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In recent years, there has been tremendous focus on identifying whether effective descriptions of
open quantum systems such as master equations, provide the correct steady state in the long time
limit. The correct steady state is usually not known, however it can be approximated by means of
the Mean Force Hamiltonian up to some fixed order [T}, 2], the reaction coordinate mapping or other
pseudo-mode like approaches [3, 4]. A few years ago a controversy arose concerning the thermal-
ization of master equations, namely, whether steady state coherences actually arise in systems with
composite interactions or if they are some artifact caused by nonpositivity [5H7] of the effective de-
scription, in this manuscript we confirm the existence of such steady state coherences in numerically
exact dynamics, and see reminiscences of it in a CPTP map, while the steady state coherence seems
to be real its oscillatory characyer seems to be an artifact of second order approximations, indicat-
ing that rather than being steady state coherences as one may think, the equilibrium state of the
system is not diagonal in the basis of the system Hamiltonian. This paper also shows evidence than
comparing Hamiltonian corrections calculated from the mean force approach and the quasi-steady
states of dynamical equations may be deceiving, as dynamics may not tend to the state with the

correction as shown in this paper

I. INTRODUCTION

Open quantum systems usually reach a steady state
due to their interaction with their environment, when we
consider the environment to be in a thermal state. The
standard Markovian master approach indicates that our
system reaches an equilibrium in a thermal state with
the temperature of the bath. Depending on whether we
consider Lamb-shift terms or not the equilibrium state
will be the energy gap of the bare Hamiltonian, meaning
the original Hamiltonian. Completely ignoring dressing
effects, or if we include it then the frequency will be renor-
malized, but again the equilibrium state will be a Gibbs
state of the system Hamiltonian (renormalized or not).
Other approaches, however, lead to steady states that
are not necesarily the Gibbs state of the system Hamil-
tonian, a fact that has been studied extensively and for
a long time in the literature [I, BHII]. Recently, there
was a controversy surrounding consequences of this fact,
the controversy was due to the so called steady state co-
herences present in the Redfield equation, which as their
name states are coherences that persist during the open
system evolution, they were presented in [6] the results of
that paper however were obtained for the Redfield equa-
tion which is not completely positive, so it was argued
later than this effect may come from lack of complete pos-
itivity [7] rather than being a true effect. In this paper
we aim to contribute to this discussion by showing that
such a similar effect is also found in a CPTP map, this
map is another form of modeling Non-Markovian open
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quantum system dynamics known as the cumulant equa-
tion or the refined weak coupling [12] [13]. Which shows
oscillations in the coherences for long times, similar to
those reported for the Redfield equation in [6]. Notice
that in the previously mentioned reference they are as-
sociated with Lamb-shift while for this CPTP map, they
are rather related to slow convergence to the steady state.

We present analytical calculations for the cumulant
equation when orthogonal interactions are involved, and
a way to obtain them via linear maps, we believe this
formulation proves useful for analytical calculations, spe-
cially when one approximates the decay rates as proposed
n [I4]. This alternate formulation to solve the cumulant
equation also provides with a simple way of separating
the transient from the asymptotic dynamics of the sys-
tem, which we believe may be useful for certain situa-
tions, it also allows for an straight forward way to write
this equation in a master equation form.

We then show that while not oscillating those steady
state coherences are present if we solve the dynamics ex-
actly, in this paper we do this by means of the hierarchi-
cal equations of motion (HEOM) [I5], using the recent
Qutip BoFiN implementation [I6]. This translates into
the fact that the steady state is not diagonal in the basis
of the system Hamiltonian, a fact that has consequences
for the efficiencies of quantum machines [4].

We also recover simpler models for the cumulant equa-
tion from our general model, for the typical spin boson
the treatment differs from Rivas [I2] in that we shall
present a compact, simple equation for the dynamics as
opposed to the formulas provided there. We argue that
this form of the cumulant equation is easier to simulate
as well as more transparent, which allows one to draw
conclusions from the equations more easily. For the pure
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dephasing model we show that the cumulant equation
matches the exact solution, as does time convolution-
less second order master equation but not Bloch-Redfield
(BR) [I7]. Code to reproduce to simulate the cumulant
equation in general has been made available by the au-
thors in [I§], the examples include the cumulant equation
simulated in the form described in this paper.

Finally we discuss the role of Lamb-shift on the cu-
mulant equation dynamics, we discuss on the dilemma
of neglecting Lamb-shift and compare the dynamics and
steady state when it’s present or not to the exact dy-
namics. We shall also expose that the discussion about
Lamb-shift is more complicated in the non-Markovian
regime and conclude on possible paths to adequate renor-
malization. It may also be argued that such Lamb-shift
that does not simply shift the energy of the system but
rather has implications in its dynamics (because it does
not commute with the system Hamiltonian) appears be-
cause we shouldn’t simply start for an arbitrary initial
state but need to take into account the state preparation
procedure, which will modify the dynamics accordingly
[19]. In this paper we don’t consider such situation and
study dynamics from an arbitrary initial product state.

r Table 1 : Steady state of composite interactions

<0Z> <gz>
<ay>L % <gx> <gy> <ox> <oy> <gx>
]

Thermalization NO SSC Same Energy NO SSC

<gz>

Steady-state coherences arise when composite inter-
actions are in place, meaning there is an interaction
that is both parallel and orthogonal to the system
Hamiltonian Hg = “Z= the figure above illustrates
the different cases that rise in a spin-boson model
depending on the interaction Hamiltonian Hj

e The first figure shows the case in which we
have an interaction that is orthogonal to Hg,
the system is driven to a Gibbs state at the
temperature of the bath. No steady state co-
herences are generated.

e The second one shows an interaction that is
neither orthogonal nor parallel to Hg but that
instead is made of a composition of both or-
thogonal and parallel components, in this set-
ting steady state coherences are generated

e The third one illustrates Hg parallel to the
interaction. In this case, the populations of
the system are not driven towards the Gibbs
state at the bath’s temperature, only coher-

ences evolve and they go towards zero.

