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We perform a study on quantum entropy production, different kinds of correlations, and their
interplay in the driven Caldeira-Leggett model of quantum Brownian motion. The model, taken with
a large but finite number of bath modes, is exactly solvable, and the assumption of a Gaussian initial
state leads to an efficient numerical simulation of all desired observables in a wide range of model
parameters. Our study is composed of three main parts. We first compare two popular definitions of
entropy production, namely the standard weak-coupling formulation originally proposed by Spohn
and later on extended to the driven case by Deffner and Lutz, and the always-positive expression
introduced by Esposito, Lindenberg and van den Broeck, which relies on the knowledge of the
evolution of the bath. As a second study, we explore the decomposition of the Esposito et al.
entropy production into system-environment and intra-environment correlations for different ranges
of couplings and temperatures. Lastly, we examine the evolution of quantum correlations between
the system and the environment, measuring entanglement through logarithmic negativity.

I. INTRODUCTION

The analysis of open quantum systems which are cou-
pled to an environment plays a key role in many appli-
cations of quantum mechanics [1]. One of the central
goals of the theory is the development of an efficient de-
scription of the reduced dynamics of the open system in
which the degrees of freedom of the environment have
been eliminated by performing a partial trace over the
environmental Hilbert space. A typical result is an effec-
tive equation of motion for the reduced density matrix
representing the quantum state of the open system, e.g.
a Markovian or non-Markovian quantum master equation
[2–4].

While highly efficient in many cases of interest, such a
treatment of open quantum systems completely relies on
the degrees of freedom of the open system and does not
allow any access to the environmental degrees of free-
dom. However, there can of course be physically rele-
vant quantities which require knowledge about the total
system-environment state and/or the reduced environ-
mental state. Indeed, such quantities arise, for example,
in the construction of certain expressions for the entropy
production in open quantum systems coupled to heat
baths, or in the study of the role of correlations generated
by the system-environment interaction. To tackle those
questions a possible strategy is to analyze paradigmatic
model systems. Here, we employ the Caldeira-Leggett
model [5] of quantum Brownian motion modelling a cen-
tral harmonic oscillator, representing the open system,
which is coupled to a reservoir of harmonic oscillators de-
scribing the environment. In addition, we also examine
the influence of a driving force acting on the central os-
cillator. This is a well-known integrable model which has
been studied extensively in the literature [6]. Recently,
we have used this model to carry out a detailed study
of non-Markovianity in quantum Brownian motion [7].
Taking a large but finite number of environmental har-

monic oscillator modes, the Caldeira-Leggett model can
be solved exactly by a transformation to normal modes
[8] which, together with the assumption of Gaussian ini-
tial states, leads to an efficient method for the evaluation
of general physical quantities of the total system in a wide
range of model parameters such as temperature, system-
environment coupling, driving frequency and amplitude.
In the present paper we investigate three main top-

ics. First, we compare different definitions for quantum
entropy production arising in the quantification of the
degree of irreversibility of quantum processes and in the
formulation of the second law of quantum thermodynam-
ics [9]. Namely, we compare the original expression pro-
posed by Spohn [10, 11] and the later generalization to
the driven case by Deffner and Lutz (DL entropy pro-
duction) [12] with the entropy production suggested by
Esposito, Lindenberg and van den Broeck (ELB entropy
production) [13]. A similar comparison for the Caldeira-
Leggett model without driving and without frequency
renormalization has been carried out in Ref. [14]. Quite
interestingly, we find that the two definitions, which con-
verge in the high-temperature and weak-coupling limit
in the undriven case, are incompatible when driving is
present on the central oscillator.
The second topic is the decomposition of the ELB

entropy production into three parts discussed recently
[15], representing the mutual information between system
and environment, the mutual information describing the
intra-environmental correlations, and the sum of the dis-
tances of the individual bath modes from their initial val-
ues (measured in terms of relative entropy). The present
study demonstrates that, by contrast to the findings re-
ported in [15], in our system the intra-environmental cor-
relations need not provide the dominant contribution to
the entropy production. In particular, driving the central
oscillator leads to a drastic change of the relative size of
the various contributions since the mutual information is
not affected by driving, while the relative entropy quan-
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tifying the shift of the bath modes is influenced by driv-
ing. Finally, our third topic is the entanglement between
the central oscillator and the environmental modes which
is generated by the system-environment interaction and
quantified by the logarithmic negativity [16].

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
briefly discuss the model system and the strategy used
to determine all desired observables. In Sec. III we re-
view different definitions for the entropy production pro-
posed in the literature, the decomposition of the ELB
entropy production, and the quantification of system-
environment correlations in terms of mutual information
and logarithmic negativity. Our numerical simulation re-
sults are presented and discussed in detail in Sec. IV. Fi-
nally, we summarize the results and draw our conclusions
in Sec. V.

II. MODEL SYSTEM

A. Microscopic Hamiltonian

The microscopic description of quantum Brownian mo-
tion is provided by the Caldeira-Leggett model, which
represents the dissipative dynamics of a single particle
coupled linearly to a bath of harmonic oscillators. We
focus here on the integrable case of a quadratic poten-
tial for the central particle, which then becomes a har-
monic oscillator itself. Without restriction we can set all
masses equal to one. Furthermore, we take the bath to
be of a finite size corresponding to N modes, such that
the Hamiltonian reads [5]

H = 1
2p

2
0 + 1

2ω
2
0x

2
0︸ ︷︷ ︸

HS

+
N∑
n=1

(
1
2p

2
n + 1

2ω
2
nx

2
n

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

HE

(1)

