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The interaction of a quantum system with its environment causes decoherence, setting a fun-
damental limit on the suitability of a system for quantum information processing. However, we
show that if the quantum system consists of coupled parts with different internal energy scales
then the interaction of one part with a thermal bath need not lead to loss of coherence from the
other. Remarkably, we find that the protected part can become more coherent when the coupling
to the bath becomes stronger or the temperature is raised. Our theory will enable the design of
decoherence-resistant hybrid quantum computers.

Quantum decoherence describes the process by which
a small system becomes entangled with a large environ-
ment, such that its phase can no longer be defined lo-
cally [1–3]. Indeed, a single quantum system coupled
weakly to a lower energy bosonic bath must lose coher-
ence in its energy eigenbasis [4, 5]. In some sense the
bath makes a ‘measurement’ of the system, and its state
becomes mixed. However, the case of hybrid quantum
system — i.e. one that is composed of multiple interact-
ing parts — is much more subtle. When the constituent
parts have distinct energy scales, a bath can couple to
each part with a different strength, and the decoherence
of one part can influence the coherence of other parts.

In this Letter, we will explore how this interplay of
intra-system and system-bath coupling can affect the co-
herence of one part of a coupled system. In particular,
we will explore whether conditions exist under which such
coherence can be protected from bath-induced noise. The
system we will study consists of two qubits with energy
scales differing by at least one order of magnitude (see
Fig. 1). The theory we discuss is generally applicable,
and could apply for example to exciton-electron spin hy-
brids in quantum dots [6, 7], molecular systems [8] or de-
fects in crystals [9], or to superconducting qubits coupled
to spins [10] or defect centres [11]. However, we will base
our argument on the concrete example of a coupled spin-
half electron and spin-half nucleus [12]. Such a system
has been proposed as a hybrid quantum computing de-
vice [13] represented by donors in silicon [14, 15] that can
use different degrees of freedom to perform different tasks
more efficiently than if a single qubit was used. Electron
spins have rapid manipulation times, and these can be
coupled to optical photons or superconducting qubits for
measurement or entanglement [12, 13], and coupling be-
tween electron and nuclear spins provides access to quan-
tum memory with ultra long nuclear coherence times of
up to six hours [16].

As an illustrative example, we will use a simplified de-
scription in which the electron spin decays by emitting
energy into a large environment (see for example [17] for
a situation in which photon emission dominates spin de-
cay), but the nucleus only interacts with the electron.

This coupling takes a form such that the transition en-
ergy of the electron has a different value for each of the
two nuclear spin states. We might then expect that the
rate of electron spin decay would have a profound ef-
fect on whether or not the environment destroys coher-
ent superpositions of nuclear states by projecting the nu-
cleus onto one of its energy eigenstates. For a sufficiently
slow decay at low temperature, the different nuclear spin
states would have resolved lines in the electron spin emis-
sion spectrum, and we will argue this leads to a loss of
nuclear coherence (see Fig. 1). Conversely, we will in-
vestigate whether a fast electron spin decay is able to
preserve nuclear spin coherence. We will finally explore
the impact of increasing temperature on these findings.
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FIG. 1. a) A coupled nuclear-electron spin system with elec-
tron Zeeman splitting of ω0 and hyperfine coupling g. We
neglect the Zeeman splitting of the nuclear spin, and only the
electron interacts with a thermal reservoir. b) The eigenen-
ergies of the two-spin system and allowed transitions ω1,2.
When the hyperfine coupling is small (c), the transitions over-
lap and nuclear spin coherences can survive. Increasing the
hyperfine coupling (d) resolves the transition lines and coher-
ences are lost.

We first discuss the behavior at zero temperature. In
this limit, the problem can be solved exactly. To extend
our discussion to finite temperatures, we must later intro-
duce an approximate method, and we use a Markovian
quantum master equation (MQME), making approxima-
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tions which are valid for the parameters we consider. By
comparison to the exact solution at zero temperature,
we may also directly verify that the MQME accurately
predicts the residual coherence, giving confidence in the
extension to non-zero temperatures. Using the MQME,
the dependence of the long-time nuclear coherence on the
decay rate of the electron spin will be presented and dis-
cussed, and we will suggest an experimental setup that
would be capable of testing our predictions.