II. THE CUMULANT EQUATION FOR A
MODEL WITH COMPOSITE INTERACTIONS

The system of interest in this paper is a spin with
composite interactions to a bosonic bath, for generality
we will consider the most general Hamiltonian we can get
for a simple spin boson model which is given by:

H = %az + Zwkalak
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The main model in this paper is the cumulant equation
[12HI4] whose derivation is included in this manuscript as
an appendix for completeness. In general the cumulant
equation is determined by the exponential of the map:
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The dynamics of our state is then simply given by:

p(t) = e [pd] (8)

In general, however it can be rewritten in another way
which we find more transparent and easier to work with
for semi-analytical calculations [12, [14]. Let us choose



to represent our density matrix for SU(N) following the
prescription by [20]:

I N-1

1
p=tyz D dw 9)

=1

Where
A\ = Tr[wp)] (10)
2
w; = — l(l—|—1) (P171 +P2,2+"'+]Dl,l +l-Pl+1,l+1)

(11)

As the map is linear we can in general write its action on
the density matrix as linear transformation

Kol = (M2 479X (12)

Which can be easily exponentiated and yields (see Ap-

pendix, eq. ([A51)):

N >y

I
— (M) M7 w4 M

5 i (13)

p(t) =
In fact the expression not only works for the expo-
nential of a the cumulant generator but the exponential
of any linear map.

III. CUMULANT EQUATION FOR A SPIN
BOSON MODEL WITH COMPOSITE
INTERACTIONS

From we may decompose the H; part into the bath
operators and the following jump operators:

A(wo) = fo—,  A(~wo) = for,  A(0) = fso. (14)

—|fI’T
Re(rj) - 2f2£z

IV. DYNAMICS OF THE SYSTEM WHEN
LAMB-SHIFT IS NEGLECTED

In this section, we compare our model which was com-
puted using the cumulant equation with other more es-
tablished approaches in the literature. This section serves
as bench-mark of our Non-Markovian equation in differ-
ent scenarios. Since Lamb-shift itself is usually neglected

) —2f1&. _Im(rj)
M= |~ +2ne - (LEr+ 23T + Re(f2T )

~ (7P +m(s2r-))

where f = f; —ifs, then from the linear coupling to the
bosonic operators one obtains:
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where n, is the Bose-Einstein distribution
1
= 17
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For convenience let us introduce the following notation:
from now on the functions dependence on time will not
be written explicitly and their frequency dependence will
be labeled as subindices, for example Iy, v = I'(w,w’, t)
we will further simplify the notation by replacing the
explicit frequencies as wy — —,—wo — +, 0 — z, such
that T'(wo,0,t) = T'_., using this we may finally write
the cumulant equation evolution for this model as:

p(t) == + (M —T)M~ 17 6+eM§ 7 (18)
where
(0-(0)) |f2 i ==
F=|(0.(0) ] 7= —Im(I']) (19)
(0(0)) Re(I'])

(20)

Where M is given by

2f2&. + Re(T'))
P = Tm(f2T ) (21)
PP 22T, + Re(f2T_y)

in the approaches considered in literature, this bench-
mark should be relevant. In a later section we will see
how the Lamb-shift correction affects the accuracy of the
cumulant equation. A similar benchmark can be found
in [2I] where the focus is on the regime of validity of
the several equations studied in that paper, here we fo-
cus both on the regime of validity and on which equation
is better at which regime, while the conclusions found
in that paper are correct here we indicate that there is



more to the story as we see that the cumulant equation
or refined weak coupling is typically more faithfull to the
exact dynamics in its regime of validity. This fact com-
bined with the cumulant equation being a CPTP map
make it a good alternative to simulate open quantum
systems in the weak coupling regime, specially with re-
spect to the several efforts to make the Bloch-Redfield
equation completely positive [22H24]

From this section forward all simulations shown in
plots have

o0 = (03 03) )

as the initial state and

as the spectral density

A. Pure Dephasing and the conundrum of
reproducing exact results at second order

If we want to recover a pure dephasing model, it suffices
to set f = 0 for which our linear transformation becomes

a’ 0 0 0 a
vl=[0—2£2r.. o b (24)
C/ 0 0 _2f32Fzz c

M

In this case, the dynamics are easily solvable as Eq. (A51))
becomes

(25)

From this, we can see the dynamics doesn’t induce any
change on the diagonal, namely there are no energy ex-
changes between the system an environment,the interac-
tion simply kills coherences for this sort of evolution as
it is expected. For longer times I',, increases with ¢ then
the steady state is simply given by

a+i 0
psteady ( 0 2 1 ) (26)

Notice we would have the exact same solution if we had
considered Lamb-shift, from Eq. we can see that
Lamb-shift plays no role in this scenario as it is propor-
tional to the identity. As a matter of fact, the cumu-
lant equation for this model is equivalent to the exact