−x0

N∑
n=1

κnxn︸ ︷︷ ︸
HI

+x2
0

N∑
n=1

κ2
n

2ω2
n︸ ︷︷ ︸

Vc

,

where we have added Vc as the counter term accounting
for the renormalization of the central oscillator frequency
due to the interaction with the bath [6]. As a conse-
quence, we call ω0 the renormalized frequency. We can
then formally absorb the counter term into the frequency
of the central oscillator by defining the bare frequency:

ωb =

√√√√ω2
0 +

N∑
n=1

κ2
n

ω2
n

. (2)

The influence of the bath on the dynamics of the central
oscillator is modeled by the spectral density

J(ω) =
N∑
n=1

κ2
n

2ωn
δ(ω − ωn) , (3)

which contains information both on the density of os-
cillators in the bath at a certain frequency and on the
strength of the coupling between the central system and
such oscillators. We set this discretized quantity to re-
produce, in the continuum and infinite bath limit, an
Ohmic spectral density with a sharp cutoff

J(ω) = 2γ
π
ωΘ(Ω− ω) , (4)

where γ is then the coupling constant and Ω is the high-
frequency cutoff. In the limit of infinite cutoff, γ also
takes the role of the damping constant for the central
oscillator. We define the finite bath frequencies by sam-
pling them uniformly from zero to a large maximal fre-
quency ωmax, like done in [14], such that ωn = n∆ for
n ∈ {1, ..., N}, where ∆ = ωmax/N . To reproduce the
coupling induced by the spectral density, we say that, for
a number of modes N large enough,∫ ωn+∆/2

ωn−∆/2
J(ω)dω = κ2

n

2ωn
≈ ∆J(ωn) , (5)

such that we can define each coupling to be

κn =
√

2∆ωnJ(ωn) . (6)

The choice of a finite size environment naturally entails
the appearance of Poincaré recurrences, which then occur
at a time scale tmax = 2πN/ωmax, de facto limiting our
time availability for a reliable study, and requiring us to
choose suitably large values of N .
In the course of the paper, we at times consider the

addition of an external driving force. While the event
of such force having influence on the bath certainly has
some physical relevance and is worthy of exploration [17],
we choose to address the (still relevant) case of the driv-
ing force F (t) acting on the central oscillator only, so that
the Hamiltonian (1) is modified in the following:

H(t) = 1
2p

2
0 + 1

2ω
2
bx

2
0 − F (t)x0 +HE +HI . (7)

In particular, we consider the case of finite-time driving,
with an enveloped sinusoidal driving force F (t) of the
form

F (t) =
{
F0 sin(ωf t+ φ) sin2(Ωf t) , t ≤ π

Ωf ,

0 , t > π
Ωf ,

(8)

where F0 is the pulse height, π/Ωf the pulse duration
and ωf the driving frequency.

B. Exact evolution

1. Solution of the model

The Caldeira-Leggett model (1) is exactly solvable for
a finite bath of dimension N by means of a transfor-
mation to normal modes. This was first suggested by
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Ullersma in [8] and further discussed in [14] for almost
exactly the same model as we take here, the only dif-
ference being the absence of the counter term Vc. We
employ the same prescription, only switching the physi-
cal frequency ω0 with the frequency (2) balancing renor-
malization. The core idea is the following: by defin-
ing the vector of position and momentum operators
RT = (x0, x1, ..., xN , p0, p1, ..., pN ), one can represent the
Hamiltonian (1) with the help of a 2(N + 1)× 2(N + 1)
matrix H, like so

H = 1
2RTHR , (9)

where

H =
[
Hx 0n+1

0n+1 1n+1

]
, (10)

Hx =


ω2
b −k1 −k2 ... −kN
−k1 ω2

1 0 0
−k2 0 ω2

2 0
...

. . .
...

−kN 0 0 ... ω2
N

 . (11)

Then there exists an orthogonal, symplectic matrix S ∈
Sp(2(N + 1),R) ∩ O(2(N + 1)) such that D = STHS is
diagonal: in fact, Hx is symmetric, thus can be diagonal-
ized by an orthogonal matrix Z such that Dx = ZTHxZ
is diagonal; one can then define S = Z ⊕ Z, which is or-
thogonal and symplectic and diagonalizes H. The Hamil-
tonian can then be written as

H = 1
2R′TSTHSR′ , (12)

such that S induces a transformation on R:

R′ = STR = ZT ⊕ ZTR , (13)

which in turn define transformed position and momen-
tum operators {(x′µ, p′µ)}Nµ=0, so that the system in this
basis is a collection of decoupled harmonic oscillators:

H =
N∑
µ=0

1
2p
′
µ

2 + 1
2z

2
µx
′
µ

2
, (14)

where {z2
µ}Nµ=0 are the diagonal entries of Dx, i.e. the

eigenvalues of Hx. One can then easily solve the Heisen-
berg equations of motion in the new basis,

ẋ′µ(t) = p′µ(t) (15)
ṗ′µ(t) = −z2

µx
′
µ(t) (16)

to obtain

x′µ(t) = x′µ(0) cos(zµt) + p′
µ(0)
zµ

sin(zµt) (17)

p′µ(t) = p′µ(0) cos(zµt)− x′µ(0)zµ sin(zµt) (18)

and then transform back into the old operators
{(xµ, pµ)}Nµ=0, so that the exact solution for the system
reads:

xµ(t) =
∑
ρ

[
Ȧµρ(t)xρ(0) +Aµρ(t)pρ(0)

]
(19)

pµ(t) =
∑
ρ

[
Äµρ(t)xρ(0) + Ȧµρ(t)pρ(0)

]
, (20)

where

Aµρ(t) =
∑
ν ZµνZρν

sin zνt
zν

. (21)

Introducing driving only slightly modifies the approach
to the solution. The driving term in the Hamiltonian can
in fact be added as

