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We consider the problem of the general assessment of non-Markovianity in multipartite open
quantum systems. To this end, we elaborate on a previously introduced non-Markovian measure
to formulate a finite and additive quantifier with appropriate asymptotic behavior. We then study
the dynamics of two two-level atoms in a resonant cavity as a function of their interatomic distance
using an exact treatment. We observe a critical behavior in the non-Markovianity in the form of
a Markovian to non-Markovian transition at a finite distance and a discontinuity in the limit of
infinitely close atoms. Additionally, in this limit of highly correlated dynamics, non-Markovianity
can emerge when the size of the system exceeds a critical threshold.

Introduction.— Although Markovian master equa-
tions provide suitable approximations for the dynamics
of open quantum systems in many situations of interest
[1–3], all open quantum systems present, to some extent,
non-Markovian features. These features are very promi-
nent in the presence of strongly coupled and/or com-
plex, structured environments. However, understanding
non-Markovian quantum systems is challenging. Ques-
tions such as the formulation of dynamical models in
this regime that can be solved with analytical and/or nu-
merical techniques represent one of the most formidable
problems in the study of quantum dynamics. Even the
proper definition of quantum non-Markovianity as well as
its quantification with suitable figures of merit have been
subject to intense research, e.g. [4–15]. Notably, most
of the studies about characterizations of non-Markovian
dynamics deal with relatively simple open systems, such
as a qubit or an harmonic oscillator subject to the pres-
ence of a non-Markovian bath (see [16–18] and references
therein). The behavior of e.g. divisibility conditions
or other non-Markovian characterizations has been ad-
dressed in very few multipartite cases [19–25]. Still, the
dynamical properties of multipartite quantum systems
present a series of features with respect to the one-part
case that may affect their potential non-Markovian char-
acter in a non-trivial way. Particularly, besides time-
correlation leading to memory effects, multipartite dy-
namics can be correlated among their parts [26, 27], and
the interplay between these two kind of correlations is a
topic almost unexplored.

In this work, we advance in this direction by consider-
ing non-Markovian dynamics in correlated multipartite
open quantum systems. Specifically,

i) We study the applicability of a previously proposed
non-Markovian quantifier to multipartite open systems,
addressing additivity properties and modifying it to im-
pose asymptotic vanishing in the case of relaxing evolu-
tions, i.e., once the system remains very close to a steady
state. Additivity allows us to isolate the potential non-
Markovian effect of correlations among each dynamical
part in a multipartite scenario. In addition, we intro-

duce regularized versions of this quantifier to accommo-
date situations with singular decay rates while keeping
additivity.
ii) We solve the dynamics of two atoms separated by an

interatomic distance d in a numerically exact way, and
find that two independent Markovian systems can be-
come non-Markovian once their separation is below some
critical value dc.
iii) Moreover, for a given and finite time interval

[0, tend], the amount of non-Markovianity is maximized
for a certain finite value of the distance dmax; which can
be so used in experiments to tailor the amount of non-
Markovianity without requiring control on bath proper-
ties. Interestingly, if tend → ∞ we find a critical be-
havior in the form of a discontinuity in the amount of
non-Markovianity as a function of the interatomic dis-
tance.
iv) Finally, in the limit where d is much smaller than

the atomic transition wavelength, we find that the dy-
namics always becomes non-Markovian as the number of
system atoms is sufficiently increased.
All of these properties show the richness of non-

Markovian multipartite dynamics with respect to the
one-part case.
Non-Markovian measures for the multisystem case.—

A number of different non-Markovianity measures have
been proposed [16–18] . One such measure [7] is given
in terms of the trace norm of the Choi matrix of the
intermediate dynamics:

NRHP(t) :=

∫ t

0

g(s)ds, g(t) := lim
ϵ↓0

∥Υ(t+ϵ,t)∥1 − 1

ϵ
.

