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Quantum Darwinism is a paradigm to understand how classically objective reality emerges from
within a fundamentally quantum universe. Despite the growing attention that this field of research
as been enjoying, it is currently not known what specific properties a given Hamiltonian describing
a generic quantum system must have to allow the emergence of classicality. Therefore, in the
present work, we consider a broadly applicable generic model of an arbitrary finite-dimensional
system interacting with an environment formed from an arbitrary collection of finite-dimensional
degrees of freedom via an unspecified, potentially time-dependent Hamiltonian containing at most
two-body interaction terms. We show that such models support quantum Darwinism if the set of
operators acting on the system which enter the Hamiltonian satisfy a set of commutation relations
with a pointer observable and with one other. We demonstrate our results by analyzing a wide
range of example systems: a qutrit interacting with a qubit environment, a qubit-qubit model with
interactions alternating in time, and a series of collision models including a minimal model of a

quantum Maxwell demon.

I. INTRODUCTION

At the fundamental level our universe is described by
quantum physics, described by rules which seem to be
profoundly at variance from the rules of the classical re-
ality governing the everyday world. In the classical realm,
measurements are objective and repeatable in the sense
that many observers who each independently measure
the same quantity of a classical system agree on their re-
sults. The mechanism by which this objectivity emerges
from the underlying rules of quantum mechanics can be
understood through a framework initially developed by
Zurek and collaborators, and which now has grown into a
veritable field of modern research: quantum Darwinism
[1-16], which builds on the theory of decoherence [17-
19] in open quantum systems to provide a description of
emergent objectivity in quantum systems. See also a re-
cent special issue summarizing the state of the art [20]
and featuring recent breakthroughs in the field [21].

Central to quantum Darwinism is the realization that
no observer ever directly measures any system of interest
S - instead, any measurement uses the environment &
in which the system is immersed as a channel to indi-
rectly probe the system. Further, the observer usually
cannot access the entire environment and instead infers
the result of their measurement on & from some small
environment fragment §.

This leads to a natural understanding of the emergence
of classicality in a quantum model of a system and its en-
vironment: if the relevant information about the system
necessary for a measurement is accessible to many ob-
servers who each capture independent small fragments
of the environment, then the observers agree on their
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the paradigm of quan-
tum Darwinism. A system & is immersed in an environment
¢, comprised of many subsystems {€1,€,,...}. Observers
obtain information about the system indirectly through mea-
surements of fragments of the environment §. Quantum Dar-
winism recognizes that the system-environment interaction
leads to information about the system being redundantly en-
coded in the environment such that many observers can re-
cover the classically accessible information about the system
through measurements of distinct fragments of the environ-
ment (e.g., Fa,b,c,a). Since this process allows many observers
to reconstruct the same information with no back-action on
the system, that information has become classical and objec-
tive.

inferred measurement results and so that result is objec-
tive.

A schematic representation of this is depicted in Fig. 1.
There is a central system & which is immersed in and
interacting with an environment & which is itself com-
prised of a collection of environment degrees of freedom
or sub-environments €;. Quantum Darwinism recognizes
that this environmental interaction decoheres the system
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and redunantly encodes information about the decohered
state in the environment. Then, because of the redun-
dant encoding, it is possible to reconstruct the accessible
information about the decohered system state through
measurements of small fragments of the environment §.
Different observers who measure disjoint fragments of the
environment (e.g., observer a measures §,, observer b
measures §, and so on) reconstruct the same informa-
tion, and so that information is objective.

A convenient visualization of quantum Darwinism is
found by plotting the average mutual information be-
tween environment fragments and the system as a func-
tion of the fragment size. Figure 2 presents such a plot
for a model consisting of a qubit system interacting with
an environment consisting of 11 qubits (this model will
be studied in detail in Sec. V A). For comparison we have
plotted the normalized mutual information for a scenario
which supports quantum Darwinism alongside a scenario
that does not. In the Darwinistic case, we see the char-
acteristic “classical plateau” emerging: once the environ-
ment fragment reaches a certain size the mutual informa-
tion is very close to the system entropy, indicating that
all the accessible information about the system is recov-
erable from fragments of that size. This remains true for
almost all fragment sizes until the observer measures es-
sentially the entire environment, in which case the quan-
tum correlations can be reconstructed and the mutual
information rises. By contrast, for the case which does
not support quantum Darwinism the mutual information
curve is more of a step (though highly smoothed by the
small environment size). This indicates that the system-
environment state does not have any redundancy — half
the environment must be measured to recover the accessi-
ble information, therefore the encoding is non-redundant
and there is no objectivity in this case.

In a system-environment model exhibiting quantum
Darwinism, the information about the system that be-
comes objective corresponds to its projections onto the
so-called pointer states [1, 20, 22, 23], defined in terms
of a Hermitian pointer observable. These are the states
which are stable under the interaction of the system with
its environment and which specify the basis in which the
initial system state decoheres. For example, consider a
qubit which dephases in the z basis through interaction
with its environment. The system states stationary under
the dynamics, i.e. the pointer states, are the eigenstates
of the pointer operator o*.

Beyond simply decohering the system, objectivity re-
quires [24] that the joint system-environment state be a
of singly-branching state [3, 4, 20, 25-27]. These are the
only states for which the quantum discord [28, 29|, de-
fined as the difference between two classically-equivalent
expressions for the mutual information, between the sys-
tem and environment fragments vanishes [30]. Non-zero
quantum discord indicates the presence of non-classical
correlations, and in particular indicates that not all of the
mutual information between subsystems (here the system
and environment fragment) is accessible through mea-
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FIG. 2. Plot of the mutual information between a subset § of
an environment & (here 11 qubits) and a system & (a qubit),
normalized by the entropy of the reduced system state and av-
eraged over all fragments of that size. The “classical plateau”
refers to the flattening of the blue curve about |F|/|€| = 1/2,
indicating that the system-environment state allows classical
objectivity, whereas the orange curve shows a more typical
state which does not. Note that the small size of the simu-
lated environment smooths out the curves; with a sufficiently
large environment, the blue curve would be almost perfectly
flat at one over almost the entire range of fragment sizes and
the orange curve would jump from near zero to near two as
the fragment size crosses half the environment. The data for
this plot are for the examples E and G discussed in Sec. V A.

surements on one subsystem alone (e.g., through mea-
surements of environment fragments).

To summarize, quantum Darwinism explains the emer-
gence of classical objectivity from a quantum system in-
teracting with an environment. The question of whether
or not any given model of a system-environment model
supports quantum Darwinism and so exhibits the emer-
gence of classical objectivity is equivalent to understand-
ing if the model supports a pointer basis and if the dy-
namics produce states of singly-branching form. Though
these requirements are fairly concrete, it is not currently
known how they translate to detailed constraints on
generic system-environment models which exhibit quan-
tum Darwinism.

Therefore, a classification of arbitrary models of a
system interacting with some environment according to
whether or not they support quantum Darwinism ap-
pears highly desirable. In fact, such a classification would
be a very useful tool to help guide analyses of quantum-
to-classical transitions and the boundary between the
quantum and classical realm across a wide range of sce-
narios, for example in connecting quantum thermody-
namic models with classical results.

A significant first step towards such a classification
was taken in Ref. [31], where the conditions necessary
for objectivity to emerge in a qubit model with arbitrary
two-body interactions were derived. In the present work,
we take a substantial step beyond the existing results
in the literature and present a classification of generic
system-environment models interacting with potentially
time-dependent Hamiltonians — subject only to the re-
quirements that each subsystem is finite-dimensional and



FIG. 3. (Top) Schematic of the separable interaction struc-
ture necessary for a model of a qubit system interacting with
an collection of qubits as an environment with two-body inter-
actions to support Quantum Darwinism. (Bottom) Schematic
of a generic G¢ model demonstrating how the system may in-
teract non-separably with the environment.

that the interaction Hamiltonian include only two-body
interactions — according to their ability to support quan-
tum Darwinism.

We emphasize that the class of Hamiltonians is suf-
ficiently broad that the criteria we derive can be ap-
plied immediately to a large variety of existing models
of both practical and theoretical importance, for example
in quantum optics or quantum thermodynamics. By pre-
senting such a broad and comprehensive classification, we
build a clear path forward to understand quantum Dar-
winism and the boundary between quantum and clas-
sical behavior across a wide range of relevant models.
More importantly, the set of rules that must be satis-
fied if a model is to exhibit quantum Darwinism can be
interpreted as guidelines when constructing new models
to study the distinctions between quantum and classical
dynamics, for example explicit quantum thermodynam-
ics models such as quantum Maxwell’s demons. In this
way, our classification can be used not just as a tool to
understand existing Hamiltonians but also as a recipe for
future studies.

The outline of this work is as follows. We begin by
summarizing the existing classification of qubit models as
presented in Ref. [31] in Sec. II, both to provide context
for our results and as a point of comparison. In Sec. I1I we
consider time-independent system-environment Hamilto-
nians describing interactions between arbitrary finite di-
mensional subsystems, where we find the structural re-
quirements placed on these models such that they sup-
port both a pointer basis and singly-branching states.
We present results for a qutrit system coupled to an

environment of qubits with several different interaction
Hamiltonians, explicitly showing that objectivity can
emerge with these more general interaction structures.
We then extend our discussion to include arbitrary time-
dependent Hamiltonians in Sec. V. The criteria for quan-
tum Darwinism lead to constraints on the structure of
these models which are straightforward generalizations
of those which must be satisfied by time-independent
models, which we demonstrate with simulations of sev-
eral qubit models with two distinct interaction Hamil-
tonians which alternate in time. Finally, in Sec. VI we
consider collision models [32], an important class of time-
dependent models which can capture the behavior of a
wide range of important quantum and thermodynamic
systems, for example as a model for a system interacting
with thermodynamic reservoirs of different types, or as
a microscopic model for quantum measurement or open
quantum dynamics.

II. QUANTUM DARWINISM IN QUBIT
MODELS

We begin by briefly summarizing Ref. [31], to provide
a basis for understanding how constraints are extracted
from Hamiltonians and to indicate where and how the
general case differs from the qubit case.

Explicitly, the model considered in Ref. [31] consists
of a single system qubit & interacting with an collection
of N qubits acting as an environment & which is then
accessible to observers for measurement. The joint evo-
lution of the system and environment is described by the
Hamiltonian

H=Y > "Bog+» Y Jforea], (1)
i « i, a,B

where the subscripts ¢,j correspond to qubit indices
(with the system qubit being index 0 and the envi-
ronment qubits indices 1,...,N) and the superscipts
a, B € {x,y, z} select the different Pauli operators. The
coeflicients Jf‘jﬁ and Bf* are assumed to be real values
drawn from some fixed random distributions.