—ic))

solution. Let us consider the exact solution for a pure
dephasing model as described by [25] 26] the coherences
decay according to

p12(t) = e 7 py5(0) (27)

where

+(t) :4/000 de(w)coth(ﬁ;) (““f“‘””) (28)

W

For comparison let us quickly rewrite this. Note that
wt

cos(wt) =1 — 2sin(7)2 such that we may write:

(1) = 262 /0 b de(w)coth(ﬁ;) sinc (?)2 (29)

While substituting directly in Eq. results in
I.. =2 / dvJ (v) sine (it) (2n, +1) (30)
0
oo 2
T, = tz/ dvJ(v)sinc (gt) coth (%) (31)
0

By simple comparison we see that v(¢) = 2T",, and that
coherences are decaying in the same way, indicating that
the cumulant equation is exact for pure dephasing. The
cumulant is not the only equation that has this feat the
time convolution-less master equation (TCL) at second
order (Redfield [27, 28]) is also exact for this model [17]
but the commonly used Bloch-Redfield master equation
[16], 27, 29] which we compare to cumulant through this
paper does not, this example shows a clear, simple sce-
nario where we can see the superiority of the cumulant
equation against similar approaches like Bloch-Redfield.
On the other hand, it is a map, rather than an integral-
differential equation like the TCL beating it in simplicity
but still being able to produce exact solutions. This is re-
markable given that this is independent of the coupling
and it is indeed a conundrum that even for arbitrary
strong coupling we are able to produce the exact dynam-
ics with just a second-order expansion.

In Fig. [1] we can see a contour plot that shows the
minimum fidelity the BR equation has for a given set of
parameters, we can see that the area where it works with
high fidelity is rather restricted, which is understandable
given that it is only meant to operate in the weak cou-
pling limit, still the cumulant equation which was derived
in the weak coupling limit holds, showing a clear advan-
tage to study dephasing scenarios.

In this setting even the simplest equation, namely
the Davies-Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan—Lindblad
(Davies-GKLS) master equation is in good agreement
with the exact solution, the TCL and cumulant equation
exhibit an advantage as they match the exact solution
whereas Bloch-Redfield does not.
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(c) Fidelity of the Davies-GKLS and
Bloch-Redfield equation for a a wide range of
parameters

FIG. 1: In figures (a) and (¢) The dynamics for the
pure dephasing model are shown, it corresponds to
fi=f2=0and fs =1, for this comparison the
parameters for the 51mulat10n taken were 7% = 4, )‘ %
= bwy. We can see HEOM has converged to the
analytlcal exact solution, it should be mentioned that it
required Ny = 8 matsubara exponents, and 8 ADOS,
Thus the computational effort is significant when
compared with the cumulant equation, futhermore at
lower temperatures, more exponents may be needed,
and the ADOS may not be enough, thus resulting in

higher computational effort.

B. The standard Spin Boson Model

The standard spin boson model [12}, 27] can be recov-
ered from by making make f3 = fo = 0, The linear
transformation giving rise to the cumulant equation dy-
namics is then given by:

-T 0 0
M=|0 —5+Rel—y) —(Im(T_)+&) | (32)
0 &—Im(I_y) -5 —Re(l-_3)
T ')
7= 0 (33)
0

The evolution of the system is obtained from easily,
in particular one remarkable fact is that since the matrix
M rank is 2 this allows us to obtain analytical expres-
sions for its exponential easily, providing a way to get
analytical answers for the spin boson model out of this
Non-Markovian description.

Another advantage of this form of the evolution is that
we may separate the asymptotic dynamics from the mem-
ory dependent one, as we know that e™ — 0 ast — oo for
this model as the real part of its eigenvalues are always
negative

Therefore, if we only aim at knowing the steady state
of the system then it suffices to look at the non-vanishing
terms of in the long time limit, which results in :

P —T__
. I 2T
Psteady = —0 - M7 '7=5"- 0 (34)
0
L, —T__
=—5p = (35)

This can obtain analytically in the long time limit, sub-
stituting the adequate time dependent coefficients into

Eq. :

[ +T, =t /OOO dwJ (w) coth (%)
(s (1220) 4 g (200
(36)
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0

(e (1450) e ({2 201)
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Since we only care about the steady state of the system at
this point we may take the limit of ¢ — co which greatly
simplifies the analysis as the limit of the time-dependent
function as :
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(a) Absolute value of coherence for the different ap-
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(b) Evolution of the populations for each of the different
approaches
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FIG. 2: The dynamics for the spin boson model are
shown, it corresponds to f3 = fo = 0 and f; = 1, for
wo

the plots shown % = 2,% = 0.01, v = Swy.
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Thus we have

r._-r
Psteady = _THUZ (39)

R dund () (5w — w) — 8w+ o)
2 [% dwJ(w) coth (£2) 6(w — wo)

o, (40)

_ 1 J(WO) - J(_WO) o, (41)

2 J(wp) coth (L‘;O)

When the KMS relation is satisfied for a bosonic bath,
the spectral density needs to be an odd function, other-
wise, KMS is violated, and we may not have a stationary
state [30, BI] which explains the apparent need for an
odd function in Eq. (39) to obtain the expected result.
Assuming KMS then one obtains:

Psteady = tanh (B;JO) o, (42)