(1)
Here, Υ(t,s) :=

[
E(t,s) ⊗ I

]
|Φ⟩⟨Φ|, where E(t,s) is given by

the composition law E(t,0) = E(t,s)E(s,0) with t > s > 0,
and t = 0 is taken to be the initial time of the open
system dynamics so that E(t,0) is a completely positive
and trace preserving map for any t ≥ 0. In addition, |Φ⟩
is the maximally entangled state between two copies of
the reduced system |Φ⟩ = N−1/2

∑N
n=1 |n⟩|n⟩ with N the

dimension of its Hilbert space, and ∥A∥1 = Tr
√
A†A.
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For the multipartite case, and as a difference with other
quantifiers, NRHP has the advantage of being stable un-

der tensor products [20, 23], i.e. if {E(n)
(t,0)}n=1,2,... is a

family of Markovian maps according to NRHP, so it is⊗
n E

(n)
(t,0). In fact, NRHP is additive, a property which to

our knowledge has not been highlighted before for NRHP.
To prove it, just note that log(x) ≃ x − 1 for x ≃ 1, so
we can alternatively write g(t) = limϵ↓0 log∥Υ(t+ϵ,t)∥1/ϵ,
and, since the trace norm of the Choi matrix is multi-
plicative under tensor products (i.e. under independent
dynamics),

E(t,t0) =
⊗
n

E(n)
(t,t0)

⇒ ∥Υ(t+ϵ,t)∥1 =
∏
n

∥Υ(n)
(t+ϵ,t)∥1. (2)

The additivity and computational simplicity of NRHP

makes it an appealing choice to quantify non-
Markovianity. However, its use also has some disadvan-
tages. For instance, even if the dynamics is relaxing, i.e.
the limit limt→∞ E(t,0) = E∞ exists, NRHP(t) might be-
come arbitrarily large as t increases. Such is the case in
the known example of eternal non-Markovianity of [11].
For relaxing dynamics, it is natural to require that the
non-Markovianity N approaches some limiting value be-
cause no new memory effect can be observed in a system
once its evolution is essentially stopped when very close
to its relaxed state. This effect can be accommodated in
(1) by changing the measure in the integral, introducing
some weight function wE(t) ≥ 0,

N =

∫ ∞

0

g(s)wE(s)ds, (3)

that satisfies
∫∞
0
wE(s)ds = 1, with wE(t) approaching

wE(∞) = 0 at a similar rate as E(t,0) approaches E∞.
However, in order to preserve additivity, wE(t) should
be independent of the dynamics. A compromise solu-
tion is to require additivity of N just under copies of the
same dynamics, i.e. w(E⊗n)(t) = wE(t). A sensible choice
which fulfills these requirements is

wE(t) =
logF (t)∫∞

0
logF (s)ds

, (4)

where F (t) := ∥
√

Υ(t,0)

√
Υ∞∥21 is the fidelity between

the Choi matrix at time t and its ergodic average, Υ∞ :=

limT→∞
1
T

∫ T

0
Υ(t,0)dt = Υ(∞,0) where the second equal-

ity is valid for relaxing dynamics. Of course, in physical
terms, the limit t → ∞ means the maximum time tend
that can be observed in a particular experimental situ-
ation provided that ∥Υ(tend,0) − Υ∞∥1 ≪ 1, i.e. the ex-
perimental capability to distinguish both long time dy-
namics is negligible. Note that the introduction of the
weight function gives N dimensions of [time]−1. Since
−
∫∞
0

logF (s)ds is a logarithmic estimate of the relaxing
time of the dynamics, N in (3) becomes a quantifier of
non-Markovianity per unit of time during which there is
significant evolution.