It was shown in Ref. [31] that there are three important
requirements which must all be satisfied by Hamiltonians
of this form for the qubit model to exhibit quantum Dar-
winism. Firstly, for the Hamiltonian to support a pointer
basis take the form of a “parallel decoherent interaction”,

N
H=Hs@le+ls @ Hp+ Hs® Y E;,  (2)

i=1

that is, the interaction between the system and the envi-
ronment must be separable such that the operator acting
on the system is proportional to the system Hamiltonian
Hg. This is due to the fact that the system is a qubit
— once Hg is fixed, the only possible pointer basis is its
eigenbasis and the only operator which preserves that ba-
sis is Hg. We will show that this structure is essentially



unique to the case where the system is a qubit, and that
with a general Hamiltonian there is not necessarily a re-
lationship between separability of the interaction Hamil-
tonian and quantum Darwinism. Schematically, Fig. 3(a)
shows a qubit model subject to a parallel decoherent in-
teraction while Fig. 3(b) shows the general structure we
derive in this work for the interaction Hamiltonians com-
patible with quantum Darwinism in systems larger than
a qubit.

Secondly, the vanishing of quantum discord between
the system and environment fragments necessary for
quantum Darwinism is only possible if the joint system-
environment state is of singly-branching form [30]. It
should be noted that while this form of joint state is nec-
essary and sufficient for the vanishing of quantum dis-
cord which is itself sufficient for objectivity to emerge
in the sense of quantum Darwinism, it is not necessary.
For example, if the quantum discord is small but finite,
the system-environment state is close in the Fubini-Study
metric to a state of singly-branching form and supports
the emergence of objectivity. In this work, we follow the
example of Ref. [31] and search for Hamiltonians which
support the singly-branching form (and so vanishing of
discord) exactly for clarity and to simplify our deriva-
tions. It should not be difficult to generalize our results
to the case where this target is weakened, or to re-frame
our arguments in terms of alternative perspectives on
the emergence of objectivity, e.g. in terms of spectrum
broadcast structures [27, 33, 34].

To satisfy this requirement, it is necessary that there be
no interactions between any two environment qubits so
that the information about the system which is encoded
in the environment does not spread and become non-
local. In the qubit model previously discussed, this re-
quirement translates to a simple statement on the struc-
ture of the environment Hamiltonian alone. With a gen-
eral Hamiltonian, the satisfaction of this requirement be-
comes a deeper statement due to the possibility that the
system mediates some effective interactions between en-
vironment subsystems, especially when the interaction
Hamiltonian is time-dependent.

An intuitive understanding of this statement comes
from revisiting the meaning of objectivity in quantum
Darwinism given in the preceding paragraphs accompa-
nying Fig. 1. The environment € is decomposed into
the tensor product of a set of degrees of freedom, and
the fragments which observers use to obtain information
about the system have support on subsets of these de-
grees of freedom. Objectivity arises because the infor-
mation about the system is redundantly encoded into
the environment in such a way that it may be recov-
ered from many different fragments. The primary issue
that arises if intra-environmental interactions are intro-
duced into the dynamics is that they cause the informa-
tion within environment fragments to spread. The de-
tails of how this information spreads can be understood
through the lens of quantum information scrambling and
entanglement growth [31, 35-37], though for our purposes

a detailed understanding is unnecessary. What is impor-
tant is that the initially local information contained in a
fragment § that allowed an observer to reconstruct the
system information becomes delocalized over time, which
means it ceases to be possible to recover the system in-
formation from § [38]. Since it is no longer possible to
determine the system state from small fragments, there
can be no redundant encoding of information in the en-
vironment and hence no objectivity.

Thirdly, the probability distributions from which the
non-zero system-environment coupling strengths J&-B are
drawn from must have continuous support to ensure that
the resulting dynamics describe an irreversible transfer of
information from the system to the environment degrees
of freedom. This remains true in the general case, with
some caveats when the interaction Hamiltonian is allowed
to be time-dependent.

III. GENERIC TIME-INDEPENDENT MODEL
AND CONSTRAINTS

In this work, we consider a model of some system
G which interacts with an environment consisting of
|€| = N degrees of freedom. We will restrict the system
to be finite-dimensional, however we will not make any
further assumptions about its size, internal structure or
lack thereof, etc. Similarly, we do not make assumptions
about the nature of each environment degree of freedom
¢, beyond requiring that they also be finite-dimensional.
Importantly, we do not require that the different degrees
of freedom in the environment be identical. The internal
structure of the environment degree of freedom does not
enter any of the requirements we derive for quantum Dar-
winism to emerge, therefore it is unnecessary to assume
anything about it.

Leaving any free Hamiltonian acting on the system
G or any environment degree of freedom €&; unspecified
for now, the most general Hamiltonian includes arbitrary
two-body interactions between the system and environ-
ment,

[€] [£(€;)]

H:HG®H€+HG®H€+Z Z Sik @ Ej, (3)
j=1 k=1

where j indexes the environment degrees of freedom and
k indexes some basis of operators acting on the jth en-
vironment subsystem with size |£(€;)|. The system and
environment operators S, and F;;, are taken to be trace-
less.

Following the results of Ref. [31], we will assume that
each Sj, contains within a random prefactor which is
drawn from some random distribution with continuous
support. In the qubit case [31], an exact solution of
the dynamics was possible which showed that distribu-
tions with discrete support do not asymptotically sup-
port quantum Darwinism, since any information transfer
is bidirectional and periodic. While it is not possible to



produce an exact solution of the dynamics of the generic
model we consider in this work, we expect that in most
circumstances the same requirement applies. We will re-
visit this statement when we discuss the possibility of
relaxing the constraints we construct in the remainder of
this section.

Now, we may translate the requirements of quantum
Darwinism into statements about Hamiltonians of the
form shown in Eq. (3) if they are to exhibit quantum
Darwinism.

A. Pointer observable

As stated in the introduction, the most basic require-
ment for quantum Darwinism is that there must exist
some pointer observable A = A ® I which commutes
with the overall Hamiltonian [6, 22, 23, 31],

[A, H] =0. (4)

The eigenstates of this operator (the “pointer states”)
are those states that remain stationary under the joint
system-environment interaction and into which the sys-
tem ultimately decoheres due to the interaction with the
environment.

For the Hamiltonian of Eq. (3) to support a pointer
basis, there must exist some operator A such that

[A,Hs] =0 and [A4,S;,]=0 Vi, k. (5)
In general, fixing the system Hamiltonian Hg does not
uniquely specify a pointer basis. [39]

If the system is larger than a qubit, then the existence
of a pointer basis does not necessarily require that the
system operators entering the interaction commute with
each other nor does it require that they commute with
the free Hamiltonian. This is possible if A is degener-
ate, in which case it is the projections onto the degener-
ate decoherence-free subspaces of A which are preserved
by the dynamics [1, 40]. Degenerate pointer observables
indicate that only partial information about the system
state is available to be encoded into the environment and
that the decohered system density matrix is not neces-
sarily purely diagonal but may have some persistent co-
herence.

As we will see in the next section, however, while it is
possible for a Hamiltonian with non-commuting interac-
tions to support a pointer observable we find the infor-
mation about that observable is not encoded in the envi-
ronment in a redundant and accessible way and therefore
there is no quantum Darwinism in such a case.

B. Singly-branching form

Once the notion of objectivity is defined in terms of
indirect measurements through environment fragments
as is done in quantum Darwinism and related idea such

as strong quantum Darwinism and the spectrum broad-
cast structures approach, it can be shown that the only
system-environment states which support objectivity are
states of singly-branching form [30], i.e., states of the
form,

€|

[$(£) =D cnln) ® |6 (1)) (6)

where the index n runs over the different pointer states
|n) on which the system state has support and where
|¢n;(t)) denotes the state of the jth environment de-
gree of freedom conditioned on the system state being
|n) (which can be generalized to density operators if nec-
essary). The distinguishability of the conditional states
|¢n;(t)) and |¢,;(t)) are what allow the observer to
learn about the coefficients ¢, from measurements on
environment fragments, and the lack of additional cor-
relations between environment degrees of freedom allows
multiple observers to make independent measurements.
In the specific case where the conditional states are or-
thogonal this is an example of a spectrum broadcast
structure [27, 33].

For our purposes, where we are interested in the
asymptotic limit of very large environments, it would be
overly-restrictive to require that the conditional states of
the environment degrees of freedom be exactly orthogo-
nal. So long as the conditional states are distinguishable,
then the conditional states of sufficiently large (but still
tiny compared to the full environment) environment frag-
ments are almost orthogonal [20].

The most obvious restriction on H that arises from
the need to preserve the singly-branching form is that
there can be no intra-environment interactions in the free
Hamiltonian describing the environment, i.e. that we
may decompose

|€]

He =) He,, (7)
j=1

into a collection of free Hamiltonians each acting on a
single environment degree of freedom. Any interactions
in He, e.g. E;®E;, would take a product state [t;)®]1);)
to some entangled state under time evolution, which is
incompatible with the singly-branching form.

In the qubit case, this requirement that there be no
intra-environmental interactions was the only condition
necessary to exclude mixing in the environment since the
form of the system-environment interaction was fixed by
the pointer basis requirement [31]. In the general case
there are additional conditions which must be satisfied
by H. We summarize these requirements and their ori-
gin here, the details of their derivation are presented in
Appendix A.



1. Induced intra-environmental mizing

Suppose we have a Hamiltonian of the form given in
Eq. (3) which supports a pointer basis, i.e. there exists
some pointer observable A which commutes with Hg and
each Sj. Clearly, the time evolution of the joint system-
environment state described by the propagator

U(t)=e "1, (8)
preserves the pointer states of the system. However, it is
possible that the components of Hg, Vse, and/or He do
not commute with one another. Therefore we can not fac-
tor the propagator trivially into three pieces as we would
like to easily understand the evolution of singly branch-
ing states, instead we expand the exponential using the
Zassenhaus formula [41]

A+B A_B

=ee e—%[A,B]e%[B,[A,B]]-‘r%[A,[A,B]] . (9)

e
into an infinite product of propagators.

Consider the case where different interactions in Vge
do not commute, meaning that there exist some pairs
of system operators such that [Sj/x/, Sjx] # 0. Then, at
second order in the expansion of the full propagator there
are terms of the form

[Sjrkrs Sjk] ® Ejry @ Ejg, (10)

and terms with similar structures at higher orders. If
j # j', then Ej;, and Ej s are operators acting on dif-
ferent environment degrees of freedom and so this term
represents an effective interaction between the environ-
ment degrees of freedom j and 7' mediated by the system.
This can — and as we will show in an example model does
— lead to mixing dynamics in the environment incompat-
ible with quantum Darwinism. Therefore, we must re-
quire that the system operators entering the interaction
Hamiltonian commute with one another. Not to ensure
the existence of a pointer basis, but to ensure that the
information about the system in that pointer basis is re-
dundantly and accessibly encoded in the environment.