− F (t)x0 = −F (t) ·R , (22)

with F (t) = (F (t), 0, ..., 0)T; then, the symplectic trans-
formation induces a scrambling in the force vector
F ′(t) = STF (t), so that in the new coordinates one
is left with a system of decoupled harmonic oscillators
which are this time also driven:

H =
N∑
µ=0

(
1
2p
′2
µ + 1

2z
2
µx
′2
n − F ′µ(t)x′µ

)
. (23)

Now the solution for each driven harmonic oscillator
reads

xµ(t) =
∑
ρ

[
Ȧµρ(t)xρ(0) +Aµρ(t)pρ(0)

]
+ Iµ(t)(24)

pµ(t) =
∑
ρ

[
Äµρ(t)xρ(0) + Ȧµρ(t)pρ(0)

]
+ İµ(t) ,(25)

where Aµρ(t) is given by (21), and

Iµ(t) =
∑
ν ZµνZ0ν

∫ t
0

sin zν(t−s)
zν

F (s)ds . (26)

It is clear how the above procedure can readily be ex-
tended to treat a driven bath, which is however not the
subject of this work.

2. Initial conditions and Gaussian states

Gaussian states are particularly useful when studying
the exact evolution of systems modelled by quadratic
Hamiltonians, since an initial Gaussianity of the state
is preserved by the evolution, thus simplifying the de-
scription of the state at all times. For the study of the
Caldeira-Leggett model, we therefore make use of an ini-
tial Gaussian state, such that its evolution is described
at all times by its first moments 〈xµ〉, 〈pµ〉 and its second
moments, i.e. the covariance matrix σ, which we define
in our notation as:

σ(ξη)
µν = 1

2 〈{ξµ, ην}〉 − 〈ξµ〉 〈ην〉 , (27)

where ξ, η = x, p. We consider, as initial conditions, an
uncorrelated Gaussian state:

ρSE(0) = ρS(0)⊗ ρeq
E , (28)
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where ρeq
E = e−βHE/ZE , with β = 1/kBT , is the bath

equilibrium Gibbs state at temperature T . In terms of
first and second moments, this corresponds to the follow-
ing relations ∀n,m ∈ {1, ..., N}:

〈xn(0)〉 = 〈pn(0)〉 = 0 , σ
(xp)
nm (0) = 0

σ
(xx)
nm (0) = 1

2ωn coth
(

ωn
2kBT

)
δnm , (29)

σ
(pp)
nm (0) = ωn

2 coth
(

ωn
2kBT

)
δnm .

While the initial absence of system-bath correlations
and the state of thermal equilibrium of the bath are re-
quired conditions for the computation of entropy produc-
tion (see Sec. III), we have freedom in the choice of the
central oscillator initial state ρS(0). We choose the sys-
tem to be initially in the ground state with respect to its
physical frequency ω0, i.e.

〈x0(0)〉 = 〈p0(0)〉 = 0 , σ00(0) =
[ 1

2ω0
0

0 ω0
2

]
. (30)

The evolution of the total state ρSE(t) can then be com-
pletely described in terms of first and second moments
with the help of equations (24) and (25). For the means,
this is simply:

〈xµ(t)〉 =
∑
ρ

[
Ȧµρ(t) 〈xρ(0)〉+Aµρ(t) 〈pρ(0)〉

]
+ Iµ(t)

(31)

〈pµ(t)〉 =
∑
ρ

[
Äµρ(t) 〈xρ(0)〉+ Ȧµρ(t) 〈pρ(0)〉

]
+ İµ(t) ,

(32)

so that, in general, the evolution of the first moments
can depend on Aµ0(t) and its time derivatives. With
our choice of the initial reduced state (30), though, each
oscillator sees a displacement in time that is only due to
the effect of the driving force, from which the term Iµ(t)
originates. For the covariance matrix, on the contrary,
the driving contribution has no effect at all. This is a
consequence of the linearity of the system and of the
restriction to Gaussian states, as already noticed in [7]
for the limit of infinite bath modes. The evolution of the
covariance matrix is then of the following form:

σ(ξη)
µν (t) =

∑
ρσ

[
Ḃ(ξη)
µρ (t)Ċ(ξη)

νσ (t)σ(xx)
ρσ (0)

+
(
Ḃ(ξη)
µρ (t)C(ξη)

νσ (t) +B(ξη)
µσ (t)Ċ(ξη)

νρ (t)
)
σ(xp)
ρσ (0)

+B(ξη)
µρ (t)C(ξη)

νσ (t)σ(pp)
ρσ (0)

]
, (33)

where B and C can represent either the matrix (21) or
its time-derivative, specifically

B(xx) = A(t) , C(xx) = A(t)
B(xp) = A(t) , C(xp) = Ȧ(t) (34)
B(pp) = Ȧ(t) , C(pp) = Ȧ(t) .