Another issue with the quantifier (1) has to do with the
fact that g(t) can be unbounded and non-integrable even
in finite intervals. Such is the case of the damped Jaynes-
Cummings model for a two-level atom in a resonant QED
cavity, modelled by a continuum of bosonic modes with
a Lorentzian spectral density

J(ω) =
1

2π

γ20λ

(ω − ω0)2 + λ2
. (5)

Here, ω0 is the energy splitting of the atom (we shall take
units of ℏ = c = 1 from now on), and γ0 and λ account
for the strength and the frequency width of the coupling
with the bosonic reservoir respectively. This model can
be solved exactly for ω0/λ large enough to extend the
frequency range to negative values without introducing
significant errors [2, 28], obtaining the following differen-
tial equation for the dynamics of the two-level atom

dρ(t)

dt
= −i[HS , ρ(t)] + γ(t)

[
σ−ρσ+ − 1

2{σ+σ−, ρ(t)}
]
.

(6)
Here, HS = ω0σz/2 is the free Hamiltonian of the atom
with ground and excited states, |0⟩ and |1⟩, respectively,
σz = [σ+, σ−], σ+ = |1⟩⟨0| = σ†

−, and the single decay
rate is

γ(t) =
2γ20

λ+Ω1 coth
(
Ω1t
2

) , (7)

with Ω1 =
√
λ2 − 2γ20 . The function g(t) can be easily

computed in terms of this decay rate, resulting in the
negative part of γ(t),

gatom(t) = γ−(t) := 1
2

[
|γ(t)| − γ(t)

]
. (8)

It is clear then that the dynamics is non-Markovian only
if λ <

√
2γ0, in which case g(t) is a periodic function with

simple poles at tn = 2
|Ω1| [πn − cot−1( λ

|Ω1| )], with n =

1, 2, . . . In order to regularize the integral (3) if t > tn=0,
while preserving the additive property, we can apply a
“square root-power” procedure

Ñ =

[∫ ∞

0

√
g(s)wE(s)ds

]2
. (9)

Accordingly, for some g(t) with a pole of order α, we can
take the (α+1)th root followed by an (α+1)th power to
regularize (3) keeping additivity under copies of the same
dynamics. Note that other regularizations valid for any
kind of pole [16] e.g. ḡ(t) ∝ tanh[η0g(t)] (with η0 > 0
a constant with units of time) come at the prize of the
additivity of the measure.
Two atoms in a resonant QED cavity.— Consider

now a pair of two-level atoms with free Hamiltonian

HS = ω0

2 (σ
(1)
z +σ

(2)
z ) inside a resonant QED (see Fig. 1)

cavity modelled by the Hamiltonian HB =
∑

k ωka
†
kak,
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with ωk = |k| and ak the annihilation field operator for a
photon with wavevector k. The interaction Hamiltonian
under the rotating wave approximation in the interaction
picture is given by

HI(t) =
∑
k

g(ωk)

[ ∑
n=1,2

σ
(n)
+ ake

ik·rne−i∆kt +H.c.

]
,

(10)

where rn is the position of the nth atom, σ
(n)
+ = |1⟩n⟨0|,

and ∆k = ωk −ω0. If we assume that the cavity remains
initially in the vacuum, since HI(t) preserves the total
number of excitations, by restricting the dynamics to the
(0 and) 1-excitation subspace, the system+cavity state
at a time t will be of the form

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑

i+j<2

cij(t)|i, j, 0⟩+
∑
k

c00k(t)|0, 0, 1k⟩, (11)

where |i, j,mk⟩ indicates the first and second atom in
the states |i⟩ and |j⟩, respectively, and m photons with
wavevector k in the bath, i, j,m ∈ {0, 1}. The first com-
ponent is clearly invariant, ċ00(t) = 0, so we shall not
consider it in the following. The Schrödinger equation
on the state (11) givesiċjl(t) =

∑
k

g(ωk)e
ik·r1+le−i∆ktc00k(t),

iċ00k(t) = g(ωk)e
i∆kt

[
e−ik·r1c10(t) + e−ik·r2c01(t)

]
.