In fact we must impose a somewhat stronger version
of this requirement once we consider the possibility that
the free system Hamiltonian Hes could also fail to com-
mute with one or more of the interaction operators while
still preserving a pointer basis. Again, by expanding the
propagator (this time to third order) we find terms of the
form

[Sjh, [He, Sjr]] @ Ejigr @ Ejp, (11)

representing another effective intra-environment interac-
tion mediated by the system if j # j'. Thus, we also
must require that these commutators vanish if H is to
support quantum Darwinism.

The timescales at which these higher-order processes
induce mixing between the environment sites may be
long, and indeed it may be possible to observe some level

of objectivity at short or intermediate times before the
mixing dynamics has destroyed the approximate singly-
branching form of the system-environment state vector
supported by lower-order terms [31, 42]. In the long-time
asymptotic regime most relevant to macroscopic objec-
tivity, however, eventually all orders of the expansion of
the propagator become relevant and so we must require
that this “non-mixing” property hold at every order.

To simplify the notation, we introduce a set of com-
mutator superoperators C,, defined such that

CO=[He. 0,  CrO=[Sp.0.  (12)

If we additionally define Eu such that

€] €|
Bo=Q@I.,  Ep=Ep Q) In, (13)
n=1 n=Tinj

then all the nested commutators in the expansion can be
written as

[pl 1]
IICu |Sir @ | TT Eucy | Eins (14)
n=1 n=1

where p is a sequence of length |u| whose entries p(n) €
{0} U (j, k) with j € {1,...,[€]}, k € {1,..., £(¢;)]}
indicate which commutator superoperator is to be ap-
plied. We arbitrarily define the products as growing to
the left (...C,2)Cu(1)) so that the sequence p more obvi-
ously matches the recursive structure of the nested com-
mutators. For example, the zeroth-order contribution
corresponds to an empty sequence, Eq. (10) corresponds
to the length-1 sequence with p(1) = (', k'), and Eq. (11)
to the length-2 sequence with p(1) =0, u(2) = (5, k).

Clearly, if there is any element in the sequence u such
that u(m) = (j', k') # 0 with j' # j then the product
of environment operators in Eq. (14) represents an intra-
environmental interaction between €; and €;,. The same
is true if the sequence contains any two elements (5, k)
and (j”, k") with j' # j”. Therefore, to exclude any po-
tential mixing dynamics, the associated nested commu-
tator of system operators must vanish for any sequence
1 with either of these properties,

1]

H C,u(n) Sjk =0 Vja kvﬂ (15)
n=1

Note that if all non-zero elements of the sequence of
indices have the same j' = 7, then the operator from
Eq. (14) does not represent an effective interaction and
so would support the singly-branching form. This is not
a particularly interesting scenario when the system is fi-
nite dimensional, however, since then it is only possible
for the system to interact with finitely-many environment
degrees of freedom in this way (limited by |£(S)]). When
taking the limit of a large environment, rather than con-
sider the few degrees of freedom which interact with the



system in this way as part of the large environment it
is more reasonable to interpret them as either a second
small finite environment or as part of the system itself.
Thus, we do not pursue models with this behavior.
What remains to consider is the environment Hamil-
tonian, which is much simpler. As discussed before, we
have already excluded the possibility of direct interac-
tions between distinct degrees of freedom in He by re-
quiring that the environment Hamiltonian be of the form
presented in Eq. (7). As for the interaction Ve, by con-
struction we have that every I, commutes with every
other Ej (if j # j' they correspond to different degrees
of freedom, or if 7 = 5/ but k # k' to different opera-
tors in the linearly independent basis for £(€;)). It is
possible that He, fails to commute with any Fjj, how-
ever this can not affect either the existence of a pointer
basis or the preservation of the singly-branching form
as such commutators cannot induce interactions. It is
possible that the timescale for the emergence of classical
objectivity is affected or that the minimum size of the
environment fragment |§| from which the full accessible
information about the system can be extracted grows,
but in the limit of sufficiently long times and sufficiently
large environments objectivity with emerge nonetheless.

2.  Relaxing these constraints

Before concluding this discussion, we should note that
the criteria we have placed on the Hamiltonian in order
to exclude mixing terms and therefore preserve the singly
branching form required for quantum Darwinism are in
some sense overly restrictive.

From an intuitive standpoint it is necessary to exclude
intra-environmental interactions as they lead to the in-
formation about the system which is encoded into each
degree of freedom spreading throughout the environment,
becoming non-local and inaccessible to measurements on
small fragments of the environment. However, consider
a scenario including an interaction Hamiltonian which
only includes interactions between disjoint pairs of envi-
ronment degrees of freedom, e.g.,

Liel/2)
Vee = Y By @By 1. (16)

=1

In this case, if we redefine the environment & — & such
that the ¢th degree of freedom in the new environment
corresponds to the composite subsystem €5y ® Eop_1 in
the original environment, then we can see the emergence
of quantum Darwinism in this model. For example, in
Ref. [43] a system-environment model was studied where
the system interacts with interacting pairs of environ-
ment qubits. If the environment fragments are required
to consist of interacting pairs, the mutual information ex-
hibits the characteristic plateau whereas if the fragments
are allowed to be arbitrary, instead the mutual informa-
tion plot shows no redundancy.

Even without this redefinition it may be possible to
see the emergence of objectivity in the presence of intra-
environmental interactions so long as they are sufficiently
sparse. For example, imagine introducing a coupling be-
tween exactly two environment degrees of freedom in a
very large environment. For this coupling to make the
system information inaccessible to any given fragment,
that fragment (i) must include one and only one of the
two “bad” degrees of freedom and (ii) must be very small,
else the other degrees of freedom in the fragment them-
selves contain enough redundant information to recover
the system information. The joint system-environment
state is clearly very close to the singly-branching form,
hence the quantum discord is very close to zero and
so this model demonstrates emergent quantum Darwin-
ism [31]. Exactly how numerous and how strong intra-
environmental interactions can be while still supporting
quantum Darwinism with nearly-singly-branching states
is an interesting question, however it is beyond the scope
of the present work [44].

Since we were not required to make any assumptions
about the internal structure about each environment de-
gree of freedom in our model, we choose to interpret sce-
narios where there is mixing between disjoint subsets of
the environment in terms of this replacement. This is not
an issue from the point of view of an observer measur-
ing the environment, we are merely telling the observer
that when deciding on a fragment of the environment to
measure they should choose to include either all or none
of any set of interacting degrees of freedom. Of course,
if large subsets of the environment are mutually inter-
acting then after this redefinition there are only a few
effective degrees of freedom and the redundancy of the
system information is low as should be expected.

Before we consider any explicit examples, we will re-
visit our requirement that the system operators S en-
tering the interaction be proportional to random pref-
actors which are drawn from a distribution with contin-
uous support. In the simple qubit model of Ref. [31],
this requirement can be derived from a straightforward
analytical solution for the exact system-environment dy-
namics. The mutual information between environment
fragments and the system is related to the average over-
lap of the conditional environment states corresponding
to the pointer states, (|T'(t)|?), called the decoherence
factor. If (|T'(t — o0)|*) — € < 1, then at sufficiently
long times the system-environment dynamics produce a
stable plateau in the mutual information curve indica-
tive of quantum Darwinism. For the qubit model, the
functional form of the average decoherence factor is

(IT(®)*) = a+ bRe{F(kt)} (17)

where a, b, k € R are constants with a+b =1 and a < 1,
and F is the Fourier transform of the probability density
function of the coefficients. Asymptotically, the term in-
cluding F(kt) vanishes if and only if the distribution has
continuous support. If it does not, then (|'(¢)|?) is a pe-
riodic or quasi-periodic function of time, and so for any



cutoff time 7 there is eventually always some ¢t > 7 such
that the decoherence factor becomes arbitrarily close to
one, which coincides with the classical plateau in the mu-
tual information plot vanishing. This may only occur
at extremely long times, especially if the environment is
very large and the average decoherence factor is quasi-
periodic, but it eventually will — the information transfer
is not irreversible and the emergent notion of objectiv-
ity is not stable. This may be a sufficient substitute in
some cases, however in this work we are interested in the
asymptotic emergence of quantum Darwinism which is
persistent.

For an arbitrary finite-dimensional system and envi-
ronment model, the behavior of the decoherence factor
is the same. The single evaluation of the Fourier trans-
form in Eq. (17) generally expands to a large and com-
plicated function involving the evaluation of the Fourier
transforms of all coefficient distributions at arguments
spaced related to the natural frequency scales in the
model, which may or may not be commensurate. In the
asymptotic limit ¢ — oo, all the sensitivity on the coeffi-
cient distributions drops out and the decoherence factor
reduces to a constant if all the transforms vanish at suf-
ficiently high frequencies, i.e., if the distributions have
continuous support.

IV. TIME-INDEPENDENT EXAMPLES

Having discussed the requirements which must be
placed on a generic Hamiltonian to support quantum
Darwinism, we now present a paradigmatic example
which shows how Hamiltonians more general than those
required in qubit models may be used.

As a first example, we consider is a small modification
to the qubit model [31], where now a single three-level
qutrit system interacts with an environment of qubits
with two-body interactions between the system and en-
vironment and no intra-environment interactions. The
corresponding Hamiltonian is

H=Y B'0"®le+ls®» Blo}
¥ 7B
WL (1)

Y 5.8

where Bf and Jjﬁ 7 are randomly selected coefficients, j
indexes environment qubits, o? the Pauli operators, and
O7 represents a qutrit operator corresponding to one of
the Gell-Mann matrices [45].

To explore the space of behaviors, we study four ex-
ample models numerically. For simplicity, in each of
these models we set all local Hamiltonians to zero (i.e.,
BY = Bf =0 Vj) as we are more interested in the struc-
ture of the interaction. The first three of these examples
all support quantum Darwinism, but they move increas-
ingly away from the separable Hamiltonians required for
a simpler qubit model to support quantum Darwinism.

The final example fails to support a pointer basis and so
fails to exhibit any emergence of classicality.

1. Model A: Globally separable

The first model is described by a separable system-
environment interaction, where the system interacts with
each environment degree of freedom equivalently. The
Hamiltonian we choose for this case is

N
Hp=(Zy+ Xo1)® Y _ Jios, (19)

i=1

where the coefficients J; ~ N(0,0%) are taken from a
normal distribution with zero mean. In the number basis,
the qutrit operators are

Zy = (OX0] + [1X1] — 2|2)(2] ) /v/3
Xor = (|0X1] +[1)0]).-

(20a)
(20Db)

The qutrit operator (Z + X¢1) is non-degenerate, there-
fore its eigenstates

Ipo) = (10) + 11))/v2, (21a)
Ip1) = (10) —[1))/V2, (21b)
Ip2) = [2). (21c)

are the pointer states defining the basis in which the sys-
tem dephases.

Figure 4(a) shows the evolution of the normalized mu-
tual information between environment fragments of dif-
ferent sizes and the system as a function of time, averaged
over 100 simulations with random choices of coefficients
with o7 = 1 and |€| = 10 qubits. In each case, the initial
system-environment state is a product state,

N

V3 V2

We observe the rapid development of the classical plateau
emblematic of quantum Darwinism, as we expect in this
system.