III. ENTROPY PRODUCTION AND
CORRELATIONS

A. Different definitions of entropy production

There is no general consensus on how to define proper
thermodynamic quantities at a quantum level, especially
in the more general framework where the coupling be-
tween the system and the environment is allowed to be
strong. Different definitions of work and heat conse-
quently lead to different forms of entropy production,
which is canonically defined as:

∆iS(t) = ∆SS(t)− 1
kBT

δQS(t) , (35)

where SS(t) is the von Neumann entropy associated to
the system, T is the temperature of the bath and δQS is
the heat exchange. What we refer to here as the “stan-
dard approach” [18], which is the one typically used in
the context of weak coupling, sees the heat exchange as:

δQst
S (t) :=

∫ t

0
dsTr{HS(s)ρ̇S(s)} . (36)

If the Hamiltonian HS of the system is taken to be time
independent, the heat exchange is then identical to the
change in internal energy of the system, i.e. ∆US(t) =
〈HS〉ρS(t) − 〈HS〉ρS(0). This gives rise to the well-known
form of the entropy production originally proposed by
Spohn [10]:

∆iS
Sp(t) = S(ρS(0)||ρeq

S )− S(ρS(t)||ρeq
S ) , (37)

where S(ρ||σ) is the relative entropy and ρeq
S is the Gibbs

state associated to the system Hamiltonian HS . This ex-
pression has then been extended to the case of time de-
pendent Hamiltonians by Deffner and Lutz [12], leading
to the following expression:

∆iS
DL(t) = S(ρS(0)||ρeq

S (0))− S(ρS(t)||ρeq
S (t))

−
∫ t

0 dsTr{ρS(s)∂s ln ρeq
S (s)} , (38)

where we defined

ρeq
S (t) = e−βHS(t)/ZS(t) (39)

as the instantaneous Gibbs state associated to the Hamil-
tonian at time t. This standard approach is extensively in
use in the weak coupling regime, although it is currently
seen as a set-back by many that the entropy production
in this framework can drastically reach negative values
once the strong coupling regime is entered. A different
proposal for entropy production which is instead always
positive has been developed by Esposito, Lindenberg and
van den Broeck [13], where the heat exchange is then de-
fined as:

δQELB
S (t) := −∆UE(t) = 〈HE〉ρE(0) − 〈HE〉ρE(t) ,(40)
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which, in the assumption of a time-independent bath
Hamiltonian, corresponds to taking into account in the
heat exchange also the contribution coming from the in-
teraction:

δQELB
S (t) =

∫ t

0
dsTr{[HS(s) +HI(s)]ρ̇S(s)} . (41)

Taking the heat exchange definition (40) and imposing
an uncorrelated initial state with the bath in thermal
equilibrium, ρSE(0) = ρS(0) ⊗ ρeq

E , leads to an expres-
sion for entropy production which is positive at all times
(although it can oscillate):

∆iS
ELB(t) = S(ρSE(t)||ρS(t)⊗ ρeq

E ) . (42)

From the origin of the two definitions of entropy produc-
tion, it is clear how the difference between them should
vanish in the limit of some coupling strength going to
zero. While expression (42) has the practical disadvan-
tage of depending on the time evolution of the bath –
which makes it hard to be computed for the vast major-
ity of model systems considered – it is by some considered
an extension of the standard approach, and a more accu-
rate definition for entropy production, also in view of its
natural interpretation as a quantum Landauer’s principle
[19].

A comparison between the two different approaches to
entropy production has been already performed for the
Caldeira-Leggett model in [14], confirming their compat-
ibility in the small coupling regime, for the case of an un-
driven central oscillator. One of the questions considered
in this paper (see Sec. IV) is whether this compatibility
still holds when driving is added.

B. Contributions of entropy production

Recently, the expression (42) was more closely stud-
ied in [15] for a quantum dot coupled to fermionic baths,
shedding some light on which quantities can significantly
contribute to entropy production. It is there shown how
the entropy production can be split into three main con-
tributions:

∆iS
ELB(t) = ISE(t) + Ienv(t) +Denv(t) , (43)

where ISE corresponds to the mutual information be-
tween the system and the environment,

ISE(t) = SS(t) + SE(t)− SSE(t)
= ∆SS(t) + ∆SE(t) , (44)

and the terms Denv and Ienv make up the contribution
due to the distance of the environment from its initial
state:

Ienv(t) +Denv(t) = S(ρE(t)||ρE(0)) . (45)
What is argued in [15], where the states of the central
system considered (a two-level system) live in a finite-
dimensional Hilbert space, is that the main contribu-
tion to the whole entropy production cannot consistently

come from the mutual information between the system
and the environment. In fact, the latter is strongly
bounded from above by the inequality

ISE ≤ 2 min{SS , SE} , (46)

which follows immediately from the Araki-Lieb inequality
[20] SSE ≥ |SS − SE | and which, for large baths, implies

ISE ≤ 2 lnN , (47)

with N the dimension of the Hilbert space of the sys-
tem; on the contrary, entropy production itself can be
time-extensive in certain systems. So the main part of
entropy production should be given by the other two con-
tributions in Eq. (45), which are defined as

Ienv(t) =
∑
n

SEn(t)− SE(t) , (48)

i.e. the mutual information among the bath modes, de-
scribing the intra-environment correlations, and

Denv(t) =
∑
n

S(ρEn(t)||ρEn(0)) , (49)

which represents the sum of the distances of the individ-
ual bath modes from their initial state. For the system
considered in [15], it was numerically found that, of these
two terms, the environment mutual information Ienv is
the determining contribution.
We thought it interesting to perform an analogue anal-

ysis on the contribution to the entropy production for
the Caldeira-Leggett model, even though the argument
based on the Araki-Lieb inequality (46) is non applica-
ble for this model due to the infinite dimension of the
Hilbert space of the central oscillator. Nevertheless, it
will be clear from the numerical simulations in section
IV that for some range of parameters the result is the
same (Ienv is the main contribution), while for others not.
Moreover, the driven setting also makes a radical differ-
ence in this regard. In fact, since the mutual information
quantities ISE and Ienv cannot be affected by local opera-
tors (and indeed depend only on the covariance matrix),
they will be left unchanged by the addition of driving,
which only acts locally on first moments. The distance
of the environment modes Denv, on the other hand, is
written in terms of relative entropies and is indeed af-
fected by how the mean values of the environment are
pushed away from their initial values by the action of the
driving force. Especially for strong and resonant driving,
Denv increases with respect to its non-driven value and
has therefore the possibility to triumph over Ienv as the
dominant contribution of entropy production.