Our model system is depicted in Fig. 1 and is described
by a total Hamiltonian H = HS +HSB +HB :

HS =
ω0

2
σ̂ze + gσ̂ze σ̂

z
n,

HSB =
∑
k

ck(σ̂+
e b̂k + σ̂−e b̂

†
k),

HB =
∑
k

ωk b̂
†
k b̂k, (1)

where ω0 is the electron Zeeman splitting and g is the hy-
perfine coupling strength. We ignore the nuclear Zeeman
splitting which is negligible on this scale, and including
it would have no impact on our conclusions. The envi-
ronment, which couples only to the electron, is modelled
as a collection of quantum harmonic oscillators where a
quantum in mode k is created with b†k. The effects of
the environment are characterised by the spectral den-
sity J(ω) = π

∑
k |ck|2δ(ω − ωk). When calculating nu-

merical results, we use a spectral density of Ohmic form,
J(ω) = γ0(ω/ωc) exp(1 − (ω/ωc)), where ωc is a cutoff
frequency and γ0 is the peak spectral density. We choose
ωc = ω0 throughout as the bath is approximately flat
around the peak at ω = ωc. In the following calculations
we will switch to the interaction picture with respect to
H0 = HS +HB .

We first present the exact (non-Markovian) zero-
temperature solution using the Wigner-Weisskopf
method [18, 19]). Since the bath is at T = 0 and the
Hamiltonian is number conserving we may work in the
subspace where there is a single excitation in either the
electron spin or bath. Therefore, a general state at time
t can be written:

|Ψ(t)〉 = + a1(t) |↑↓〉 ⊗ |0〉B + a2(t) |↑↑〉 ⊗ |0〉B
+
∑
k

α1,k(t) |↓↓〉 ⊗ |k〉B + α2,k(t) |↓↑〉 ⊗ |k〉B .

Here the system state is given in terms of the eigen-
states of σ̂z (|↑〉, |↓〉) and with the electron spin speci-
fied first and the nuclear spin second. The state |0〉B
is the vacuum state of the bath and |k〉B refers to the
kth bath mode containing the excitation. We then use
the Schrödinger equation to obtain differential equations
for state coefficients, α1,k, α2,k, a1 and a2. After Laplace
transforming we find the equation for the states with an
electronic excitation,

ãm(s)
(
s+ f(s− iωm)

)
= am(0), (2)

where we denote Laplace transformed functions with a
tilde. m ∈ {1, 2} and the transition frequencies are ω1 =
ω0 − 2g, ω2 = ω0 + 2g (as depicted in Fig. 1), and

f(s) ≡
∑
k

|ck|2

s+ iωk
=

1

π

∫ ∞
0

dν
J(ν)

s+ iν
. (3)

Eq. (2) further allows us to write:

α̃m,k(s) = − ick
s

am(0)

s+ i(ωm − ωk) + f(s− iωk)
. (4)

We can now find the coherence between nuclear spin
levels when the electron spin has decayed to its ground
state 〈↓↓| ρ(t) |↓↑〉 = ρ↓↓,↓↑(t) =

∑
k α1,k(t)α∗2,k(t). Us-

ing the inverse Laplace transform of Eq. (4) yields:

ρ↓↓,↓↑(t) =− 1

4π3

∫
B
ds1

∫
B
ds2e

(s1+s2)ta1(0)a∗2(0)

×
∫ ∞
0

dνJ(ν)
1

s1
(
s1 + i(ω1 − ν) + f(s1 − iν)

)
× 1

s2
(
s2 − i(ω2 − ν) + f∗(s2 − iν)

) , (5)

where B denotes the Bromwich contour. Each of the
s-integrals contains a pole at zero, and other structure
(poles or branch cuts) elsewhere in the complex plane.
In the long time limit, the only surviving contributions
are from the s = 0 poles. To evaluate the residue at
s = 0, we must find f(−iν + 0+). Using Eq. (3):

f(−iν + 0+) = J(ν)− i

π
P
∫ ∞
0

dx
J(x)

x− ν
≡ Γ(ν), (6)

leading to:

lim
t→∞

ρ↓↓,↓↑(t) = a1(0)a∗2(0)
1

π
(7)

×
∫ ∞
0

dν
J(ν)

(ω1 − ν − iΓ(ν))(ω2 − ν + iΓ∗(ν))
.