Thus the steady state is just Gibbs state to bare Hamil-
tonian which we know to be the correct steady state of
the system up to second order [I, [8] as off-diagonal cor-
rections vanish for orthogonal couplings in the spin boson
model. Regarding the true evolution, we know that in-
deed there are no steady state coherences [1 [8 32] in
this scenario, but there are corrections to populations
that are a consequence of O(A\?) effects, so we see that in
this case the cumulant equation does not reproduce prop-
erly the properties of the stationary state. Let us how-
ever remark here that corrections for populations can be
derived from so called quasi-steady state computed per-
turbatively from cumulant equation (see Ref. [I]) and
that other master equations (Davies-GKLS and Bloch-
Redfield) fail in the same way. As we see in Fig. [2| ini-
tially the populations are better described by cumulant
than the other master equations, which can be considered
as a trace of the mentioned corrections of [1].

Since in our linear map the dynamics of populations
and the dynamics of coherences are decoupled this allows
one to exponentiate the matrix from Eq. without
making any sort of assumption, which in turn allows us
to write the evolution of the population and coherences
compactly, since we are neglecting the Non-Markovian
Lambshift in this section, the analytical solution becomes
even simpler, we obtain:
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cumulant equation and the Bloch Redfield equation, the equation and the Davies-GKLS equation, the cumulant
black line divides the region where the difference is equation is a better description for all chosen
positive (cumulant has higher minimum fidelity) and parameters, which can be seen because the difference is
where it is negative always positive

FIG. 3: These plots show the minimum fidelity between the numerically exact solution (HEOM) and the different
master equations.Bare in mind that the black line that divides the regime where cumulant is better that
Bloch-Redfield,may change shape for different values of v with respect to wy. here we have chosen v = wy however in
general we see that the cumulant equation is a better description at small % and low temperature, while Bloch
Redfield is better in the opposite regime
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In terms of the dynamics one can see that the cumu- lant equation is the most favorable approximate descrip-



tion for the parameters chosen in Fig. As we are
in the weak coupling regime, we can see a pretty good
agreement with the exact dynamics even for the simplest
equation, namely, the Davies-GLKS. Still the cumulant
equation is a better description in early and long times
when compared to the other master equations presented
here, it is also as good as Bloch-Redfield in intermediate
times, this indicates higher orders of the cumulant equa-
tion might be worth pursuing in the same way the TCL
equation is often written down.

C. The Composite interaction case

In the previous two sections we recovered models for
which the cumulant equation has been studied in the lit-
erature, the difference so far has been on how to solve
the cumulant dynamics [I2] and the comparison to other
master equations, however we believe our way of solving
might prove useful for analytical calculations, specially
when approximation of the integrals will be used in the

same spirit as in [14] 33} 34].
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(b) Cumulant vs Bloch-Redfield

FIG. 4: These plots show the different in minimum fi-
delity between the standard master equations and the
cumulant equation, for the simulations we fixed % =

2,2 =0.01
Y

A first attempt in this direction was put forward in
[14], our results are now bench-marked with respect to
other approaches, showing agreement and even advan-
tage.In this section we extend these models by including
additional couplings, which is sometimes called the Non-
equilibrium spin-Boson model [35], see appendix [B] to
see how Hamiltonian is related to this model. In the
case of composite interactions the matrix is rank 3, which
makes analytical expressions complicated as they depend
on a cubic root, and therefore it’s hard to get Eq. in
a compact form unless approximations are done on the
integrals. The result of the dynamics can be observed in

the Fig.
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(c) Fidelity with respect to HEOM for each of the meth-
ods considered

FIG. 5: The dynamics for the spin boson model are
shown, it corresponds to fo = 0 and f3 = f; = 1, for
the plots shown %% = 2,% =0.01.



We can see that in this case the cumulant equation
has an advantage over the more standard Bloch-Redfield
equation while the advantage is small. The fact that
the cumulant equation can reproduce better the early
time populations is the main source of it’s advantage with
respect to the Bloch-Redfield equation. While it loosses
this advantage in time, as it is closer in populations while
it slowly goes to the bare Gibbs state it has a better
fidelity until reaching the steady state. Notice that small
oscillations in coherence remain in the cumulant equation

0.5

A
v

Fidelity BR

1.0

while the other master equations have already reached a
fixed value. This is due to the slow decay of the cumulant
equation to the Davies-GKLS steady state, as we have
mentioned this gives a reminiscence of the steady state
coherences as they are long lived.

One may wonder if the parameters chosen above
namely equal f; = f3 played a role in the superiority
of the cumulant equation, Fig. [] shows that this is not
the case by showing the difference in minimum fidelities
over a range of different |f| and f3

1.00
0.95
0.90
0.85
0.80

Fidelity GKLS

1.0 1.5

0.5

15

<I>

(a) Minimum fidelity of all master equations against HEOM
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-0.12
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(b) Difference in minimum fidelity between the cumulant
equation and the Bloch Redfield equation, the black line
divides the region where the difference is positive (cumu-
lant has higher minimum fidelity) and where it is negative
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(c) Difference in minimum fidelity between the cumulant
equation and the Davies-GKLS equation, the cumulant
equation is a better description for all chosen parameters,
which can be seen because the difference is always positive

FIG. 6: These plots show the minimum fidelity between the numerically exact solution (HEOM) and the different
master equations. Bare in mind that the black line that divides the regime where cumulant is better that Bloch-
Redfield,may change shape for different values of v with respect to wgy, however in general we see that the cumulant
equation is a better description at small % and low temperature, while Bloch-Redfield is better in the opposite regime,
bare in mind that master equations are not supposed to be used for such strong couplings, so the cumulant equation
or refined weak coupling still shows an advantage over the region of interest
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In this section we observed that the Bloch-Redfield equation regime of validity seems to be larger than that of the
cumulant equation/refined weak coupling as mentioned in [21I], bare in mind that the cumulant equation is a more
faithful description when % < 1 which corresponds to the weak coupling regime where master equations are valid
descriptions.