(12)
Since we consider the bath initially in the vacuum,
c00k(0) = 0, so we can formally integrate the last equa-
tion in this system. Introducing the result in the first
one, we obtain

ċjl(t) = −
∫ t

0

dt′ [f1(t− t′)cjl(t
′) + f2(t− t′)clj(t

′)] ,

(13)
where we have defined the correlation functions, after
taking the continuum limit in the bath modes

∑
k →

limV→∞ V/(4π3)
∫
d3k (with V the quantization vol-

ume), by

f1(t− t′) : =

∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)e−i∆(t−t′), (14)

f2(t− t′) : =

∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)
sin (ωd)

ωd
e−i∆(t−t′), (15)

with ∆ = ω − ω0, d = |r1 − r2| and J(ω) :=
ω2

π2 limV→∞ g2(ω)V the spectral density. As usual for
modeling resonant QED, we consider the Lorentzian
spectral density as in the previous section (5), with ω0/λ
large enough to extend the integrals in (14)-(15) to neg-
ative frequencies. In this case one obtains

f1(t) =
γ20
2
e−λt, (16)

FIG. 1. Non-Markovianity measure (9) as a function of the
interatomic distance d for different values of λ. We have taken
γ0 = 0.01 and t ∈ [0, 350]. All quantities are in units of
ω0 = 1. The insert illustrates the system setup.

f2(t) =
γ20
4d

{[
θ(t− d)e(λ+iω0)d − e−(λ+iω0)d

λ+ iω0

]
e−λt

− θ(d− t)

[
e−(λ−iω0)d

λ− iω0
eλt − 2λ

ω2
0 + λ2

eiω0t

]}
.

(17)

Exact master equation for the reduced system.— If
we write the atomic part of the state (11) in terms of
the vectors |±⟩ = 1√

2
(|10⟩± |01⟩), and trace out the bath

degrees of freedom, after time differentiation we obtain
the atomic dynamics satisfies the master equation [29]

dρS(t)

dt
= −i

∑
m=1,2

Sm(t)

2

[
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

]
+
∑

m=1,2

γm(t)

[
LmρS(t)L

†
m − 1

2

{
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

}]
,

(18)

with the jump operators Lm = 1√
2
[σ

(1)
− −(−1)mσ

(2)
− ], and

Lamb shifts and decay rates given by

Sm(t) := −2 Im

[
ṙm(t)

rm(t)

]
, γm(t) = −2Re

[
ṙm(t)

rm(t)

]
,

(19)
where rm(t) := 1√

2
[c10(t)−(−1)mc01(t)] which, according

to (13), satisfy

ṙm(t) = −
∫ t

0

dt′Km(t− t′)rm(t′), (20)

with Km(t) := f1(t)− (−1)mf2(t).
Non-Markovianity as a function of interatomic

distance.— The function g(t) can be calculated from
the master equation (18) [11, 16] and yields

g(t) =
2

3

[
γ−1 (t) + γ−2 (t)

]
. (21)
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To obtain the decay rates we need to solve (20). This is
difficult because of the intricate time dependence of f2(t)
for finite distance d (17). However, when d→ ∞, we have
f2(t) = 0, hence K1(t) = K2(t) = f1(t). The system (20)
reduces to that found in the one-atom damped Jaynes-
Cummings model, and we obtain γ1(t) = γ2(t) = γ(t),

g∞(t) =
4

3
γ−(t) =

4

3
gatom(t), (22)

where γ(t) and gatom(t) are given by (7) and (8), re-
spectively. One should notice that, despite in the limit
d → ∞ the dynamics of both atoms is independent, as
we have restricted our study to the (0 and) 1 excitation
subspace, the additivity factor of 2 is here reduced to
4/3. On the other hand, if we take d = 0, f1(t) = f2(t),
so that K1(t) = 2f1(t) and K2(t) = 0. The equations
(20) can be solved by differentiation leading to