2. Model B: Non-separable, commuting environment

The second example replaces the fixed system operator
of the previous model with a collection of random qutrit
operators which all support the same pointer basis of
Eq. (21). Explicitly, we consider the Hamiltonian

N
Hg = Z (JiZy + KiXo1) ® 0}
i1
N N
=7Z2® Z Jio; + Xo1 ® ZKiUf7 (23)

i=1 i=1



FIG. 4. Evolution of the normalized mutual information between the system qutrit and environment fragments of a given size
§ as a function of time, for (a) model A, (b) model B, (¢) model C, (d) model D. Each plot shows the mutual information
averaged over 100 simulations with randomized choices of coefficients for each Hamiltonian, all starting from the initial state

of Eq. (22).

where the coefficients are drawn from independent nor-
mal distributions with zero mean, J; ~ N(0,0%) and
K; ~ N(0,0%). The interaction between the system and
each environment qubit is still separable, but now the
overall system-environment interaction is non-separable.

As this Hamiltonian supports exactly the same pointer
basis as the previous example, we expect the dynamics
to be very similar in the two situations. This is borne
out in Fig. 4(b) which shows that this model exhibits
essentially the same behavior as the previous example.
The timescale at which the classical plateau emerges is
slightly slower than before, but it still rapidly and con-
vincingly appears.

8. Model C: Non-separable, non-commuting environment

Our third example modifies the previous example case
by choosing to have the system operators Zs and X
couple to non-commuting operators acting on each envi-
ronment qubit, according to the Hamiltonian

N
He =Y (J;Za® 0} + KiXo1 @ 07)
i=1
N N
= ZQ ® Z Jldvz + X01 ® ZKiUiI’ (24)

=1 i=1

where the coeflicients are distributed as in the previous
example. Note that in this example, not only is the over-
all system-environment interaction not separable but the
interaction between the system and each environment
qubit is not separable.

Nonetheless, this fact has no bearing on the ability of
this model to support quantum Darwinism. The same
pointer states from Eq. (21) are stationary under the
Hamiltonian, and there is no possibility of induced intra-
environmental mixing thus we should expect to see objec-
tivity emerge. As we can see in Fig. 4(c¢), our expectation
is borne out and this model exhibits quantum Darwinism
just as the previous two models did. The rate at which

objectivity emerges is again slightly slower, but this is
unimportant.

Before continuing to our last example, we summa-
rize an important message from the three examples con-
sidered thus far: the (non-)separability of the system-
environment interaction is itself not relevant as to
whether or not any given Hamiltonian supports quan-
tum Darwinism. Only the necessity of the existence of
pointer states and system-environment states of singly-
branching form.

4. Model D: Non-commuting system operators

The final example is

N N
Hp :ZJiXO2®JiZ+ZKiX01®O—f7 (25)
=1 =1

again with normally distributed coefficients, which fails
to exhibit quantum Darwinism as shown in Fig. 4(d)
since there exists no pointer basis which is preserved by
both Xy; and Xyo. This is exactly what we expect, since
the failure of the system operators entering the interac-
tion violate our criteria.

Interestingly, at short times (¢ < 0.5) we see the infor-
mation content of the different fragment sizes all tend-
ing towards 1, as we would expect for a case which ex-
hibits quantum Darwinism. Figure 5 shows a different
view of how the average normalized mutual information
varies over time for different sizes of the environment
fraction under this model which makes this more visible.
It is only at longer times (¢ > 0.5) that this is reversed
and the mutual information of fragments consisting of
less than half the environment shrink toward zero and of
those consisting of more than half the environment to-
ward two, as would be expected for a Hamiltonian which
includes scrambling dynamics in the environment. The
finite size of the simulated environment limits the mag-
nitude of these two effects, but they are clearly visible in
the data nonetheless.
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FIG. 5. Alternate view of Fig. 4(d) showing the average mu-
tual information fragments of size 1 < |§| < 9 evolving under
the Hamiltonian of model D. Beyond ¢t ~ 0.5 the mixing terms
induced by the system-environment interaction cause the in-
formation encoded in the environment to spread, precluding
the emergence of objectivity in this case.

This result matches with our understanding of where
the scrambling in this model comes from. At very short
times, only the lowest order contribution to the Zassen-
haus expansion (14) of the propagator is relevant, and
this contribution does not include any mixing. It is only
at later times that the higher order contributions with
their induced intra-environmental interactions become
dominant, leading to the observed asymptotic behavior.

V. TIME-DEPENDENT MODEL

In this section, we will consider a further generaliza-
tion of the model of Sec. III to encompass arbitrary time-
dependent free and interaction Hamiltonians. The gener-
alization of the Hamiltonian given in Eq. (3) is straight-
forward, the only difference is that now we allow every
operator entering the Hamiltonian to be arbitrarily time-
dependent,

H(t) = Hg(t) Rle +Ig ®H@(t)
[€| |L(€;)]

™ Z Z Sie(t) @ Ejr(t), (26)

j=1 k=1

where as before j indexes the environment degrees of
freedom €; and k indexes a basis of operators acting
on that subsystem and we assume the operators enter-
ing the interaction to be traceless and proportional to
some random coefficient drawn from a distribution with
continuous support.

We will assume that there is no cutoff time T which
partitions the environment degrees of freedom such that
the system only interacts with some &; before T" and some
disjoint set after. If there were, we could consider the evo-
lution from ¢t = 0 to T to be essentially part of a state
preparation protocol and ignore the &; which only inter-
act in that time when building environment fragments
to measure. Additionally, we assume that the system
continues to interact with the environment even in the
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t — oo limit, e.g. we do not consider interactions with
a prefactor o« exp(—t/7) for some 7. We leave studying
the possibility of the asymptotic emergence of quantum
Darwinism or some similar approximate notion in asymp-
totically decoupled models as an avenue for future study.

From the point of view of an observer searching for
objectivity, there are no substantive changes required
to consider a time-dependent system. Objectivity still
requires the existence of some pointer observable A =
A ® I¢ which defines the pointer states, the information
about which must be encoded redundantly and accessi-
bly in the environment degrees of freedom. Therefore,
just as before, there must exist some A such that

[A, He ()] = [A, Sjk(t)] = 0. (27)

Note that it is critical that the pointer observable is a
time-independent operator — it defines the set of pointer
states that are preserved by the interaction and which
identify the information about the system that becomes
objective, and that information must be stable to be re-
dundantly encoded in the environment. While scenarios
may exist where the system-environment interaction sup-
ports a pointer observable with some predictable time de-
pendence such that observers could still reconstruct sys-
tem information from environment fragments, that would
certainly not fall under the precise notions of objectivity
and quantum Darwinism we take in this work. Hence,
we require that the pointer observable remain perfectly
stationary in time.

Next, again just as in the time-independent case, we
must require that H(t) preserve the singly-branching
form. At minimum, this requires that the environment
Hamiltonian can be written purely in terms of local
Hamiltonians acting on each subsystem independently,

|€]

He(t) =Y He, (t), (28)
j=1

such that there is no explicit intra-environment scram-
bling dynamics present.

There are further constraints on the system operators
entering the interaction which must be satisfied to avoid
the introduction of intra-environment mixing mediated
by the system. We summarize these constraints here, for
details see Appendix B. The approach is broadly simi-
lar to the time-independent case, beginning with taking
the propagator for the time evolution generated by the
full Hamiltonian H(t) and decomposing it into an infi-
nite product of increasingly higher-order propagators. In
doing so, we find terms with time-dependent generaliza-
tions of the nested commutator structures seen in the
time-independent case such as (cf. Eq. (10), similarly

Eq. (11))

/ dhy / "t Sy (1), Sk (to)] © Eyvps (b2) By (to).
0 0
(29)



Such terms lead to mixing if the commutator is not zero
for all times tq,t2, if the environment operators act on
different degrees of freedom.

These and similar terms compel us to pose a straight-
forward generalization of the restriction placed on com-
mutators of the system operators in the time-independent
case. After defining the now time-dependent commutator
superoperators C,(t) and environment operators FE,(t)
(cf. Eq. (12) and Eq. (13)), the various commutators
which are integrated over in the expansion can be writ-
ten as,

| 4] ||
H Con)(tn) | Sjx(to) @ H Eu(n) ) | Ejr(to)-
n=1
(30)
All sequences p which include at least one (5, &’ ) with

j' # j or with any pair (j/,%") and (5", k") w1th i £
represent intra-environment mixing interactions and so
must vanish for all possible choices of evaluation times,
meaning that we must require

1]

HC ) (t

for such sequences.

]k(to) 0 vj7k7uat05t17"'a (31)

A. Alternating Qubit Example

To illustrate these criteria, we turn to a time-
dependent generalization of the qubit model studied in
Ref. [31] and discussed in Sec. II. Specifically, we consider
a model of a system qubit interacting with a collection
of environment qubits where the system-environment in-
teraction Hamiltonian V¢ alternates between two oth-
erwise time-independent interactions with some period
7. In the absence of a free Hamiltonian for either the
system or environment, the model is described by the
Hamiltonian,

H(t) = a;(t)V§e + b‘r(t)VGb@a (32)

with the time-dependent prefactors

1 if [t/7] even,
() =1-b.(t) = . 33
ar(t) ®) {0 if [t/7] odd. (33)
If we decompose the interaction Hamiltonians as
Ve = D S5 ® Eji, (34a)
(34b)

Vee=>_58
jk

then the double integral of Eq. (29) only vanishes if
[S;’,k,,S;‘k] =0 V4,7 ,k /K. That is, this commuta-
tor must be zero else there is intra-environment mixing
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incompatible with quantum Darwinism induced by the
system-environment interaction. In fact, given that this
is a qubit system the necessity for a time-independent
pointer basis to exist also requires that this commuta-
tor vanish. As we will see, violating this criteria does
obstruct the emergence of classicality.

We simulate three models of this type which vary in
their choices of S;,;b and E;,;b, two of which we do not
expect to exhibit quantum Darwinism and one which we
do. In each case, the interaction Hamiltonian Vg, @ is

built from terms of the form J;o§ ®05 for some choice of

a,f € {z,y,z} and with random Couphng coefficients
drawn from a unit normal distribution J; ~ A(0,1)
[46]. Each model was simulated 500 times with differ-
ent randomly selected coefficients, where in each simula-
tion there were N = 11 environment qubits and the joint
initial state is a product of eigenstates of 0¥,

144(0)) =

The time interval between alternations of the interaction
Hamiltonian was chosen to be 7 = 3 [47].

1. Model E: Time-independent interaction

As a point of comparison, we also simulate a time-
independent model of a qubit system interacting with a
collection of environment qubits described by the Hamil-
tonian

N
HE:(US+0$)®ZJiUiZ? (36)

=1

with random normally distributed couplings J; ~
N(0,1). This model exhibits quantum Darwinism, with
the pointer basis being the eigenbasis of (6% 4+ 0%). The
results for this model are shown in Fig. 6(a), which plots
the evolution of the average mutual information between
the system and environment fragments of a given size
over time. For this time-independent model, the plateau
characteristic of objectivity emerges extremely quickly on
this timescale.