V. THE EFFECT ON LAMB-SHIFT ON THE CUMULANT EQUATION

Most work on open quantum systems that has been done with master equations neglects Lamb-shift corrections
[25] 31, [36H39]. One of the main reasons people give for neglecting it, is that it is usually small (or that it’s effect is
small which follows from this). However, this does not make sense as this is a cut-off dependent quantity and might
diverge in general. Another, stronger argument is that if the shift occurs in the Hamiltonian part it must also occur in
the dissipative part, otherwise there is some kind of inconsistency in the equation. People who advocate for the latter
argument say that one should take the physical (already dressed/Lamb-shifted ) Hamiltonian and derive the master
equation in its interaction picture where no Lamb-shift exists, this would amount to having a master equation where
Lamb-shift is neglected, however its interpretation is different, for a more in-depth discussion see [32]. This argument
is at least solid and justifies neglecting Lamb-shift when it commuted with the original system Hamiltonian or when
it is time independent as it is a constant shift so the rotation maps a time independent problem to a time independent
problem. In the opposite case such a rotation would map a time independent problem into a time dependent one, so
taking a time independent Hamiltonian in this renormalized picture does not make sense or at the very least needs
further justification.
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FIG. 7: The dynamics for the spin boson model are shown, it corresponds to f3 = fo = 0 and f; = 1, for the plots
shown %% = 2,% = 0.01 and v = 5wy.

While Lamb shift can always be seen as a constant drift in the case for Markovian master equations it may not always
be true when dealing with Non-Markovian master equations, as it may not always commute with the Hamiltonian
of the system. In particular, for this simple model it is not the case as was shown in [I} [6]. This happens when
we have composite interactions and it may be the reason master for which equations show the so-called steady state
coherences. The fact that the the numerically exact solution (HEOM) exhibiths such a steady state coherence may
point to the direction that Lamb-shift does indeed make the master equation more faithful and therefore one should
indeed shift.

When it comes to the cumulant equation Lamb-shift, as far as we are aware of its effect on dynamics has not been
studied elsewhere (in [I2] Lamb-shift is calculated but its effects on dynamics are not observed or discussed ). Here
we see, that it may be beneficial to use the time dependent Lamb-shift as one gets a higher fidelity at the expense of
more computation time. However, we may notice that the main effect of the Lamb-shift is to have a better description
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of the coherences, as the Lamb-shift correction makes the coherence be in sync with the numerically exact solution.
It’s effects on populations is negligible though, so when looking at longer time scales using the Lamb-shift correction
may not be worth it, as the cumulant equation will slowly converge to the steady state solution of the Davies-GKLS
equation. On short and intermediate time scales we can see an improvement by using the Lamb-shift correction on
average, however at certain times our fidelity is slightly reduced due to amplitude mismatch in some cases, as it can
be seen from the Fig. [7dl The findings of this paper seem to indicate that Lamb-shift is indeed beneficial to the
descriptions of dynamics, however the improvement it obtains for the system is small, it remains an open question
whether it can have a big impact on other systems.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have revisited the study of the spin boson model in the cumulant /refined weak coupling approach and proposed
an alternative approach to solve it by using the fact that the superoperator acts as a linear map. This allows us
to come up with a simple analytical answer when contrasted with the previous studies in the literature. We have
also extended the literature by studying the so called non-equilibrium spin boson model, and shown that in the weak
coupling regime the cumulant equation corresponds better to the true dynamics than other popular approaches such
as the Bloch-Redfield equation, showing that the cumulant equation is a good candidate to study dynamics in this
regime. This regime is the most important one for this model as it corresponds to a charge qubit (see Appendix .

One big part of the advantage of the cumulant equation is that it picks up a correction to the diagonal of the density
matrix in finite time which slowly vanishes. Therefore it is overall quite good for a pretty long time.

On the other hand, cumulant equation exhibit slowly dying oscillations of coherences. In [0} [7] such oscillations
were also observed under Bloch-Redfield master equation, yet they were not dying. They looked like steady ones,
but this was the effect of second order expansion. For longer times this is not anymore valid, and the oscillations
have been also slowly dying. It was argued in [7] that the presence of these is due to violation of complete positivity.
However we now see that the completely positive cumulant equation also exhibit such oscillations, and therefore we
believe that it may be instead a feature of the master equations based on Born approximation. We thus believe that
higher orders of the cumulant expansion might cure this.