r1(t) = e−
λt
2

[
cosh

(
Ω2t

2

)
+

λ

Ω2
sinh

(
Ω2t

2

)]
, (23)

and r2(t) = r2(0), with Ω2 =
√
λ2 − 4γ20 . Therefore

|−⟩ becomes a dark state and jointly with |0, 0⟩ forms
a decoherence-free subspace (DFS) [30, 31]. In this case
γ2(t) = 0 and γ1(t) is twice the same function as (7) with
Ω2 in the role of Ω1, so that

g0(t) =
2

3
γ−1 (t) =

8γ20
3

[
1

λ+Ω2 coth
(
Ω2t
2

)]− . (24)

Therefore, when d = 0 the dynamics is non-Markovian if
only and if Ω2 has a nonzero imaginary part, i.e. λ < 2γ0.
In the opposite limit d → ∞, being g∞(t) proportional
to that of the one-atom case (22), the dynamics is non-
Markovian when λ <

√
2γ0. Consequently, there exists

a region in the spectral density parameter space given
by 2γ0 > λ >

√
2γ0 in which the dynamics is Marko-

vian when the atoms are far from each other, but non-
Markovian when they are at the same position, which
suggests that non-Markovianity can be created by bring-
ing the atoms together. The question is then whether
there exists a finite critical distance dc splitting the non-
Markovian (d < dc) from the Markovian phase (d > dc).
To answer such a question we need to solve the dy-

namics for any distance d. The intricate time depen-
dence of f2(t) in (15) prevents an analytical solution as
well as the application of non-Markovian numerical meth-
ods such us [32–37] efficient on bath correlation functions
well approximated by linear combinations of exponen-
tial terms and/or with short correlation time (i.e. large
λ). Nevertheless, the Eq. (20) defines a pair of uncou-
pled integro-differential equations of Volterra type with
a continuous kernel, which can be numerically solved by
quadrature rules [38, 39]. The numerical result for the de-
cay rates γ1,2(t) is plotted in Fig. 2 for several interatomic
distances confirming the existence of a finite critical dc

FIG. 2. Decay rates γ1(t) (left) and γ2(t) (right) for different
values of the interatomic distance d. All quantities are in
units of ω0 = 1. For d = 2.1 both decay rates are always
positive. As d is decreased, γ1(t) begins to dip below the x
axis. We have taken γ0 = 0.01, and λ = 1.65γ0.

where the minimum of γ1(t) becomes negative. More
specifically, as illustrated in Fig. 1, the dynamics remains
Markovian at any finite distance in the region of parame-
ter space λ > 2γ0 where both limits d = 0 and d→ ∞ are
divisible. In the region 2γ0 > λ >

√
2γ0 where d → ∞

is divisible but d = 0 is not, we see non-Markovianity
being created at dc as was pointed out earlier. Finally,
with λ <

√
2γ0 where both limits are non-divisible, we

find that the dynamics is non-Markovian at any distance
d, Ñ |d > 0.

Maximum non-Markovianity.— Interestingly, be-
sides the existence of a critical distance, the amount of
non-Markovianity as measured by (9) presents a non-
monotonic becaviour with a maximum at an intermedi-
ate dmax distance as show in Fig. 1. This peak can be
understood as a result of the slowing down of the dy-
namics due to the DFS existing at d = 0. Specifically, as
the atoms get closer to each other, the relaxation time
τ2 of the singlet component r2(t) increases, approaching
infinity as d → 0. Consequently, we can consider three
different regimes for the non-Markovianity Ñ (tend), with
tend any finite value for the upper limit in the integral (9).
If τ2 ≪ tend, the weight function is negligible in (τ2, tend]
and these times do not contribute to the integral (9). For
small enough d, τ2 ∼ tend and the non-Markovianity in-
creases because the weight function is non-negligible over
the total integration interval [0, tend], and the g(t) func-
tion grows as the negative part of γ1(t) increases. For
even smaller interatomic distances τ2 ≫ tend, the sin-
glet component decays so slowly that it remains approxi-
mately constant r2(t) ≃ r2(0) ≃ r2(tend), and so the sys-
tem effectively relaxes in the same time scale τ1 as r1(t).
This, in turn, results in the weight function falling to 0 at
an earlier time τ1(< τ2), leading to a decreasing value of
Ñ (tend) that continuously approaches Ñ (tend)|d=0. This
illustrates the convenience of using the weight function in
the definition of Ñ ; on the same time interval, the slower
the dynamics, the less the non-Markovianity.