2. Model F: Non-commuting S, commuting E

For our first example with an alternating interaction
Hamiltonian, we choose the following Hamiltonian:

0’0®ZJO' UO®ZKO"|
=1

(37)

Hp(t) = a,(t) + b.(

with normally distributed coupling constants J;, K; ~

N(0,1).
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the normalized mutual information between the system qubit and environment fragments of a given size
|§| < 11 as a function of time, for (a) model E, (b) model F, (¢) model G, (d) model H. We show the average of 500 randomized
choices of coefficients for each Hamiltonian evolving the initial state given in Eq. (35). The white regions on panels (a), (b),
and (c) arise because we have constructed these surface plots by drawing the mutual information as a function of fragment
size at 100 equally-spaced points in time. Those regions emphasize locations where the variation in the mutual information is
large, as there the curves forming the plot become distinguishable and it becomes possible to “see through the surface”.

Despite containing all the same terms as the initial
time-independent Hamiltonian and at no time having any
non-commuting terms simultaneously active, this model
does not exhibit quantum Darwinism as demonstrated in
Fig. 6(b). Instead of a plateau in the mutual information
plot indicative of redundancy, we see that the mutual
information curve is tending to a step at half the size of
the environment indicating that small fragments of the
environment contain very little system information. As
discussed, the issue is that there is no time-independent
pointer basis in this example since ¢* and ¢® do not
commute.

8. Model G: Commuting Vse

The next example is

N
o5 ® Z Jio?

=1

HG(t) = ar (t) + br(t)

N

o5 ® Z Kiaf] ,
i=1

(38)

with J;, K; chosen as before.

Note that in this case the two operators describing the
interaction between the system and any given environ-
ment qubit (0 ® of and of ® oF) commute with one
another, meaning that this Hamiltonian consists entirely
of terms which commute at all times. However, as the
pointer basis depends only on the system operators this
is again a situation where there is no time-independent
pointer basis and so no quantum Darwinism as is clear
from Fig. 6(c), which shows that this model exhibits es-
sentially the same behavior as the previous.

4. Model H: Commuting S, Non-commuting E

The only way a time-dependent qubit-qubit model can
support quantum Darwinism is if the operators acting on

the system in any interaction terms are identical, exactly
as in the time-independent case. Therefore, for our final
example we consider the Hamiltonian

N N
Hy(t) =05 @ |ar(t) Z Jio7 + b (%) ZKiaf , (39)
i=1 i=1

with J;, K; chosen as before. This model satisfies all
the requirements necessary to support the emergence of
quantum Darwinism, and indeed in Fig. 6(d) we do ob-
serve a plateau indicating the emergence of objectivity.

An interesting point to note about this model is that
while the system operators always commute with one
another — indicating that there is a time-independent
pointer basis which defines the information about the
system qubit that can be redundantly encoded into the
environment — the environment operators in the two in-
teraction Hamiltonians do not commute with one an-
other. This fact is irrelevant as to the binary question
of whether or not quantum Darwinism can emerge in
this model in the asymptotic limit, but can be very rel-
evant to questions about the process through which it
emerges. This is illustrated in Fig. 7, which shows the
average mutual information between each individual en-
vironment qubit and the system as a function of time. We
observe the alternation between non-commuting environ-
ment operators results in each environment qubit con-
taining more information about the system than in the
time-independent case. In the alternating case, the clas-
sical plateau is “sharper” than in the time-independent
case (also visible comparing Fig. 6(a) to Fig. 6(d)); the
mutual information approaches the accessible informa-
tion more rapidly as a function of the fragment size. Both
cases asymptotically exhibit quantum Darwinism, they
differ with regards to the implied constant in the state-
ment that “a sufficiently large fragment § contains all
the accessible information about the system”.

This example serves to demonstrate an important
point: while quantum Darwinism is not possible in the
presence of scrambling dynamics in the environment [31],
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FIG. 7. Alternate view of Fig. 6 showing the average mutual
information of fragments with size |§| = 1 evolving subject
to the four example Hamiltonians considered in this section.
The mutual information approaches zero for the two models
which do not exhibit quantum Darwinism, and whereas it
approaches a roughly constant value for those that do.

=

FIG. 8. Schematic representation of a collision model with
regular and equally-spaced interactions. We imagine the sys-
tem & as flying by a sequence of environment units i{, inter-
acting with each in via some interaction Hamiltonian Ve,
for a short time.

it is mot necessary that the environment dynamics be
trivial, nor is it necessarily desirable. Non-trivial dy-
namics — either from the interaction or non-trivial local
Hamiltonians — may lead to enhancements of the emer-
gence of objectivity either in fragment size as in the
present case or in the associated timescale. They may
also present obstructions to objectivity, which may re-
quire that a very large environment be studied before ob-
jectivity is observed or ensure that the plateau requires
a very long time to emerge. This is true in both the
time-dependent and time-independent cases.

VI. COLLISION MODELS

A particularly general and useful class of time depen-
dent models are the collision models [32, 48-52]. Here,
a series of non-interacting environment units interact se-
quentially with (interpreted as a collision with) some sys-
tem of interest. These interactions may occur determin-
istically at regular intervals as illustrated in Fig. 8, or
stochastically at random times.

A variety of important physical models are equivalent
to a collision model, for example quantum optical sys-
tems involving a stream of atoms interacting with a cav-
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ity mode such as the micromaser [53, 54] or models of
lasing without inversion [32, 55, 56]. In a more general
context, collision models can be used as a tool to under-
stand or engineer dynamics. For example, it is possible
to induce controllable time-dependent Hamiltonian dy-
namics [32] with a collision model by tuning the initial
states of the units and their interaction with the system.
They may also serve as convenient microscopic models
for quantum measurements or open quantum dynamics
[32, 57, 58]. Even more broadly, collision models are
intimately connected with and provide concrete frame-
work to study quantum thermodynamics, for example in
models related to Maxwell’s demon [59-72] or in certain
models of quantum heat engines [73]. The sequence of
units interacting with the system can play the role of a
reservoir [32] for heat, work, or information [74].

The wide applicability of collision models provides a
strong motivation to classifying them according to their
ability to support quantum Darwinism, and indeed there
have been prior examinations of collisional models in
this context, e.g. with qubit models [75]. Having such
a classification for generic collision models would mean
that for physical models which are directly equivalent
to a collision model, it would be immediately clear if
and how objectivity could emerge from measurements
of the stream of units. For scenarios that can be engi-
neered as effectively coarse-grained collision models, one
might hope that an understanding of the requirements
necessary for objectivity in the underlying collision model
could be translated into insight into the effective model.
And finally, as collision models provide a convenient and
flexible example of a general thermodynamic reservoir,
it may be possible to build on classification to produce
statements about the distinctions between quantum and
classical thermodynamics, and the boundary between.

A general Hamiltonian describing a collision model is

N N
H=He®le+1ls®» Hy +Y Veu,(t), (40)

i=1 i=1

where Hy, is the free Hamiltonian for the 7th unit, and
Vg, (t) is the interaction Hamiltonian describing the in-
teraction between the system and the ¢th unit,

|£4:]
Ve, (1) = 0:(t) Z Sik(t) ® Eu(t) = 0;(t) Vey,, (41)
k=1

where 0,,(t) is one on some time interval when this par-
ticular unit interacts with the system and zero otherwise.
For example, one common case is where the interactions
are regular and equally spaced, where each unit interacts
with the system for a time § with a periodicity 7,

9n<t):{1 if(n—1)7<t<(n-1)7+0,

. (42)
0 otherwise.

An arrangement of this type is depicted schematically in
Fig. 8, where the system is imagined to be moving past



a sequence of environment units at some fixed velocity,
interacting with each in turn. Alternately, one could con-
sider random [51, 76] or otherwise variable interaction
intervals.

As these collision models are just time-dependent
system-environment models with a particular structure,
our results from the previous section may be directly ap-
plied to state the criteria for quantum Darwinism in a
collision model:

e There must exist a time-independent pointer ob-
servable A = A ® [g which commutes with the
Hamiltonian H(t) at all times.

e The system operators entering the interaction must
mutually commute [S;;(t1), Sir(t2)] = 0 at all
times.

e If the system Hamiltonian does not commute
with the interaction operators then any arbitrarily
nested commutator of the free Hamiltonian and in-
teraction operators corresponding to different units
must commute with at all times.

Since each unit only interacts with the system for a fi-
nite interval 7, any information transfer is necessarily ir-
reversible. There is no requirement that the coefficients
representing the strengths of the system-unit interactions
have continuous support, nor that they be random at all
so long as they are not chosen such that the unit state
is periodic with a period coinciding with the interaction
interval 7.

Note that if the forms of the system-unit interactions
Vs, are not fixed it is possible to have non-commuting
interactions and still observe quantum Darwinism. This
is possible if there is a finite prefix of units with possibly
non-commuting interactions, with all subsequent units
satisfying the criteria for Darwinism. For example, sup-
pose each unit interacts with the system one after another
each for a time 7. The state of the system qubit after
interacting with the prefix of N, units is

Ur(r) | W, (0))].
(43)

pe(Np7) = Tryy,. sy, [Un, (1) -+

where |¥y (0)) = [1h(0)) @i, [1i(0)) is the initial
state of the system and first IV, units. It is then the in-
formation about this new state pg (Np7) which is redun-
dantly encoded into the remaining environment units, in
the pointer basis defined by the remaining interactions.
Therefore, we choose to interpret such collision models
where a finite prefix of non-commuting interactions as
a concatenation of a state preparation process followed
by an evolution leading to quantum Darwinism. This is
exactly the same reasoning and interpretation we stated
for general time-dependent models with a similar cutoff
time in the previous section.

These arguments do not extend to collision models
where there is no cutoff beyond which all units interact
with the system through commuting interactions, as then
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there is no point at which a time-independent pointer ba-
sis can be defined.

The remainder of this section is dedicated to a discus-
sion of a wide range of collision models and the existence
or non-existence of quantum Darwinism in each. We will
first consider a set of simple and illuminating qubit ex-
amples which illustrate the points made in our general
discussion, then a variety of collision models which have
been presented in prior works as useful models for a vari-
ety of physical systems, from a quantum Maxwell demon
model [61] to time-dependent Hamiltonian engineering
[32].

A. Qubit Examples

We consider a model of a single system qubit interact-
ing with a series of qubit units, where in each interval
the interaction is time-independent,

N
H(t) = 0n(t)JnSn ® En, (44)
n=1

and where we will fix the coefficients all unity, J,, = 1.