C. Entropy production and Gaussian states

The use of Gaussian states has the practical advan-
tage of enabling easy computation of key quantities in



6

entropy production. Much of this comes from the abil-
ity to go to normal modes with the help of Williamson’s
theorem. The von Neumann entropy for some n-mode
Gaussian state, for example, can be computed by defin-
ing the symplectic eigenvalues {νi}ni=1 of the n-mode co-
variance matrix σ, which is a positive definite 2n × 2n
matrix, and thus can be brought to diagonal form by a
symplectic transformation:

STσS = Λ , (50)

where the diagonal matrix Λ is the direct sum of the form

Λ = Λn ⊕ Λn , (51)

and the diagonal elements of Λn are defined as the sym-
plectic eigenvalues {νi}ni=1. Operationally, the symplec-
tic eigenvalues can be found by selecting the positive
eigenvalues of the matrix iΩσ [21], where Ω here rep-
resents the standard symplectic matrix. Then, the von
Neumann entropy of the Gaussian state ρ associated to
the covariance matrix σ can be written as:

S(ρ) =
n∑
i=1

[(
νi + 1

2

)
ln
(
νi + 1

2

)
−
(
νi −

1
2

)
ln
(
νi −

1
2

)]
. (52)

This exact method is used, for example, for the calcula-
tion of the total bath entropy SE . In the particular case
of a one-mode Gaussian state – as, for example, when
evaluating the system entropy SS or the single bath mode
entropies SEn – there is only one symplectic eigenvalue
ν =

√
detσ. In those cases, the covariance matrix to

consider is naturally the one obtained by selecting the
entries of the total covariance matrix related to the spe-
cific mode considered.

It is also useful for the evaluation of (37), (38) and (49),
to know how to compute the relative entropy between
two Gaussian states. This can be done generically by ex-
ploiting the Gibbs-exponential expression of the density
matrix for a Gaussian state [22]:

ρα = 1
Zα

exp
[
−1

2(R− R̄α)TGα(R− R̄α)
]
, (53)

where the entries of R̄α are given by the first moments,
while Gα and Zα depend on the covariance matrix, in
particular

Gα = 2iΩ coth−1(2iσαΩ) . (54)

Then it is easy to see that the relative entropy between
two Gaussian states ρ1 and ρ2 is given by

S(ρ1||ρ2) =S(ρ2)− S(ρ1) + 1
2 〈(R− R̄2)TG2(R− R̄2)〉ρ1

− 1
2 〈(R− R̄2)TG2(R− R̄2)〉ρ2

, (55)

so that everything is explicitly formulated in terms of
means and covariance matrices. In our case, the rela-
tive entropy is always calculated for one-mode Gaussian

states, which makes it easier to find the explicit expres-
sion for the matrix (54).
This setup takes care of the computation of most of

the quantities mentioned. The rest, e.g. the mean value
of the internal energy, can be calculated directly using
the time evolution of single mean values of x and p, and
of the single entries of the covariance matrix.

D. Entanglement and correlations with Gaussian
states

As we have discussed, correlations happen to be an
important feature in recent discussion on entropy pro-
duction; a natural question to ask is then whether or not
these correlations are of classical or quantum nature. An-
swering this question in a generic context constitutes in
and of itself a whole active research area [23]. Successful
separability criteria, for example, or a proper entangle-
ment measure – i.e., an entanglement monotone which
can always detect its presence – are tools that are hard to
find in the vast majority of circumstances [24]. While re-
stricting the analysis of the topic to Gaussian states can
somehow circumscribe the problems, the quantification
of bipartite entanglement in continuous variable systems
is also not yet completely resolved [21].
Among others, a famous, necessary condition for sepa-

rability of bipartite systems is the Peres-Horodecki crite-
rion, also known as the Positive Partial Transpose (PPT)
criterion [25, 26]. It consists of taking the partial trans-
position of the density matrix (with respect to one of the
two systems in the bipartition) and looking at its eigen-
values: a separable state has a partial transpose which
has all non-negative eigenvalues. In other words, the ap-
pearance of a negative eigenvalue in the partial transpose
implies the presence of entanglement. As already noted,
this is a sufficient condition for entanglement, but, for
most situations, not a necessary one. Cases in which it
also happens to be necessary are limited, e.g. the 2 × 2
and 2× 3 dimensional cases.
For Gaussian states, the PPT criterion proves to be a

quite powerful tool. In fact, the criterion happens to be
also a sufficient condition for separability for states that
pertain to systems of 1 vs n-modes [27, 28]. This works
quite nicely for our application to the Caldeira-Leggett
model, as we precisely deal with a central system of one
mode coupled to a bath of N modes. While quantum
correlations in the bath are still not accessible, we are
at least able to properly detect existing entanglement
between the system and the reservoir.
A PPT-related entanglement monotone which then

works extremely well in our case is logarithmic negativ-
ity:

EN (ρ) := ln ||ρ̃||1 , (56)

where ρ̃ is the partially transposed density matrix, and
|| · ||1 is the trace norm. When the PPT criterion is
equivalent to separability, like in our case, then EN is
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a perfect measure for entanglement, as it is always dif-
ferent from zero when entanglement is present and does
not increase under local operations and classical commu-
nication. Furthermore, it happens to be fairly easy to
compute for Gaussian states. In fact, the PPT require-
ment in this framework amounts to asking the covariance
matrix σ̃ of the partially transposed state to have all sym-
plectic eigenvalues greater than one, ν̃i ≥ 1 ∀i. For the
case of Gaussian states of 1 vs n modes, the logarithmic
negativity (56) can then be computed as [21]:

EN (ρ) :=
n+1∑
i=1

max(0,− ln 2ν̃i) . (57)

While logarithmic negativity is a good quantifier for
entanglement, it does not allow us to derive a splitting
of the total correlations between system and environment
(i.e. mutual information ISE) into quantum and classical
correlations. This is, in general, a complex topic which
is subject of extensive research, and which has seen the
birth of many frameworks and definition for the quan-
tification of classical and quantum correlations [29, 30].
Nonetheless, comparing the two measures (ISE and EN )
and their trend with respect to the variation of some pa-
rameters (e.g. system-environment coupling or tempera-
ture) may still give hints about how entanglement influ-
ences the total system-bath correlations for the Caldeira-
Leggett model.