The values of d which lead to an approximately con-
stant singlet component for t ∈ [0, tend] are smaller as
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FIG. 3. Non-Markovianity measure (9) as a function of the
interatomic distance d for different values of the final time
tend. The plot on the right shows the neighborhood of d = 0.
All quantities are in units of ω0 = 1. We have taken the
same values of γ0 and λ as in Fig. 2. The line tend → ∞
is an extrapolation from the exact value at d ↓ 0 and tend =
1.2 × 104. Note the discontinuity of the green line for d = 0.

tend increases. Therefore, the peak’s maximum value
moves to the left and becomes higher as tend grows due
to the broader integration range. In the limit tend → ∞,
g(t) approaches the periodic function g0(t) and it can be
shown [29] that limd↓0 Ñ |d(tend → ∞) ≡ limd↓0 Ñ |d =
1
3 (2γ0 − λ). However, since at d = 0, r2(t) remains con-
stant for all times, |−⟩ becomes a steady state, and the
system relaxes after a time τ1, when r1(t) does. So, the
weight function changes discontinuously and decays in a
time τ1, as a difference with the limiting case d ↓ 0 where
it takes an infinite time to decay. Therefore the non-
Markovianity is suddenly modified at d = 0 compared
to the limiting case d ↓ 0, Ñ |d=0 ̸= limd↓0 Ñ |d. This
discontinuity at d = 0 is a critical behaviour in the non-
Markovianity caused by the breaking of the symmetry
r1 ↔ r2 in HI(t) that leads to the formation of the DFS.
Non-Markovianity of N atoms at d = 0.— Non-

Markovianity can be influenced not only by varying the
interatomic distance but also by modifying the number of
atoms. More specifically, consider the previous situation
with N atoms at d = 0. The interaction Hamiltonian
(10) now becomes

HI(t) =
∑
k

g(ωk)

N∑
n=1

[
σ
(n)
+ ake

−i∆kt +H.c.
]
. (25)

By restricting again to the (0 and) 1 excitation subspace,
and generalizing the previous arguments for N = 2 to an
arbitrary N [29] we obtain the following master equation
for the atoms

dρS(t)

dt
= γN (t)

(
J−ρS(t)J+ − 1

2
{J+J−, ρS(t)}

)
, (26)

with the jump operator J− = J†
+ = 1√

N

∑N
n=1 σ

(n)
− , and

the decay rate

γN (t) =
2Nγ20

λ+ΩN coth
(
ΩN t
2

) , (27)

where ΩN =
√
λ2 − 2Nγ20 . In this case, we obtain

g(N)(t) =
2

N + 1
γ−N (t). (28)

It is inmediate to check that in order to have non-
Markovianity the condition λ <

√
2Nγ0 must be sat-

isfied. In consequence, if we are in a situation with N
atoms in d = 0 with divisible dynamics, we can turn it
non-Markovian just by increasing the number of atoms

beyond Nc = ⌈ λ2

2γ2
0
⌉. In particular in the thermodynamic

limit N → ∞ the dynamics becomes non-Markovian for
any finite λ and γ0.