Overall, the cumulant equation provides a useful tool for the study of open systems in the weak coupling regime,
especially when time dynamics rather than steady state is considered. Our form of its solution allows one to separate
the transient dynamics from the steady state dynamics in a convenient fashion, that may prove useful in the study of
quantum heat engines.
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Appendix A: Derivation of The cumulant equation for the non equilibrium spin boson model

Let us first find the Lamb-shift which is given by:

A) =D &w,o ) AT (w)A(w')

After expanding the sum this becomes

12

2
A= e ve )+ D e~ ot Fale. - o+ (6 — G+ e (AD

T2

As anything commutes with the identity one may drop that term, as well as rewrite this in terms of o, oy,but first:
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2 o0 _ I _ oo _
E(w,w',t) = Z%T /_Oo d¢ sinc (w2¢t> sinc (W 5 (bt) P_V/0 dv [(Z(Vz/ + M} (A2)

From there we can see that the terms where one omega is zero are the same, namely £(w,0,t) = £(0,w’, ) using
that:

a0 =2 6y~ € ot PR )0 + FhlEe — o (A3)
- % (£++ —f,,)o’z +f3(£zf _£z+)(f10-x +f20y) (A4)
Now we define:
R=> Ry (A5)
Ry = D(w, o', t) (A(w’).AT(w) - —{AT(“’)‘;(“I)’ '}) (A6)
we will now use sub-indices to refer to omegas — = w,+ = —w, z = 0 using that notation we may write [40]:
Z[p] = <|f| (€ = &) oz Pl + f3(Ear — &) (filow p] + faloy, p])) + R[p] (A7)

However we may write a qubit density matrix as:

1
p:§+bom+cay+d02

Since that map acts linearly one may find it on each operator separately, to this quickly let us compute the action
of R, . on each operator:
- The identity:

Rel=—T |ffo. R (=0  Rell]=2T. ffsor
RN=0 R =Ty |ffo. R (] =—2T.i]fso (A8)
Ry [I|=2T_,fsfor R_.[I]= -2 .fs5f0_ R..[I]=0
-0,
Rii[o:] = _F——|f‘202 Ri_[0:]=0 R.i[o.] =T, ffso-
R_4[o.]=0 R__lo.] = _F+—t|f|20'z R._lo.] =T.1ffso4 (A9)
R—&-z[o—z} = F_fo30'+ R—z[gz] = 1_\—i-szlio—— Rzz[gz] =0
-0y
R++[aw]:—f‘,,|f\ % R_i[o ]:F+ff2027 R.iloo) =T_.ffs%
+-los] = 7+f o Ro_[og] = -TyilfI"% Reloo] =T ffs5 (A10)
R+z[0z] =T _.fsf% R_.lo)=T1.fsf% R.:fo.] = -T..2ffo,
- oy,
Riiloy) = —If’% R_yloy)=—if?0_ R.iloy)] = ffs=45=

Ri_lo) = ifor R_lo) = —\f?% Ro.lo,) = jf(=2) (A11)
R-&-Z[Uy] = fsf("Zz) Rz—[ay] = fo(u;z) RZZ[Uy] = _2f3‘7y
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Using those we can compute the action of R, so we finally have:

RI =|fP Ty —T-)oo+ (Coaffs —Tiafsf AT fsf —~Toiffa) o+ i (Do ffs + Toafsf —Tas fof — Doy ffs) o

(A12)
R[O’Z] _ |f|2 (F__ +F++)O'z —‘rif3 (F—;f _ F-‘,—;f _ FZ2_f + Fz;—f) oy + f3 (F—sz + F—;zf + Fz2—f + Fz;—f) O
(A13)
_ _ —2
Rlo.]) =3 <F;f + Fng + Fgf + sz) o, +i <F;f2 - F*;f ) oy (A14)
I_.f2 I, f r__ T
+ ( ;f + +2f — 20, f3 — (2 + ‘2”) f|2> oy (A15)
9 —2
Rioy) = (—F‘;f -k g (- |f2> % (A16)
— - —2
+i (fg (F_;f - F+22f — Fzgff + FZ;f> 0.+ (F‘;Jﬂ - F*;f ) %) (A17)
However, we can see from the definition that I',,, = I',,. so the expressions can be written as:
RI) = |fI* D4y =T—_) oz +2Re (faf (T = Toy)) 00 — 2Im (f3f (T2 —T=y)) 0, (A18)
Rlo.] = — |f|2 T +Tiy)o. —Im(fsf(T-.+T.4)) oy + Re (f3f(T—z+T21)) 0n (A19)

Rlo,] = (Re (I‘,Jrfz) — 2T, f2 (1—‘2 + F++> If] > ox+Re(fsf(T-,4+T.4))0. —Im (I‘,Jrfz) oy,  (A20)

r__

Rloy] = — (Re (F_+f2) + QFZng + (2 + F—H_> |f] > oy +Im(fsf(F—, +T.4)) o, —Im (F_+f2) or (A21)

Using this one may finally obtain the action of the super operator on each of the Pauli matrices. Since everything
commutes with the identity there is no contribution from the Hamiltonian part then:

Z[1] = |f‘2 iy —T-2)oz+2Re(fsf(I—z —Ts4))op —2Im (f3 f(I—z — T'2y)) Oy (A22)

For the Pauli matrices we have non-zero Hamiltonian contribution given by:

[A(t), 0] = <|f (ot =)oz, 00 + f3(§am — Eov)(filow, 0i] + f2[0y701])> (A23)

where o; can be any of the Pauli matrices, using the equation above one finds for o,:

A(t).0.] = ('fz' (m—s><2wy>+f2f3<gz—sz+><—2¢oz>> (A21)
=i (IfF (€ = €-2) 0y = 2afa(Eem — €0 (A25)

for o
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A1), 0] = ('fz' (Evs —€) (~2ids) + folbe — 5z+>f1<2wz>> (426)
=i (211 /36 = &1)o= = I (€41 — € ) ) (A27)
and finally for o, :
[A(t),0:] =f3(E— — &1 ) (f1(=2i0y) + f2(2i0,)) (A28)
=2if3(§. — &o1)(foow — fr0y) (A29)
Remember that
Zlx] = —i[A(t), z] + R(x) (A30)

With all of the equations above we may now write the action of the super operator on each of the Pauli matrices,
we start with o,:

Zlo.] = 2f3(6- — &4 ) (f202 — flay) - |f|2 (M +Tyy)o. —Im(ffs(T_. +T.4)) oy + Re (fsf(Tom +T24)) 0s

(A31)
Then for o,:
Zlog] = [P (€44 — E-2)oy — 2faf3(6ae — &4 )0 — Im(f?T_1)oy + Re(f f3(F—: + Tz—))o.
('f 0 S Y Re<f2r_+>> o (A32)
Finally for o
Zloy] = — | (€r+ — E-—)0w + 2f3f1(Eoe — Exi )T — <f| (T +Tyy) +2f3T.. + Re(f7T- )) oy
- Im(f2r—+)o'x —Im(ff3(T.- +T.4))o- (A33)

To find the evolution of the density matrix, one can then use the fact that any qubit density matrix can be written
as

I+4+7v-d T
p= % =3 +coy +boy +ao, (A34)

Before moving forward let us introduce the following notation:

§=&y — & (A35)

7 =faf(Ts = T%y) (A36)
I = faf(Tae +T2y) (A37)
P=T__+T,, (A38)

£ = f3(§er — &) (A39)

Using the previous results one finds that, and the notation defined above one obtains:
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Zlp=2 [g +ao, + bog + cay} = @ +aZlo,] + bZ[o,] + cZ[oy,] (A40)
= 2 (IFF (D T )ow 4 2Re(T o — 21m(I ), )
ta (_m?pgz + (Re(T'T) — 228, ) 00 — (Im(IF) — 2f12) ay)
((f Wb opr . 4 Re(sor )) oy + Im(f2T_, )0y + Im(T)o + |f2§0x+2f1§zoz>
b <|f2§oy +2f26,0, + Re(TH)o, — Im(f*T_4)o, — ('f [ +2f2T.. — Re(f°T_ )> am> (A41)

One then collects terms proportional to each of the Pauli matrices so that one has:

Zlp] = <f| (F++2— I++)

—alf’T = c(Im(TF) + 2£1€.) + b(2fal. + Re(l“j))) o

f1”

+ ( In(I7) +a (2f1€ — Im(TF)) = b (Tm(f20 1) = |f%€) — ¢ ( T+ 2f2T.. + Re(f?I'_ ))) o,

f1”

+ (RG(FJ) — (|17 + Im(f*T 1)) + a(Re(T'}) — 2. f2) = b < D+ 23T, — Re(f*T- ))) or  (A42)

This may be written as a linear transformation of the coefficients:

o —|fP’T 226 + Re(I'T) ~2/1&. — Im(T'}) .
+ LfI? 2 2 2 2
v = | Remh) —2p6 — (T +28T. —Re(2r 1)) - (IfPe+Im(Pr ) b|  (Ad3)
‘) \en&-mrn)  (fPe-m(roy) - (YD e 2 4 Re(riry))
M
P ==
- Re(T3) (A44)

~Im(T7)

7

We may now rewrite the action of the super operator as a linear transformation and obtain an form for the evolution
based on the previous map:

Kalp] = &7 (M + 7) (A45)
Where
Oz
o= 1o, (A46)
Oy

Now applying the map again will have the same form, it will just be applied on p = d'o, + b0, + coy, so this time
the term proportional to the identity () does not come into play so applying the map once again results in:

Z%[p| = "M (Ma + 7) (A4T)

And the exponential can be computed as :
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2] :ergTZM

m (A48)
n=1
— M"d — M7
_ =T (= —1 4 =T T
=p—d' (@+M7)+d Z:O o +7 Z:O o (A49)
=p—o"(@+M 7)) +5TeMa+ T eMM T (A50)
I
eZlp] = 3+ (M —mM 7+ 5TeMa (A51)

Appendix B: Relationship with the Charge Qubit

One of the simplest elements in superconducting circuits is the Cooper par box (CPB) or charge qubit [41], which
is a superconducting candidate for a qubit whose basis states are charge state which represent the presence of cooper
pairs in the superconducting island, the simplified schematics of a charge qubit are shown on Fig. [0 The line with
the cross is used to denote a tunnel junction, C'; denotes the junction’s capacitance while E; is the Josephson energy,
Cy and V, are the the gate voltage and capacitance used to control the superconducting junction. The Hamiltonian
of such a super conducting circuit in standard circuit QED is given by

Cg
| qr .

q2 900

Vo® Cy = X B

q N Q00

FIG. 9: Tlustration of the spin
FIG. 8: Simple schematic for a boson model

charge qubit

FIG. 10: This figure shows the two possible representations of this model, on the one hand it can be thought of as a
charge qubit where we are only interested in the first two levels and that is in the weakly coupled regime [8 on the
other hand it can be thought of as a spin particle coupled to a Bosonic bath [J] where the coupling to the bath is not
orthogonal or parallel to the system Hamiltonian as illustrated in the Table 1