Following preparation in the initial state |ψ(0)〉 =
|↑〉 (|↓〉 + |↑〉)/

√
2, we plot the exact steady-state coher-

ence in Fig. 2 for an Ohmic spectral density with peak
at the bare electron splitting (ω0 = ωc). When g is small
compared with the typical electronic decay rate γ0, nu-
clear coherence is preserved close to its maximum value of
1/2 throughout the electronic decay process. Increasing g
causes a reduction and eventual loss of nuclear coherence,
with the effect more pronounced for smaller electron-bath
coupling rates. Increasing coupling to the bath broadens
the range of g over which this loss of coherence occurs,
so that at fixed g, increasing damping causes increased
coherence.

To see why this is, consider how the initial state |ψ(0)〉
reaches equilibrium. Our theory applies to any bosonic
bath but to give a concrete illustration, we imagine that
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FIG. 2. The magnitude of the steady state coherence in the
lower electron state, ρ↓↓,↓↑, at zero temperature as a function
of the spin-spin coupling, g. The bath has an Ohmic spec-
tral density on resonance with the bare electron splitting and
peak rate γ0. Solid lines represent the exact solutions, whilst
dashed lines show the solutions using the Born-Markov ap-
proximation.

the bath corresponds to photon modes, and so describes
photon emission as the electron relaxes to its ground
state. The emitted photon spectrum would have two
peaks, one centred on each transition frequency ω0 ± 2g,
and corresponding to the two possible nuclear spin states
when the decay occurred. Each peak has a width propor-
tional to the transition rate. If the separation between
the two transitions is greater than the transition rates,
there is little overlap between the |↑〉n and |↓〉n frequency
distributions, as shown in Fig. 1. Measuring the energy
of the photon would allow us to know which transition
has occurred, and thus which state the nuclear spin is
in – any coherence is lost, even if the measurement out-
come is not recorded. If the frequency distributions of
photons emitted from the two different transitions over-
lap sufficiently, then measuring the frequency of the bath
excitation does not allow one to determine which decay
occurred, and so the nuclear spin remains in superposi-
tion.

In order to extend our results to non-zero temper-
ature, we next derive an approximate MQME for the
same system, whose validity we can check by compar-
ing to the exact approach just described. The result-
ing equation will then allow us to extend our predictions
to finite temperature. When deriving a MQME, several
key approximations are typically made. Two of these
are the Born approximation and the Markov approx-
imation, respectively corresponding to assuming weak
system-environment coupling, and short memory times
for the bath [2]. In many cases, an additional secular
approximation is made, neglecting dissipator terms that
are off-diagonal in the energy basis. This assumption is
typically justified in quantum-optical systems, where it

is also known as the rotating wave approximation [2],
and leads to a Lindblad form for the Liouvillian [20–
23]. However, for systems with closely spaced transition
frequencies such as the coupled nuclear-electron spins,
secularisation, i.e. discounting off-diagonal terms, is not
justified. Indeed, secularization predicts that the nuclear
coherences will always be zero following electron spin de-
cay, except at g = 0, where the nuclear spin is completely
isolated anyway. We know both from the exact solution
that nuclear coherence can be preserved, and we must
therefore avoid secularization here. As discussed else-
where [24, 25], a microscopically derived Bloch-Redfield
equation can yield accurate and physical results for the
steady state in such cases.