As mentioned, logarithmic negativity is not affected
by local operations. Analogously to mutual information,
therefore, the addition of driving – which for Gaussian
states has only a local displacement effect – has no in-
fluence on the entanglement between the system and the
reservoir. We therefore restrict our analysis on this sub-
ject to the non-driven case.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Taking into account a finite number of modes N in the
bath, it is possible to reproduce accurate results for all
the different aforementioned quantities in the Caldeira-
Leggett model, by following the procedure in Sec. II B
and numerically diagonalizing the Hamiltonian matrix
(11) for different ranges of parameters. For this purpose,
we use a large number of modes N = 400 to better sim-
ulate the behaviour of an infinite bath. Moreover, the
more modes we have at our disposal, the more time we
have available before the appearance of recurrences; set-
ting a maximal sampled frequency of ωmax = 40ω0 gives
a time limit of tmax = 2πN/ωmax ∼ 63/ω0. To make
sure that driving is present only in a finite amount of
time such that relaxation is still achieved in the time re-
maining, we take the pulse duration tf to be half of the
total time available, i.e. tf = π/Ωf = tmax/2. As for
the cutoff Ω, we choose to explore the case of large cut-
off with respect to the renormalized frequency ω0. Using

the sharp cutoff spectral density (4), we take Ω to in-
clude all our sampled frequencies, i.e. Ω = ωmax = 40ω0.
The varying parameters in the following simulations are
then coupling, temperature, driving amplitude and driv-
ing frequency (γ, T, F0, ωf ). In these results, we have set
ω0 = 1, so that all the quantities will be expressed in
implicit units of the renormalized central frequency ω0.

A. Two proposals for entropy production

The two approaches for the formulation of thermody-
namic quantities lead to the two different definitions (38)
and (42) for entropy production. In the non-driven case,
the two definitions, which can differ significantly, con-
verge in the high temperature and weak coupling limit,
as reported in [14]. In our framework and range of pa-
rameters, this can be seen in Figs. 1a-1d. We recall that
the difference between the two approaches is given by the
inclusion (or not) of the contribution of the interaction
Hamiltonian in the definition of heat exchange. The con-
vergence is therefore intuitive by simply looking at the
difference δ between them:

δ(t) : = ∆iS
ELB(t)−∆iS

DL(t)

= − 1
kBT

∫ t

0
dsTr{HI(s)ρ̇SE(s)} , (58)

which decreases with increasing temperature T and de-
creasing interaction. In the model under study, the trend
of δ with coupling strength and temperature can be seen
explicitly by performing a perturbative expansion with
respect to the coupling strength; we can extract the per-
turbation parameter λ from the interaction, defined such
that κn ∝ λ = √γ, so that the interaction Hamiltonian
for Caldeira-Leggett reads λH ′I +λ2V ′c . The first term of
the perturbation expansion is then of second order and
reads δ(2)(t) = λ2

kBT
∆(t), with

∆(t) = i
∫ t

0
dt1Tr{[Ṽc(t1), H̃0(t1)]ρSE(0)} (59)

+
∫ t

0
dt1
∫ t1

0
dt2Tr{[H̃I(t2), [H̃0(t1), H̃I(t1)]]ρSE(0)} ,

where Ṽc(t), H̃0(t), H̃I(t) denote respectively V ′c , H0(t)
andH ′I in the interaction picture with respect toH0(t) :=
HS(t) +HE . Therefore

δ(t) ∝ γ

kBT
, (60)

such that δ → 0 for γ, β → 0.
In the driven case, however, there seems to be a sub-

stantial difference. Let us focus on a fixed temperature
kBT/ω0 = 10. The second definition ∆iS

ELB shows dra-
matic oscillations in the time interval in which the driving
is switched on (we chose to directly look at strong driv-
ing, with an amplitude of F0 = 10), while ∆iS

DL does
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Fig. 1. Comparison between the two definitions (38) and
(42) for the Caldeira-Leggett model in absence of driving for
four different ranges of coupling and temperature. The two
quantities converge in the high temperature, weak coupling
limit.

not (see Fig. 2a). This creates an oscillatory gap be-
tween the two definitions, which, surprisingly, does not
disappear even in the ultra-weak coupling regime at high
temperatures, as shown in Fig. 2b. While it is true, from
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10
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30

40

50

(a) γ = 0.01
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t

0.0

0.2
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0.8

1.0

(b) γ = 0.0001

∆iSELB

∆iSDL

Fig. 2. Comparison between the two definitions (38) and
(42) under strong driving (F0 = 10) in weak and ultra-weak
coupling regimes, both at high temperature (kBT/ω0 = 10).

the arguments above and from (60), that the amplitude of
the oscillatory gap tends to zero as the coupling constant
γ decreases, it also happens that the value of the entropy
productions themselves drops to zero. One can further
investigate this by looking at the evolution in time of the
relative error between the two definitions

ε(t) := ∆iS
ELB(t)−∆iS

DL(t)
∆iSELB(t) . (61)

While for the non-driven case the curve of ε flattens down
to zero for decreasing values of γ (Fig. 3a), this does
not happen when driving is added, as seen in Fig. 3b,
which shows non-zero oscillations even at extremely low
coupling. This might be a symptom of a more serious
underlying issue pertaining to the difference in the two
definitions, and suggests that the two approaches might
not simply be one the limiting case of the other.
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Fig. 3. Time evolution of the relative error (61) between
the two definitions of entropy production for different cou-
pling parameters, at high temperature (kBT/ω0 = 10), in the
driven and non-driven case.