We numerically study four models which differ in the
choices made for the operators {(S,,E,)} and in how
they do or do not satisfy the requirements necessary for
quantum Darwinism. We set the interaction period and
interval to 7 = 1 and J = 0.95, respectively, and simulate
the dynamics as N = 12 units starting from the initial
state,

(o)) = [0 1D é 0 illa) e
v v A

In our analysis, we define the environment to be the
set of qubits which have interacted with the system qubit
for any interval. For instance, in the first interval (0, d)
the environment consists of a single qubit (|€| = 1), in
the second interval (7,7 4+ §) two qubits, and so on. If
we imagine an observer measuring fragments of the envi-
ronment and hoping to observe quantum Darwinism, we
are assuming that the observer knows which environment
units have interacted with the system and which have
not. This is a reasonable description of a wide range of
situations, e.g. each unit might pass through some in-
teraction volume within which it is in contact with the
system; the observer then may choose to only measure
units which are known to have passed through the inter-
action volume.

If the observer does not have this knowledge and
measures fragments that may include environment units
which have not yet been in contact with the system, the
mutual information between the fragment and the sys-
tem grows more slowly with the fragment size due to the
inclusion of yet-to-interact units. In the long-time limit
where the fraction of units which have interacted with



the system becomes sufficiently large, these two pictures
coincide.

We present the results of simulations of these four mod-
els in Fig. 9, plotting the average mutual information be-
tween fragments of the environment of a given size and
the system as a function of time. Figure 10 shows the
same evolution for a fixed environment fragment size of
one unit, which helps visually clarify the difference be-
tween the first three cases.

1. Model I: Commuting interactions

The first case is the simplest, wherein we choose ev-
ery system-unit interaction S,, ® E, to be of the form
of ® 0. A very similar model was shown to exhibit
quantum Darwinism in Ref. [77], wherein the sequence of
units interacting with the system qubit was taken to be
an “inaccessible” environment, unavailable for measure-
ment. The system was coupled to a second accessible
environment which could be measured (with the same
form of interaction). In this setup, objectivity can be
observed through measurements of fragments of the ac-
cessible environment even as the inaccessible units carry
off information about the system.

Here, we instead take the units post-interaction to be
the environment degrees of freedom accessible to mea-
surement. This model easily satisfies all the require-
ments for quantum Darwinism, as evidenced by the clear
emergence of a plateau exhibited by our simulations in
Fig. 9(a). The details of the dynamics can be understood
from the blue curve in Fig. 10, which plots the average
mutual information between a single environment unit
and the system over time. At the beginning of each inter-
val, a new unit begins interacting with the system and so
is introduced into the accessible environment. This unit
has no information about the system initially, hence the
average drops immediately upon its introduction. As it
interacts with the system, information about the system
in the o* basis is encoded in the unit and so the average
grows to a maximum when the unit is decoupled from
the system.

With finitely many units, this model is essentially
equivalent to the qubit model from Ref. [31] which was
discussed in Sec. II, where a single system qubit inter-
acts continuously with a bath of environment qubits with
0§ @ o7 interactions. The state of that continuous model
of one qubit interacting with a bath of size IV at time J is
exactly the same as the state of our collision model after
time N7, i.e., after N units have individually interacted
with the system for a time ¢ each.

This model is also very similar to the stochastic colli-
sion model considered in Ref. [43], which was shown to
exhibit quantum Darwinism experimentally using IBM’s
superconducting quantum hardware. In that work, the
environment units are assumed to interact instanta-
neously with the system at times distributed according
to a Poisson process. At long times, when the prob-
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ability that all units have interacted with the system
goes to one, the system-environment state of the stochas-
tic model (with a suitably chosen collision strength) ap-
proach the same asymptotic state as the collision model,
since all the interaction Hamiltonians commute.

2. Models J and K: Prefix of non-commuting interactions

For our second and third examples, we replace the in-
teraction between a single unit and the system in the
previous model with of ® 7. By replacing the 0§ — of,
this new interaction fails to commute with the other N —1
system-unit interactions.

Both models have a suffix of commuting interaction
terms of the form of ®0c7, however, so we do expect to see
the emergence of objectivity eventually. Numerical re-
sults for one of these modifications is shown in Fig. 9(b),
where the first (n = 1) unit interacts with the system
with this new operator. As we can see, there is little dif-
ference visible between this simulation and the previous
example; a plateau is still clearly emerging. To reiter-
ate, this is because the interaction with the first unit
perturbed the initial system qubit state |(0)) — p(7),
at which point the interactions with the remaining units
lead to redundant encoding of the information about this
new state p(7) in those remaining units. The first unit
acquired some information about the original qubit state
in the ¢” basis, what becomes objective is the informa-
tion about this perturbed state in the o* basis.

Figure 9(c) shows the numerical results for another
modification of our initial model, now with only the fifth
system-unit interaction modified. The interactions be-
tween the system and first four units commute, hence we
can clearly see how the emergence of a plateau indicat-
ing classicality after the system interacts with these first
few units. Subsequently, the non-commuting interaction
with the fifth unit modifies the system state and destroys
the plateau. We then see a second plateau emerge, in-
dicating that information about this new system state is
being redundantly encoded in the remaining units. This
behavior is more clearly visible in Fig. 10, where the green
plot corresponding to this scenario matches the evolution
in the simple case with no replacement up to the inter-
val starting at 47. Then, under the action of the modi-
fied system-unit interaction term, the system qubit state
is modified to p(7), producing the dip in the plot. Fi-
nally, all remaining system-unit interactions again work
to make the information about this new state in the o*
basis objective, leading to a slow rise as a second plateau
emerges.

Essentially, the environment units are partitioned into
three classes: the unit that interacted with a non-
commuting operator and sets a cutoff, and those units
that interacted either before or after the cutoff. The fi-
nal class is the most relevant, as they carry information
about the state of the system in its current state and
are mostly responsible for the emergence of the plateau.
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FIG. 9. Plots of the normalized mutual information as a function of environment fragment size over time for a the qubit-qubit
collision (a) model I, (b) model J, (c) model K, (d) model L. Each figure is the average of 128 simulations, each with a different

selection of coupling strengths for the Hamiltonians.
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FIG. 10. Alternate view of Fig. 9 showing the average mu-
tual information of fragments with size |§| = 1. The plots for
models I and J are essentially indistinguishable on this scale,
as is that of model K initially. In the interval (47,47 + §), the
mutual information for model K drops as the non-commuting
interaction perturbs the initial state. Following this, the mu-
tual information slowly rises as information about the new
state is encoded into the remaining environment units.

The information encoded in the first few units is less ac-
curate after the system was perturbed, hence the mutual
information between those units and the system is re-
duced and hence the plateau is washed out. The degree
to which it is reduced depends on the initial state and
the magnitude of the perturbation, which is moderate in
this case. This partitioning is why the second plateau
at t = 127 in Fig. 9(c) is not as broad as the plateaus
in Fig. 9(a) or Fig. 9(b), as information about the final
system state is only encoded into a subset of the units.
Before concluding with this example, it is worth noting
that this behavior is not the same as we would find in the
case of a continuous interaction between the system and
environment qubits with one non-commuting interaction.
There, it is not possible to understand the effect of the
non-commuting interaction simply as a redefinition of the
system state and so its effect cannot be restricted in the
same way, and so a pointer basis cannot be defined.

8. Model L: Alternating non-commuting interactions

Our final example has the units alternate between two
different interaction forms, with all odd-numbered units
interact with the system according to of ® 03, _; and
all even-numbered units with of ® 03,. Simulations of
this model are shown in Fig. 9(d), where it is clear that
no plateau is emerging — in fact, the mutual informa-
tion plot is steepening. This shape is indicative of a lack
of redundancy [42], implying that determining anything
about the system state would require measuring at least
half of the total collection of environment units.

Unlike the previous two cases, in this example it is not
simply one unit interacting with the system in a non-
commuting way but instead the units alternate between
two non-commuting interaction Hamiltonians. There is
no initial prefix of units which perturb the state after
which the remaining units interact in such a way that the
information about perturbed state becomes objective as
in the previous case. Hence, no plateau and no quantum
Darwinism.

This example is more analogous to the continuous
model with non-commuting interactions. There is no cut-
off time after which all system-unit interactions agree on
a pointer basis, the system state is not stationary, and
there can be no objectivity.

A similar model where the units act as an inaccessible
environment to a system qubit coupled to a second ac-
cessible environment was considered in Ref. [77]. There,
each unit interacts with the system with the same in-
teraction Hamiltonian, however this interaction fails to
commute with the system-accessible environment inter-
action Hamiltonian. The details differ but the conclusion
is essentially the same as the example here, namely that
quantum Darwinism cannot emerge in such scenarios.

B. Quantum Maxwell Demon Example

An interesting example of a classical analog of a col-
lision model is the minimal model of a Maxwell demon



presented in Ref. [59], where a three-state demon inter-
acts stochastically with a series of classical random and
independent bits. The stream of incoming bits acts as an
information reservoir, for example allowing the demon to
exploit biases in the input distribution to perform work.
In the simplest case, the demon eventually approaches a
periodic steady state in which any biases in the incoming
bitstream induce a steady-state current where the demon
cycles through its three states in an order set by the di-
rection of the bias.

An analogous model of a quantum Maxwell demon [61]
replaces the demon with a quantum three-level system
(qutrit) and the classical bitstream with a series of qubit
units all prepared in some fixed initial state pg(0).

If we take the three states of the demon to be |A), |B),
and |C) then the Hamiltonian of this model of a quantum
demon is a collision model of the form shown in Eq. (40)
with the system Hamiltonian

He = [AXB| + [BXA| + [BXC|+ [CXB|, (46
and system-unit interaction Hamiltonian
VGLln = 7( |A7 1><Ca 0‘ + |Ca O><A7 1‘ )7 (47>

where we use the notation |4,1) = |4) ® |1). The behav-
ior of this model is similar to the classical demon model
[61], in that the demon qutrit eventually approaches a
periodic steady state which may have some persistent
current |A) — |B) — |C) — |A) of either sign depending
on the state in which each qubit unit is prepared.

This quantum demon model is interesting to consider
from the point of view of quantum Darwinism because
it is such a straightforward generalization of a classical
model, and so one might imagine that there could be
some sense in which measuring the quantum model in
some way might lead to a reduction to the classical model
coinciding with the emergence of quantum Darwinism.

This cannot be the case, however. Intuitively, this is
due to the fact that the interaction between the demon
and the sequence of units induces a steady-state current
circulating within the full three-dimensional state space
of the demon. There is no pointer basis in which the
demon eventually dephases, so there is no quantum Dar-
winism. This can be easily verified by checking that there
is no pointer observable which commutes with both the
system Hamiltonian and system-unit interaction.