The Bloch-Redfield equation for the system density
matrix ρ(t) following the Born and Markov approxima-
tions is [2]:

dρ

dt
=

∑
{i,j}∈{1,2}

ei(ωi−ωj)t
(

Γ↑(ωi)D
↑
ij [ρ] + Γ↑∗(ωj)D

↑†
ji [ρ]

+ Γ↓(ωj)D
↓
ji[ρ] + Γ↓∗(ωi)D

↓†
ij [ρ]

)
, (8)

where we have defined D↑ij [ρ] ≡ A†iρAj−AjA
†
iρ, D↓ij [ρ] ≡

AiρA
†
j −A

†
jAiρ and the transition operators are A1 =|↓↓

〉〈↑↓| and A2 =|↓↑〉〈↑↑|. Here we have introduced the
generalizations of the quantity Γ(ω) to non-zero temper-
atures:

Γ↓(ω) = J(ω)[n(ω) + 1]− i

π
P
∫ ∞
0

J(ν)[n(ν) + 1]

ν − ω
dν

Γ↑(ω) = J(ω)n(ω) +
i

π
P
∫ ∞
0

J(ν)n(ν)

ν − ω
dν

(9)
where n(ω) = [e~ω/kBT −1]−1 is the Bose-Einstein distri-
bution function, so that at zero temperature Γ↑(ω) = 0.

Solving Eq. (8) yields the following Born-Markov ap-
proximated expressions for the nuclear coherences when
the electron is spin up and spin down respectively:

ρ↓↓,↓↑(t) =
[
r↓↓,↓↑(e

−κ−t − e−κ+t) + ρ↓↓,↓↑(0)e−κ+t
]
,

(10)

ρ↑↓,↑↑(t) =
[
r↑↓,↑↑(e

−κ−t − e−κ+t) + ρ↑↓,↑↑(0)e−κ+t
]
e−4igt,

where, defining γ↑(↓) = Γ↑(↓)(ω1) + Γ↑(↓)∗(ω2), we have:

κ± =
1

2

[
γ↑ + γ↓ − 4ig ±

√
(γ↑ + γ↓ − 4ig)2 + 16igγ↑

]
,

r↓↓,↓↑ =
γ↓ρ↑↓,↑↑(0)− (γ↑ − κ+)ρ↓↓,↓↑(0)

κ+ − κ−
,

r↑↓,↑↑ = r↓↓,↓↑

(γ↑ − κ−
γ↓

)
. (11)

In the dynamics predicted by Eq. (10) there exist two
characteristic decay timescales: a fast one governed by
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1/|Re{κ+}| and a slow one corresponding to 1/|Re{κ−}|.
At zero temperature, γ↑ = 0, we find κ± = [γ↓−4ig](1±
1)/2, so the slow timescale extends to infinity. Hence,
following initialization in state |ψ(0)〉 we expect a steady
state coherence |ρ↓↓,↓↑(t → ∞)| = r↓↓,↓↑. This quantity
is plotted as dashed lines together with the prediction
of the exact solution in Fig. 2. The agreement between
the two theories is excellent, so long as the electron-bath
coupling strength is not too large (γ0 � ω0).

Having established the validity of the MQME we are
able to use it to extend our analysis to finite temperature.
Here, 1/|Re{κ−}| is not zero, but nonetheless the fast
and slow timescales can be significantly different — and
then there exists a quasi steady state (QSS) once the
faster decay process has occurred. In the QSS we find
ρqss↓↓,↓↑ = r↓↓,↓↑ and ρqss↑↓,↑↑ = r↑↓,↑↑.

2 4 6 8 10
kBT
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|r↓↓,↓↑(T)|
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-Re[κ-/ω0]

-Re[κ+/ω0]

FIG. 3. The quasi steady state nuclear coherences for the
upper (orange) and lower (red) electron state, plotted as a
function of temperature for g = 0.1ω0, γ0 = 0.02ω0. Also
plotted are the two characteristic decay rates, Re{κ±}. A
quasi steady state is only observed when |Re{κ−}| is suffi-
ciently small.