B. Which quantity is the winner in entropy
production?

As explained in Sec. III B, we are interested in inves-
tigating the role of the constituents of the second defi-
nition for entropy production (42) in the context of the
Caldeira-Leggett model, namely which quantity between
ISE (44), Ienv (48) and Denv (49) is the one mostly con-
tributing to entropy production. For conciseness, we refer
to (42) simply as ∆iS from now on.
From the numerical simulations, we find that the

choice of parameters γ and T influences which quan-
tity is most prominent. See for examples Figs. 4a, 4b
and 4c, which show the time dependent evolution of the
three quantities, each at different parameter regimes; it
is clear that Ienv is not always the major contribution,
but rather any quantity can be the winner for suitable
values of γ and T . To have a better grasp on which
parameter ranges favour which quantity, we can look at
the long time relaxation limit for many parameter pairs
(γ, T ), and compute for each quantity the percentage of
contribution to entropy production, namely the map:

(γ, T ) −→
(
Denv(t)
∆iS(t) ,

ISE(t)
∆iS(t) ,

Ienv(t)
∆iS(t)

)∣∣∣∣
t=tmax

. (62)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
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(d) kBT = 1.5, γ = 1.0

∆iS
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Ienv

Denv

Fig. 4. Time evolution of the three contributions to entropy
production ∆iS

ELB for different coupling parameters, for four
different cases of coupling and temperature. Driving is here
absent.
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Fig. 5. Available colors. Full red indicates a very high per-
centage of the contribution coming from Denv, full green from
ISE, full blue from Ienv.

We take values of γ going from ultra-weak coupling to
strong coupling (0 to 2 in units of ω0) and of T going
from very low to high temperatures (0 to 5 in units of ω0
and kB). It is possible in this way to visually understand
which areas of the plane (γ, T ) are comprised of which
contribution. Specifically, one can take a colormap asso-
ciating to each point (γ, T ) a RGB color defined by the
three values of the map (62). Since these three percent-
ages have the requirement that their sum has to equal
to 1, the possible colors are those found in a triangular
shaped planar subset of the RGB color cube, namely the
ones in Fig. 5.

The non-driven case is plotted this way in Figure 6,
showing a clear red area at low temperatures, indicat-
ing a very strong percentage of Denv to the total entropy
production. For very weak coupling strength γ (at not
too low temperatures) the winning quantity is the mu-
tual information ISE with a border at around γ = 0.01.
This range corresponds to the limit in which the Caldeira-
Leggett master equation in Lindblad form [5] is applica-
ble, namely weak-coupling and high temperature limit.
The rest of the values, namely medium to strong cou-
pling and medium to high temperature, are the reign of
the intra-environment correlations Ienv, similarly to what
was found in [15]. For a certain range of temperature
(kBT/ω0 ∼ 1− 1.5) the purple hues indicate a mixing of
Ienv and Denv in comparable measure, see for more detail
the time evolution in that range in Fig. 4d.

Driving the central oscillator changes the composi-
tion of the entropy production; as already discussed, the
quantity Denv is favoured, as it is the only one which is
affected by driving, while ISE and Ienv remain unaltered.
This is evident, for example, from the time evolution of
the components for high coupling and temperature when
strong driving is added, Fig. 7: Denv clearly dominates,
while in absence of driving the determining contribution

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
γ

0

1

2

3

4

5

k B
T

Fig. 6. Colormap of the composition of entropy production
in absence of driving.

had been Ienv. In terms of color areas for the long time
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t

0
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140

kBT = 5.0 , γ = 1.0

∆iS
ISE

Ienv

Denv

Fig. 7. Time evolution of the three contributions to entropy
production ∆iS

ELB under strong driving (F0 = 10), at high
temperature and coupling (γ = 1, kBT = 5). Denv is the
dominant contribution.

limit, this translates into an expansion of the red area
(dominance of Denv) into a broader range of coupling
and temperature. This expansion increases for increas-
ing driving amplitude F0, as can be seen from the plots
in Fig. 8. The driving frequency ωf also influences this
behaviour, showing a larger stretch of the red area, espe-
cially in the lower range of γ, for frequencies near reso-
nance (ωf ∼ ω0), see Fig. 9.
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Fig. 8. Colormap of the composition of entropy production in
presence of driving with various amplitudes, at an oscillating
frequency of ωf = 1.2.
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Fig. 9. Colormap of the composition of entropy production
in presence of driving at various frequencies, with driving am-
plitude of F0 = 2.