Figure 11 shows the results a simulation of this quan-
tum demon model with 12 environment qubits with inter-
action strength v = (4/3), where the interaction period
was 7 = 1 and each unit interacted for a time § = 0.95.
The initial state of the demon was |¢g(0)) x |A) +
|B) + 2i|C) and each unit was initialized in |1y (0))
|0) +2i|1). As in our previous simulations, the environ-
ment fragments are drawn from units after interacting
with the demon. We see that the mutual information is
linear in the size of the fragment at all times, indicating
that there is no redundant encoding of information about
the demon in the environment units whatsoever.
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FIG. 11. Evolution of the mutual information between a
three-level system and |€| = 12 environment units (qubits)
subject to the Hamiltonians of Egs. (46) and (47). No plateau
emerges, and instead the mutual information remains linear
in the fragment size indicating that there is no redundant in-
formation encoded in the environment.

C. Other Collision Models

Based on the criteria we have presented in this work,
we may draw some fairly general conclusions about the
types of collision models which could be expected to
exhibit quantum Darwinism when considering measure-
ments of the units post-interaction. Most importantly,
the emergence of objectivity requires that there be a
time-independent pointer observable which defines what
information about the system becomes objective. Time-
independence is crucial, so that the system state remains
stable such that the repeated interactions of the system
and its environment can redundantly encode this fixed
information in the environment.

For many practical use cases of collision models, it is
not possible to require that there be some fixed pointer
observable that is also compatible with the application
the model is designed around. For example, in the previ-
ous section we showed that a minimal model of a quan-
tum Maxwell demon built around a collision model does
not exhibit quantum Darwinism. In essence, the issue
is that the system-unit interaction Hamiltonian is struc-
tured to drive unit-dependent transitions in the demon
system. This is fundamentally incompatible with quan-
tum Darwinism, where the system state should remain
unperturbed while encoding information into the envi-
ronment units. It may be possible to construct a model
of a quantum Maxwell demon which supports quantum
Darwinism, however the information about the system
state which becomes objective can not be directly related
to its function as a model of a quantum Maxwell demon.

Another similar example is given by the collisional de-
scription of a micromaser [32]. Here, a series of two-level
atom units pass through a microwave resonator and in-



teract via a Jaynes-Cummings interaction,

Hs =wa'a (48a)
5

Hy, = 50, (48D)

Ve, = g(ona' + ol a) (48¢)

where af,a are the creation and annihilation operators
for the cavity mode and o, o, the raising and lowering
operators for the n’th atom. With carefully chosen pa-
rameters, it is possible to ensure that the net results of
each interaction is that each atom unit transfers energy
to the microwave mode, pumping the field.

Although the main focus of our discussions has been
centered around finite-dimensional systems, it is not dif-
ficult to see that this model does not support quantum
Darwinism. There is no pointer observable which is di-
agonal in the number basis (and so commutes with Hg)
which commutes with the operators a and a' entering the
interaction. Indeed, as in the demon model the system-
environment interaction is specifically designed to drive
transitions in the system.

The same conclusion can be drawn for essentially any
other arrangement where the system is a simple harmonic
oscillator which interacts with each environment unit ac-
cording to a Jaynes-Cummings type interaction,

Ve, o (a'O +a0"), (49)

for example swapping the two-level atoms of the micro-
maser model for three-level atoms to study lasing without
inversion [32, 56, 78] or related ideas [73]. No pointer
basis can be found in these models, hence they cannot
exhibit quantum Darwinism.

There do exist some applications of collision models
which can support quantum Darwinism, however. For
example, it is possible [32] to engineer time-dependent
Hamiltonians acting on the system,

He(t) = He + M)O, (50)

by interacting the system with a series of units with the
interaction

Veu, x O ® E, (51)

with the operators F,, and initial states for each unit
put,, (0) specifically chosen such that the effective dynam-
ics reproduce Eq. (50).

Here, whether or not quantum Darwinism emerges,
depends on the relationship of the engineered time-
dependent Hamiltonian and the free system Hamiltonian.
If there exists a pointer observable that commutes with
both, one should expect to observe the information about
the system in the associated basis become objective in
measuring the units post-interaction. In this case, the
time-dependent Hamiltonian corresponds to shifting the
rates at which phases are accumulated in this bases —
phases which are irrelevant to the system-environment
interaction.
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VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this work, we have presented a classification of a
large class of generic system-environment models incor-
porating two-body interactions which may or may not
be time-dependent according to whether they support
the emergence of classical objectivity.

The necessity of a pointer basis (defined by a pointer
observable) which specifies what information about the
system becomes objective places simple constraints on
the commutation relations between the pointer observ-
able and the system operators entering the Hamiltonian.
Hamiltonians satisfying these constraints are guaranteed
to preserve the pointer states, and provide a generaliza-
tion of the separable “parallel decoherent interaction”
Hamiltonians for qubit systems introduced in Ref. [31].

Quantum Darwinism and the emergence of objectivity
require additionally that the joint system-environment
Hamiltonian preserves states of singly-branching form,
which are those states representing the redundant in-
formation encoding emblematic for quantum Darwinism
[30]. This is the case if the Hamiltonian does not in-
duce any information scrambling in the environment [31],
which would disperse the system information encoded
into the environment in such a way that it can no longer
be recovered by measurements of environment fragments.

In the generic context of the present work, this require-
ment translates to another set of constraints on commu-
tation relations between the system operators entering
the Hamiltonian. Essentially, we may summarize these
constraints intuitively by saying that the interaction be-
tween the system and the environment degrees of freedom
must not induce any effective mixing or scrambling dy-
namics in the environment. Note that this statement is in
a certain sense dependent on how exactly one distributes
individual physical degrees of freedom in the environment
into fragments to measure. As we have shown, mixing on
disjoint subsets of the environment is not necessarily in-
compatible with quantum Darwinism.

The model we have taken as the basis for our classifi-
cation presented in this work is general enough to apply
to a number of relevant and realistic scenarios. Crucially,
our results are sufficiently general that they may be used
to understand the emergence of classicality in collision
models as discussed in Sec. VI. Such models may be used
to analyze a huge range of applications, most obviously
those which are manifestly equivalent to a collision model
such as the minimal model of a quantum Maxwell de-
mon [61] or the micromaser [53], both examples which
were analyzed using our results in Sec. VI. More impor-
tantly, it can be shown [32] that collision models can be
used to effectively act as thermodynamic reservoirs, gen-
erators of open quantum dynamics, generators of time-
dependent Hamiltonian, and more. Based on our under-
standing of quantum Darwinism in collision models, it
should therefore be possible to bootstrap an understand-
ing of quantum Darwinism and to study the boundary
between quantum and classical behavior in these broader



contexts.

Following our results presented here, there are clear
paths for further generalizations in future work. For ex-
ample, one could consider more general classes of degrees
of freedom for the system or environment, e.g. discrete
infinite-dimensional or continuous-variable subsystems.
The structure of the arguments we have used to arrive at
our classification should apply in these more general con-
texts, with differences in the details due to the structure
of operators acting on these more complicated systems.
Alternatively, one could allow the Hamiltonian to include
three- or more body interaction terms which cannot be
interpreted as two-body interactions either between the
system and a bipartite environment degree of freedom or
between a composite system and a single environment de-
gree of freedom. Intuitively, three-body interactions ap-
pear to be at odds with the “no environment mixing” re-
quirement, however properly treating this case will likely
be a much larger task than the two-body case.
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Appendix A: Constraints in the time-independent
case

This appendix presents a detailed justification for the
criteria for a generic time-independent Hamiltonian to
exhibit quantum Darwinism presented in Sec. ITI.

1. Existence of a pointer basis

The generic Hamiltonian presented in Eq. (3) sup-
ports a pointer basis if and only if there exists some
pointer observable A = A ® [ with which it commutes.
This pointer observable must commute with the system
Hamiltonian ([4, Hg] = 0), and it must also commute
with the system-environment interaction.

This commutator is given by,

A Heel = [A®Te,» S ®E; (A1)
i=1
=Y [4,8]@ (A2)
i=1
|€| |£(€&;)] Ns(5)
= DA Sk ® B (A3)
=1 k=1 =1

wherein we have reinterpreted ¢ as a multi-index and
rewritten the sum over system-environment interaction
terms as a sum over environment sites (indexed by j),
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over some basis for the operators acting on that site (in-
dexed by k from 1 to |L£(€;)|), and over the different
system operators which are coupled to each of these op-
erators (indexed by k).

Each term in the double sum over j and k corresponds
to a linearly independent environment operator, therefore
for the overall sum to be zero each term must vanish
individually. For this to happen, we must require that

Ns(4,k)

A, Z Sjk| =0

Vi, k. (A4)

In other words, it must be possible to collect the various
Sk into a set of S; , Which all commute with the pointer
observable,

(4,5 =0, (A5)

in which case the interaction Hamiltonian can be written
as

81 ® Eji (A6)

We drop the prime through the remainder of this ap-
pendix and paper, and assume that the operators acting
on the system have been combined in this way.

2. Non-commuting system operators

If the pointer observable is non-degenerate, then it is
necessarily true that any two system operators Sj; and
S,k which commute with A and so preserve the pointer
basis commute with one another. However, if the pointer
observable is degenerate (as is possible with a system
larger than a qubit), then it is possible for H to support
a pointer “basis” even while [Sjx,Sjr/] # 0. The re-
sulting dynamics preserves the projections of the initial
state onto each degenerate subspace of A, each of which
effectively plays the role of a pointer state.

Such Hamiltonians do not support quantum Dar-
winism, however, as they fail to preserve the neces-
sary singly-branching structure of the composite system-
environment state. To show this, we consider a simple
system-environment interaction Hamiltonian

H=5®FE +5:® Es, (A7)

where I o are assumed to be operators acting on distinct
environment degrees of freedom. If [S, So] = 0, then the
propagator

U(t) _ e*it(S1®E1+S2®E2), (AS)

factors trivially into two propagators which can easily
be seen to preserve the singly-branching form. If instead
the system operators do not commute, we can express the



propagator as an infinite product using the Zassenhaus
[41] formula

. . 2
U(t) _ e—zt(Sl®E1)e—zt(52®E2)e%[Sl,Sz]®E1®E2 N

. (A9)
The third factor in this product (and higher-order fac-
tors not shown here) represent an induced interaction
between the two different environment sites, mediated by
the system due to the nonvanishing commutator [S7, Sa].
This mixing is incompatible with the singly-branching
form, hence we conclude that quantum Darwinism does
not arise in models with interaction Hamiltonians of the
form shown in Eq. (A6) if any pair of system operators
fail to commute, provided they correspond to interactions
with distinct environment degrees of freedom.

Note that the singly-branching form would have been
preserved in this simple example if we had taken the two
environment operators to act on the same site,

H=S®E+ S ®F, (A10)
as then the factors in Eq. (A9) and the higher-order fac-
tors do not lead to a violation of any of the requirements
for quantum Darwinism: since [4,S5;] = [4,5] = 0,
nested commutators of S; and Sy also commute with A
and therefore support the same pointer basis. Addition-
ally, since E and E’ act on the same environment degree
of freedom, the singly branching form is preserved by
each term in the infinite product.