The magnitude of the QSS coherences are plotted in
Fig. 3 as a function of temperature. Parameters are cho-
sen such that the emission spectrum has well resolved
peaks corresponding to the different nuclear spin states
at zero temperature. Therefore, even though at very low
temperatures a QSS exists it has very small coherence.
As the temperature begins to rise, γ↑(↓) increases, and
becomes comparable to g. This first causes the ratio
of fast and slow timescales to approach unity, as both
timescales increase by a similar amount. This leads to
a regime where a QSS no longer really exists: the val-
ues of r here freely exceed the maximum value of ob-

servable coherence of 1/2. The most remarkable fea-
ture occurs as temperature is raised still higher. Here,
γ↑(↓) � g, so we may expand κ± in powers of g/(γ↑+γ↓).
From this, neglecting the imaginary parts of γ↑(↓) we
find that the real parts of these expressions scale as
Re[κ+] ' γ↑ + γ↓,Re[κ−] ' 16g2γ↑/(γ↑ + γ↓)2, so the
ratio of fast and slow timescales again becomes small and
a QSS returns, with coherences at the highest tempera-
tures reaching |ρqss↓↓,↓↑| = |ρqss↑↓,↑↑| = 1/4. The maximum
nuclear coherence is now shared equally between the two
electron states which are now equally populated. These
coherences oscillate since the effective magnetic field im-
posed on the nucleus by the electron is switched for the
two electron states. The reduced density matrix of the
nuclear spin thus periodically reaches its maximum value
of 1/2, which is several times larger than its value at zero
temperature. Thus, we must conclude that heating a hy-
brid system can stop decoherence.

In order to observe the protected coherences that we
have described, it is necessary to engineer a system
whereby the transition spacings are comparable to their
linewidths, and which can be tuned. Quantum dots
(QDs) doped with a single electron have spin selective
optical transitions to trion states, so forming a hybrid
spin-photon system. Sweeney et al. [26] found that the
optical transition spacings in a cavity-QD system were
2.8 times greater than the linewidths. Purcell enhance-
ment in QD systems can broaden linewidths by a factor
of 6.7 [27] to produce highly indistinguishable photons,
which would allow coherences to survive even at zero tem-
perature.

Closely spaced transitions are also found in NV centres
in diamond, already the focus of many quantum comput-
ing studies. The NV centre carries an electron spin which
can be optically excited via spin selective transitions [28].
The spin sublevel splitting can be tuned in zero magnetic
field via an externally applied electric field [28]. By plac-
ing the diamond inside a tunable cavity, the emission rate
of the NV centre can also be enhanced, increasing tran-
sition linewidths [29] – thus providing enough flexibility
to observe coherence preservation during decay.

We have shown that decoherence of a system does not
apply equally to all its parts, and that a combination
of the correct coupling and temperature tuning can pre-
serve the coherence of part of a quantum system. These
effects could be exploited in the next generation of hybrid
quantum information processing devices.

HMC acknowledges studentship funding from EP-
SRC under grant no. EP/G03673X/1. PGK acknowl-
edges support from EPSRC (EP/M010910/1). PRE
acknowledges funding from SFI (15/IACA/3402). JK
acknowledges financial support from EPSRC programs
“TOPNES” (EP/I031014/1) and “Hybrid-Polaritonics”
(EP/M025330/1).



5

[1] G. M. Palma, K.-A. Suominen, and A. K. Ekert, Proc.
Roy. Soc. Lond. A 452, 567 (1996).

[2] H. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The Theory of Open Quan-
tum Systems (Oxford University Press, 2002).

[3] M. Schlosshauer, Rev. Mod. Phys. 76, 1267 (2005).
[4] J. P. Paz and W. H. Zurek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 5181

(1999).
[5] W. H. Zurek, Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 715 (2003).
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A. Löffler, A. Forchel, and P. Michler, Phys. Stat. Solidi
B 248, 867 (2011).

[28] E. Bourgeois, A. Jarmola, P. Siyushev, M. Gulka,
J. Hruby, F. Jelezko, D. Budker, and M. Nesladek, Nat
Commun 6, 8577 (2015).

[29] S. Johnson, P. R. Dolan, T. Grange, A. A. P. Trichet,
G. Hornecker, Y. C. Chen, L. Weng, G. M. Hughes,
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