C. System-bath entanglement

Working with Gaussian states enables us to also in-
vestigate another aspect of correlations in the Caldeira-
Leggett model, namely whether quantum correlations in
the form of entanglement are formed between the central
oscillator and the heat bath. To do this, we examine the
trend in time of the logarithmic negativity (56), which
uniquely shows whether entanglement is present or not
(see Sec. IIID), once again for different ranges of the
parameters γ and T . We are moreover interested in com-
paring this quantity with the evolution of the mutual in-
formation ISE between the system and the environment,
which represents the total classical and quantum corre-
lations. We have previously argued that it is sufficient
to restrict this analysis to the undriven case F0 = 0, as

the displacement effect of driving on the system does not
affect the value of mutual information, nor that of loga-
rithmic negativity.
First of all, from the simulations of logarithmic neg-

ativity we notice that there is entanglement generation
between the system and environment (non-zero values
of EN ) for most parameter values, see Figs. 10a-10d. In
general, the trend of entanglement looks for the most part
oscillatory, with a frequency similar to ω0 (Fig. 10a, 10b);
for small coupling and higher temperatures, the logarith-
mic negativity even goes back down to zero periodically,
exhibiting recurrent sudden death [31] and sudden birth
of entanglement, showing that during the evolution in
time the system and the bath can entangle and disentan-
gle repeatedly (Fig. 10b). This oscillatory behaviour and
recurrences seem to be typical for the evolution of entan-
glement in open quantum systems [32]. In the context of
continuous variable systems, similar trends of bipartite
entanglement have been predicted between two oscilla-
tors coupled to the same reservoir [33, 34] using the exact
master equation for quantum Brownian motion (Hu, Paz
and Zhang, [35]). It is possible that the recurrences of en-
tanglement, especially the more extreme ones we observe
at lower values of γ (Fig. 10a, 10b), are a consequence of
non-Markovian effects from the bath. Indeed, the oscil-
lations seem to flatten down with increasing temperature
(Fig. 11) and appear more dramatic at intermediate val-
ues of coupling (Fig. 13), which is precisely the regime of
non-Markovianity for the Caldeira-Leggett model [7].
On another note, comparing the trend of EN for differ-

ent values of temperature, one can see that the amount of
entanglement produced is suppressed at higher tempera-
tures (Fig. 11), with a more drastic variation in the range
T ∼ 0.05 − 0.5. On the contrary, performing the same
comparison for mutual information, Fig. 12, reveals that
the amount of total correlations increases with increas-
ing temperature. This indicates that raising the tem-
perature leads to an increase in the correlations between
the system and the reservoir which is surely not due to
entanglement. Carrying out the simulations for different
values of the coupling strength γ shows (Fig. 13) that the
higher is the coupling, the more entanglement is formed.
This holds true also for the total correlations, as rais-
ing the coupling increases mutual information (Fig. 14).
Therefore, no conclusions can be really drawn as to how
changing the coupling strength affects the influence of
entanglement on the total correlations.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The exact solvability of the Caldeira-Leggett model
for quantum Brownian motion under the assumption of
an initial Gaussian state enabled us to perform a well
rounded study of exact, yet non-trivial quantities and ef-
fects. In particular, the restriction to a finite number
of bath modes permits the evaluation of thermodynamic
quantities and of measures for correlations within differ-
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Fig. 10. System-bath entanglement measure for the Caldeira-
Leggett model in absence of driving for four different ranges
of coupling and temperature.
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Fig. 11. Trend in time of logarithmic negativity at different
temperatures, coupling γ = 1.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
t

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

I S
E

T = 0.0
T = 0.05
T = 0.1
T = 0.2
T = 0.5
T = 1.0
T = 3.0

Fig. 12. Trend in time of mutual information at different
temperatures, coupling γ = 1.

ent entities in the model, all of which are part of relevant
recent discussion. The three main parts of our study are
all concerned with different aspects, that are nonetheless
related to each other. To summarize:
In part IVA we compared two different definitions for

entropy production, namely ∆iS
DL (only valid in the

weak coupling regime) and ∆iS
ELB. The non-driven case

has already been studied [14], and we reproduced con-
sistent results. What is novel here is the addition of a
driving force acting on the central oscillator; our results
show, interestingly, that the two definitions no longer
properly converge in the weak coupling and high tem-
perature limit, pointing at possible fundamental discrep-
ancies between the two approaches.
In part IVB we studied the three different contribu-

tions of ∆iS
ELB, that were already subject of a recent

study concerning a different model [15], in which the sur-
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Fig. 13. Trend in time of logarithmic negativity at different
coupling strength, at temperature kBT = 0.1.
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Fig. 14. Trend in time of mutual information at different
coupling strength, at temperature kBT = 0.1.

prising importance of intra-environment correlations has
been shown. Our study sheds more light on the topic,
showing how other contributions could steal the spot-

light, depending on the range of certain parameters such
as coupling and temperature. Furthermore, we saw that
the addition of the driving force once again tweaks the
results, strongly favouring the contribution coming from
the distance of the single bath modes from their initial
state.
In part IVC we exploited the PPT criterion as a neces-

sary and sufficient condition for separability between the
1-mode Gaussian state of the system and the N-mode
Gaussian state of the environment to study the pres-
ence of quantum correlations between system and bath.
We found that there is indeed entanglement generation,
which is more prominent for strong coupling and low
temperatures; on the contrary, mutual information in-
creases with temperature, implying that raising temper-
ature leads to the appearance of additional correlations
which cannot be due to entanglement. Moreover, we wit-
ness a predominantly oscillatory behaviour of entangle-
ment with time, in conjuction with sudden death and
rebirth of entanglement for particular parameter choices.
The analogy of this behaviour with the one of entangle-
ment which is produced within composite systems cou-
pled to non-Markovian reservoirs suggests that there is
more to explore about the effects of non-Markovianity
on entanglement generation, and about the role that the
system-bath correlations may play on the ones within the
system.
In conclusion, our three different studies on entropy

production and correlations, which all have the advan-
tage of relying on exact quantities, add interesting in-
formation to the recent developments in the topics of
quantum themodynamics and quantum correlations. As
a potential main insight surging from this work, we be-
lieve that the inclusion of driving in model systems should
be paramount in future investigations that aim at a bet-
ter formulation of quantum thermodynamics.
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