t) =


1 0 0 G(t+τ)∗

G(t)∗

0 N̄
[
1−

∣∣G(t+τ)
G(t)

∣∣2] 0 0

0 0 0 0
G(t+τ)
G(t) 0 0

∣∣G(t+τ)
G(t)

∣∣2
 ,

(B7)
where N̄ = N

(N−2n)2 . Then, Λdiss
φn

(t + τ ; t) is CP if and

only if |G(t+ τ)|2 ≤ |G(t)|2. Therefore, Λdiss
φn

(t+ τ ; 0) is

CP divisible (in a sense of CPTNI maps) if and only if

d|G(t)|2

dt
≤ 0. (B8)

Appendix C: General expression for the
overlap-integral expression

In the main text, we propose a space-time dual to
quantum Zeno effect (see in Table. I) and show that the
corresponding decay factors for the dissipative and the
pure dephasing models can be characterized by an over-
lap integral. We now provide a general expression of the
decay factor.

In general, the Hamiltonian for the qubit Q and the

environment Ei can be written as

HQEi = HQ +HEi +HI
QEi

with HI
QEi =

∑
α

Ai,α ⊗Bi,α. (C1)

Here, HQ and HE,i respectively represent the free Hamil-
tonians for the qubit and the environment Ei, and HI

QEi
denotes the interaction Hamiltonian, where Ai,α = A†i,α
and Bi,α = B†i,α are the operators for Q and Ei, respec-
tively.

Within the interaction picture, the interaction Hamil-
tonian reads

V IQEi(t) =
∑
α

Ai,α(t)⊗Bi,α(t)

with Ai,α(t) = eiHQtAi,αe
−iHQt,

Bi,α(t) = eiHEi tBi,αe
−iHEi t. (C2)

The propagator that governs the single-path time evolu-
tion can be written as

UQEi(t) = T+ exp
[
− i
∫ t

0

dt′V IQEi(t
′)
]
. (C3)

We now assume that the propagator can be approximated
to the second-order perturbation such that

UQEi(t) ≈ 1 + UQEi,1(t) + UQEi,2(t), (C4)

where

UQEi,1(t) = −i
∫ t

0

dt1V
I
QEi(t1)

and UQEi,2(t) = −
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2V
I
QEi(t1)V IQEi(t2).

(C5)

The time-dependent terms ρQ,i,j(t) described in
Eq. (5) can then be expanded to the second order, i.e.,

ρQ,i,j(t) ≈ ρQ(0) + ρQ,i,j,1(t) + ρQ,i,j,2(t). (C6)

Here, ρQ,i,j,k(t) characterizes the k−th order correction,
wherein
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Usual quantum Zeno effect Space-time dual Zeno effect

Setup A temporal sequence of measurements
on one atom.

Only one measurement on N paths
taken by the atom in an interferometer.

Behavior of the filter functions The filter functions smear out
when increasing the measurement frequency.

The filter functions remain localized
when increasing the number of paths.

TABLE I. Comparison of usual quantum Zeno effect and the space-time dual Zeno effect proposed in this work.

ρQ,i,j,1(t) = tr{Ek}

[
UQEi,1(t)ρQ(0)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0) + ρQ(0)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)U†QEj ,1(t)
]

= trEi [UQEi,1(t)ρEi(0)]ρQ(0) + ρQ(0) trEj [ρEj (0)U†QEj ,1(t)]

= −i
∑
α,β

∫ t

0

dt1
{
Ai,α(t1)ρQ(0) tr[Bi,α(t1)ρEi(0)]− ρQ(0)Aj,β(t1) tr[ρEj (0)Bj,β(t1)]

}
,

ρQ,i,j,2(t) = tr{Ek}

[
UQEi,2(t)ρQ(0)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0) + ρQ(0)
N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)U†QEj ,2(t) + UQEi,1(t)ρQ(0)
N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)U†QEj ,1(t)
]

= −
∑
α,β

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2

{
Ai,α(t1)Aj,β(t2)ρQ(0) tr{Ek}

[
Bi,α(t1)Bj,β(t2)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)
]

+ ρQ(0)Aj,β(t2)Ai,α(t1) tr{Ek}

[ N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)Bj,β(t2)Bi,α(t1)
]}

+
∑
α,β

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t

0

dt2 Ai,α(t1)ρQ(0)Aj,β(t2) tr{Ei}

[
Bi,α(t1)

N⊗
l=1

ρEl(0)Bj,β(t2)

]
. (C7)

For a large class of open-system models, the terms
tr[Bi,α(t)ρEi(0)] vanish, which implies ρQ,i,j,1(t) = 0 and

ρQ,i,j,2(t) =δi,j
∑
α,β

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2

{
[Ai,β(t2)ρQ(0)Ai,α(t1)

−Ai,α(t1)Ai,β(t2)]Ci,α,β(t1, t2) + h.c.
}
.

(C8)

Here, h.c. denotes the Hermitian conjugate, and
Ci,α,β(t1, t2) = tr[Bi,α(t1)Bi,β(t2)ρEi(0)] represents the
two-point correlation function of the environment Ei.
Thus, we have

ρ̃Q,φ(t) =
1

N2

∑
i,j

e−i(φi−φj)ρQ,i,j(t)

≈ 1

N2

∑
i,j

e−i(φi−φj)ρQ(0) +
∑
i,α,β

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2 {[Ai,β(t2)ρQ(0)Ai,α(t1)−Ai,α(t1)Ai,β(t2)ρQ(0)]Ci,α,β(t1, t2) + h.c.}

 .

(C9)

We assume that the corrections are suffi- ciently small, i.e., ||ρQ,i,j(t)||tr � 1, so that
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tr[ρ̃Q,φ(t)] ≈
∑
i,j e
−i(φi−φj)/N2. Further,

the correlation function usually takes the form
Ci,α,β(t1, t2) =

∫
dωJi(ω)fi,α,β(ω, t1, t2), where Ji(ω)

denotes the coupling spectral density between the
qubit and the environment Ei, and fi,α,β(ω, t1, t2)
summarizes the remaining information about the corre-
lation function. Suppose that the initial qubit state is
ρQ(0) = |ψ〉〈ψ|. One can then express the decay factor

in terms of averaging N overlap integrals, namely,

1

N

N∑
i=1

∫
dωJi(ω)Fi(ω, t,N,φ), (C10)

with the filter function

Fi(ω, t,N, n)

=
2N∑

k,l e
−i(φk−φl)

Re
{∑
α,β

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2 fi,α,β(ω, t1, t2)

tr
[
Pψ⊥Ai,β(t2)ρQ(0)Ai,α(t1)

]}
.

(C11)

Here, Pψ⊥ denotes a projector that projects onto the sub-
space orthogonal to |ψ〉〈ψ|.
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3, 1092 (2012).

[89] G. Rubino, L. A. Rozema, A. Feix, M. Araújo, J. M.
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