H=Ec(N—N,)? - E, cos(as) (B1)

where F¢ is the junctions charging energy, N and (,zAS correspond to the canonical operators that quantize charge
and flux. if we rewrite (B1) in the Cooper pair number basis we obtain:

E
_ 2 J
H=Ec) (N—-N,) |N><N|—72\N+1><N\+IN+1><NI (B2)
N N

When the Josephson Energy is much bigger than the capacitive energy E; > E¢o, we find ourselves in the small

coupling regime. In this regime N, = N + % + Ay, if we then now restrict ourselves to the two lowest energy levels
we obtain
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wo E,
H=—0,— —0, B3
where wy = 2EcA,, while the coupling from may look a bit unnatural to the reader, it comes from the CPB
model we just briefly reviewed by following the procedure in [8 27, [35] we will follow the arguments given in those
references. Without loss of generality let us consider

w A 0
H = ?OO'Z + 50 + 2% + ;wkalak + ;gkaz(ak + aL) (B4)
Hs
HB HI

which corresponds to the CPB qubit hamiltionian subjected to dephasing by a bosonic bath when § = 0. The first
step towards deriving a master equation is to diagonalize the system, to obtain the eigenbasis H; [¢) = E, |¢), for
this two level system we will obtain:

Q
By = +5 (B5)

_ 62+A2 w0+Q
+) = \/52 FATF (0o 1 Q)2 ('1> T AT 0>> (B6)

_ Q4+ wy B (A—’L(S)
=) = VAZ 152+ (2 + wo) (|1> wo + |O>> (B7)

Where = /62 + A? + w. Then we need to rewrite o, in this basis which is given by:

ol = Y (sl ) (il (B8)

ij=+,—

So in this basis we have:

o (o4 (o]
o= (el o) )

We can then decompose this matrix in terms of the pauli matrices in this bases given by:

o: =)+ == (B10)
G =) (=[+ =)+ (B11)
oy = —i(lH) (+=1=){=D (B12)

We may find the decomposition due to the fact that Tr[o;] = 0 and {I, 64,6,,5,} form a complete basis, so that:

0, = Cp0y+ Cyby + .0, (B13)
Trlolo;] = ¢ (B14)

Where we skipped the identity because our original matrix is trace-less. We then find:

2 (w2 — AVAZ +57)

¢y = o (B15)
—20
2 A+ V02 + A2

o = oAV +A) (B17)

QQ
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Then the Hamiltonian in this rotated picture can be written as:

- Q. B B 5
H= 50= + Z wka,tak + ng (€26, + 10y + cy0y) (ag + a};) (B18)
N~ k k
Hg
HB HI

Which is our model of interest, and the one whose steady state coherences have been debated [5H7], as we showed
in this section it simply corresponds to diagonalizing the CPB qubit Hamiltonian

Appendix C: Non-Markovianity of the model

In previous studies the Non-Markovianity of the spin boson model under evolution described by the cumulant
equation has been shown for a-coupling with bath [12, [4]. In this section we present results for more general
coupling with bath, and compare them with the Bloch-Redfield equation as well as with the HEOM. This serves as
a confirmation that the Non-Markovianity described by the cumulant equation is not an approximation effect. The
measure of Non-Marovianity used is the trace distance measure

3100 = o0l = 5 T 6o = o)1 ot0) — o100 } ()

The initial states for the two evolutions were chosen to be orthogonal specifically we chose
0= (55 03) =70 ©
For Markovian evolutions the trace distance between the evolutions decreases monotonically, while for Non-Markovian
evolutions it does not, usually the increase in the measure is small [42]. To visualize the increase in the trace distance

better better, an inset has been placed in Fig. [L1] the inset contains the derivative of the trace distance and it is shown
in logarithmic scale, a positive value indicates increase of the trace distance measure and therefore Non-Markovianity

—— Cumulant

HEOM 1.00 ‘v,
BR

Trace Distance
o
~

0.6
0.5
—— Cumulant
N
0% 00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.98 BR
At 0.0 01 02 03
At
(a) Trace distance measure of the the different
approaches for the Non-equilibrium spin boson model (b) Fidelity to HEOM for %% =
with f1 =5,f3 =1 for % =0.01,%2 =

FIG. 11: Non-Markovianity measure for different temperatures, the fidelity from the dynamics shows that even
when the Non-Markovianity of the model may be exaggerated the cumulant equation is still a good description.

Indeed, the cumulant equation correctly points out non-Markovian regimes, although it overestimates the magnitude
of the Non-Markovianity, serving therefore for a qualitative indicator, a fact that was not discussed in previous studies.

For example when considering the parameters shown in the Fig. the Non-Markovianity is clearly overestimated.
Yet the cumulant equation still shows Non-Markovianity while the Bloch-Redfield (also known as Markovian Redfield)
doesn’t.

At the same time this section works as a word of caution against taking this measures calculated from master
equations too seriously, as in some regimes it may overestimate the Non-Markovianity of the situation, while still
being a more faithful description of the exact dynamics. or may show Non-Markovianity where the exact solution
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shows none, ww have observed that the cumulant equation presents deviations from the numerically exact solution
in the latter case. While this may be seen as at disadvantage of the cumulant equation we would like to remark that
the cumulant equation still shows Non-Markovianity while the Bloch-Redfield (also known as Markovian Redfield)
doesn’t, and at the same time exhibits higher fidelity at least in the setups considered.
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