This is not a particularly interesting conclusion in the
case when the system is finite-dimensional, as then only a
finite number of environment degrees of freedom could in-
teract with the system through non-commuting operators
(limited by the dimensionality of the space of operators
acting on the system and the need for the remainder of
the environment to interact with commuting operators).
When taking the limit of a large environment, it then
makes more sense to consider this finite subset of degrees
of freedom as either a second auxiliary environment or
as part of the system itself. For this reason, we do not
consider this possibilty in the present work.

More usefully, a very similar argument to that just pre-
sented shows that while the system-environment interac-
tion may not have non-commuting system operators, it

J

U(t) =

w ¢t % ([S1.51]@ BT +[52.5 0 B3 +[91,55 | @ Br 0 Eat [52.81 |0 E1@ B+ § [He 5] |0 B+ § [He 55 |0 52)

where for brevity we have introduced the notation S;- for
the commutator [Hg, S;]. We see that there are contri-
butions to the third-order factor which represent effective
mixing interactions between different degrees of freedom
in the environment (the terms with F; ® Fs) if the com-
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is acceptable to have non-commuting operators acting on
any given environment site enter the interaction.

For example, the Zassenhaus formula applied to the
propagator under the Hamiltonian (A10) would yield

U(t) = o—it(S10F) ,—it($:8F') 5 $15:0E,E']

.., (A11)
where here we do not assume that £ and E’ commute.
Arbitrary polynomials of S; and Sy commute with A
if S; and Sy do, therefore each factor in the product
supports the same pointer basis. The singly-branching
form is preserved by each factor as well, as any arbitrarily
deeply nested commutator of E and E’ is merely another
operator on the same site, hence there is no obstruction to
quantum Darwinism due to non-commuting environment
operators.
3. Non-commuting free Hamiltonians

We also consider the possibility that in addition to the
system-environment interaction, there may be obstacles
to the emergence of objectivity arising from free system
or environment Hamiltonians which preserve the pointer
basis but which do not commute with the interaction.

a. System Hamiltonian

When the pointer observable A is degenerate, it is pos-
sible that Hg and Sj; fail to commute with each other
while individually commuting with A. In this case, there
are additional constraints on the system operators which
enter the interaction Hamiltonian which must be satis-
fied to avoid the introduction of mixing between distinct
environment degrees of freedom.

Consider the Hamiltonian

H:H6®H@+51®E1+52®E2, (A12)
assuming [S1, S2] = 0 but [Hg, S;] # 0. Asin our earlier
discussion, we can expand the propagator describing time
evolution under the action of this Hamiltonian into an
infinite product using the Zassenhaus formula, this time
to third order, yielding

2
et (He®le) ,—it(S1 ®E1+52®E2)e% (S£®E1+SQ®E2)

., (A13)

(

mutators of Hg with S; 2 produce new system operators
which fail to commute.

For example, suppose the pointer observable A sup-
ports a single degenerate subspace of dimension 3
spanned by the basis vectors {’6>, 1>7 §>}, and sup-




pose that the system operators act only on this subspace
for simplicity. If we take the following three operators
which all commute with A,

Hg = [0)2] + 2)0], (Alda)
S = [0)0] — 1X1], (A14b)
Sy = [0)0] — 2)2], (Aldc)
then the nested commutators
[S1,[Hs, S2]] = [S2, [Hs, S1]] = —2Hs, (A15)

do not vanish. Therefore the resulting dynamics would
not support quantum Darwinism due to mixing induced
through a combination of the system-environment inter-
action and the system Hamiltonian.

Note that since these mixing dynamics are a higher-
order effect, we do expect that they only become rel-
evant at longer times, and that at shorter times there
may be some transient emergence of objectivity before
the mixing dynamics takes over. In this work we concern
ourselves with the asymptotic emergence of objectivity,
therefore we reject that these models exhibit Darwinism.

At fourth order in the expansion, commutators of the
forms [Hg, [H@, [H@, SJ] } ] 5 [Sk, [HG, [Hg, SJ] H 5 and
[S1, [Sk, [Hs, S;]]] appear, each with a corresponding en-
vironment operator which is a product of the associated
Ej 1. To prevent effective mixing dynamics in the envi-
ronment, we must require that the second and third com-
mutators vanish whenever any of the indices correspond
to different environment degrees of freedom. The same is
true at higher orders, with the commutators correspond-
ing to an arbitrary string of Hg and S, commuted with
[He, 5]

Incorporating all the constraints from all orders in the
expansion, to allow quantum Darwinism to emerge in
the asymptotic limit we must require that commuting
[Hs, Sji] arbitrarily many times with the system Hamil-
tonian He or any system operator S, must produce
zero if the set of corresponding environment operators
{Ejk, Ejk, ...} contains operators acting on distinct de-
grees of freedom in the environment. In the main text,
we introduced a superoperator notation which allows
this statement to be expressed compactly as an equation
[Eq. (15)].

In practice, we generally simplify these constraints to
requiring that all the system operators commute with one
another and the free Hamiltonian,

[He, Sj] =0 Vj,k
[Sj'k/75jk] =0 vj #j/akbkl

(Al6a)
(A16Db)

b. Environment Hamiltonian

Unlike the free system Hamiltonian, there are no con-
straints placed on commutators involving the free Hamil-
tonian for each environment degree of freedom, He, . The
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reason is that since we have assumed that the environ-
ment degrees of freedom are separate and that the full
environment free Hamiltonian is separable, we consider
each environment degree of freedom in isolation. Then,
any arbitrary combination of He, and any interaction op-
erators E, is just another operator acting on the same
subsystem €&,. Since no intra-environment interactions
can be induced by the addition of a non-commuting free
Hamiltonian for any set of environment sites nor can
they affect the preservation of the pointer basis, such free
Hamiltonians cannot alter the ability of the joint Hamil-
tonian to satisfy any of the requirements for quantum
Darwinism.

It is possible for the details of the internal dynamics of
each environment subsystem to affect the emergence of
objectivity, however, as they may aid or hinder the ability
to encode system information into the environment. This
may change the timescales on which objectivity emerges
or the minimum sizes of environment fragments |§| neces-
sary to recover the accessible information about the sys-
tem, however in the asymptotic limit Darwinism emerges
independent of these details.

Appendix B: Constraints in the time-dependent case

In this appendix, we will generalize the criteria we de-
rived in Appendix A for a Hamiltonian to support quan-
tum Darwinism to the time-dependent case. The time-
dependent system-environment Hamiltonian is,

H(t) = Hs(t) @ I¢ + g @ He(t) + Vse(t), (Bla)
N
t) = Z He,, (B1b)
|e| 1£(e;))]
Veel(t Z Z Sik(t) ® Eji(t), (Blc)
j=1 k=1

where we have already anticipated the requirement
that the environment Hamiltonian be separable to avoid
scrambling. Note that there are no constraints placed on
the time dependence of any of the operators.

The most basic requirement of quantum Darwinism
is the existence of a pointer observable defining a set
of pointer states which are invariant under the interac-
tion, meaning there must exist some A = A ® I¢ which
commutes with Hg(t) and every Sji(t). Crucially, the
pointer basis is a fized set of states, and so the pointer
observable must be time-independent. This implies that
the commutators of the system operators with A must
vanish for all times ¢

[HG(t)7 A] =0,
[Sjk(t), Al =0 Vj,k

(B2a)
(B2b)

so that the pointer states remain stable under the evolu-
tion generated by the Hamiltonian.



The next requirement which must be satisfied a Hamil-
tonian to support quantum Darwinism is that it must
preserve states of singly branching form [30]. In the
previous App. B, we derived constraints corresponding
to this requirement on the operators entering a time-
independent Hamiltonian by expressing the propagator
as an infinite product and requiring that no factor induce
intra-environmental mixing. We take the same approach
here, decomposing the propagator describing evolution
under Eq. (B1) into an infinite product using the Wilcox

[H(t1), H Z itk (t1) S5 (to) @ [Ejw (t), E;j
ok
Z S (1)

j.k,k

The first sum on the second line (where we have set
j = j' since environment operators acting on different
degrees of freedom always commute) cannot possibly con-
tain any intra-environmental interactions and so is com-
patible with the singly branching form and preserves the
pointer states. Therefore, we conclude that just as in the
time-independent case there is no requirement that the
various Ej; commute with one another. Similar argu-
ments show that there are no commutativity constraints
on He,.

The second sum, however, indicates that there is in-
duced mixing between environment degrees of freedom if
[Sjk(t1), Sjrkr (t2)] # 0 when j # 5. We are therefore re-
quired to impose that this commutator is identically zero
for all ¢1, to and for all system operators entering Ve (t).

If we were to include a non-trivial system Hamiltonian
Hg(t), then upon expanding the propagator into an in-
finite product we would find that higher order contribu-
tions to the expansion would include integrals of time-
dependent commutators of exactly the same form as in
the previous appendix, e.g. [Sj (t1), [Hs(t2), Sjk(ts)]]-
These commutators must vanish for all choices of evalua-
tion times tq, to, t3, ... if intra-environmental mixing is to
be avoided (provided j # j'). Therefore we reach an anal-
ogous conclusion to the time-independent case: we must
require that commuting [He(t2), Sjk(t1)] = ;k(tl, ta)

Sjk(to) @ [Ejw (t1), Eg(to)]) + D (18w (1), Sju(to)] @ By (t1) Eji(to)).
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expansion [79], which is essentially the Magnus expan-
sion expanded from an exponential of a sum to a prod-
uct of exponentials using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff
formula,

U(t) = et JsdtiH(t) o= 3 fodts ot dtolH(t) H t)] | (B3)

Our first constraints come from examining the com-
mutator in the argument of the second exponential. The
simplest case is when there are no free Hamiltonians, in
which case this commutator expands to

k()] + [Sjrar (t1), Sjk(to)] @ Ejr (t1) Eji (o))

(B4)
PRI

(

arbitrarily deeply with Hg(t) and/or any Sj/ () must
yield zero if the corresponding set of Ej;(t) act on dif-
ferent environment subsystems. This must be true for
any choice of evaluation time for all the operators enter-
ing the nested commutator. Eq. (31) in the main text
expresses this statement succinctly in terms of the com-
mutator superoperators introduced in Sec. III.

Note that as in the time-independent case, it is typ-
ically more useful to simplify these constraints to (cf.

Eq. (A16))

[He(t1), Sjx(to)] =0
[Sjrrr (1), Sjr(to)] =0

thvt()vj?k
VthtOvj 7é j/a k7kl

(Bba)
(B5b)

To conclude, we point out that the criteria we have de-
rived which must be satisfied by a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian to exhibit quantum Darwinism are straightfor-
ward generalizations of those criteria we found in the
time-independent case. If the dynamics support pointer
states, then those states are stable. If further the dy-
namics support states of singly-branching form, then ob-
jectivity emerges eventually. Any details of the model
beyond these two facts are essentially irrelevant to the
binary question of whether the asymptotic behavior ex-
hibits quantum Darwinism or not, hence there are no fun-
damental differences between time-dependent and time-
independent models in this respect.
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