Conclusions.— We have introduced an approach to
study quantum non-Markovianity in multipartite quan-
tum systems based on an additive generalization of a
previously proposed non-Markovianity quantifier. With
this tool, we have analyzed the non-Markovian proper-
ties of the dynamics of two two-level atoms in a reso-
nant cavity as a function of their spatial separation. For
an appropriate parameter regime, we have found that
there exists a critical distance dc where dynamics ceases
to be Markovian and becomes non-Markovian, being the
non-Markovianity maximum Ñmax at some intermediate
distance dmax for any finite final time. In the limit of
an infinite final time, the non-Markovianity becomes a
discontinuous function for dmax → 0, splitting two dy-
namical phases, one with a 2-dimensional DFS and the
other with a 1-dimensional one. If all atoms are joined
at d = 0, the strong dynamical correlations among them
enable non-Markovianity to emerge as the size of the sys-
tem increases. Regardless of the strength and width of
the spectral density, there always exists a critical number
of atoms that makes the dynamics non-Markovian.

These results indicate the important role that correla-
tions among the dynamics of parties of multipartite sys-
tems may play on its non-Markovian features. They can
be very sensitive to specific values of system parameters,
such as the distance between subsystems or their number.
These parameters can be used to drive Markovian-non-
Markovian transitions and control the amount of non-
Markovianity in e.g. platforms of atomic or ionic trap-
ping, avoiding the need for microscopic tuning of complex
environmental features, which are usually beyond control
in real quantum experiments.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

1. Exact master equation for two atoms at
different positions

The total system+environment state at an arbitrary
time t,

|ψ(t)⟩ = c00|0, 0, 0⟩+ c10(t)|1, 0, 0⟩

+ c01(t)|0, 1, 0⟩+
∑
k

c00k(t)|0, 0, 1k⟩, (S1)

is rewritten in the basis {|00⟩, |±⟩ = 1√
2
(|10⟩ ± |01⟩)} as

|ψ(t)⟩ = c00|0, 0, 0⟩+ r1(t)|+⟩|0⟩

+ r2(t)|−⟩|0⟩+
∑
k

c00k(t)|0, 0, 1k⟩, (S2)

with


r1(t) =

1√
2
[c10(t) + c01(t)] ,

r2(t) =
1√
2
[c10(t)− c01(t)] .

(S3)

The reduced system density matrix can then be easily
calculated, resulting in

ρS(t) = TrB
[
|ψ(t)⟩⟨ψ(t)|

]
=


|r1(t)|2 r1(t)r

∗
2(t) r1(t)c

∗
00

r∗1(t)r2(t) |r2(t)|2 r2(t)c
∗
00

r∗1(t)c00 r∗2(t)c00 1− |r1(t)|2 − |r2(t)|2

 .

(S4)

After taking time-derivative, we obtain

dρS(t)

dt
=− i Im

[
ṙ1(t)

r1(t)

]
0 −r1(t)r∗2(t) −r1(t)c∗00

r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 0

r∗1(t)c00 0 0

− i Im

[
ṙ2(t)

r2(t)

]
0 r1(t)r

∗
2(t) 0

−r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 −r2(t)c∗00

0 r∗2(t)c00 0



+Re

[
ṙ1(t)

r1(t)

]
2|r1(t)|2 r1(t)r

∗
2(t) r1(t)c

∗
00

r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 0

r∗1(t)c00 0 −2|r1(t)|2

+Re

[
ṙ2(t)

r2(t)

]
0 r1(t)r

∗
2(t) 0

r∗1(t)r2(t) 2|r2(t)|2 r2(t)c
∗
00

0 r∗2(t)c00 −2|r2(t)|2

 . (S5)

Note that the fractions ṙm(t)/rm(t) are independent of the initial system state. Indeed, as rm(t) satisfy a homogeneous
integro-differential equation (see main text)

ṙm(t) = −
∫ t

0

dt′Km(t− t′)rm(t′), (S6)

if r̃m(t) is the solution for the initial condition r̃m(t) = 1, the solution for an arbitrary initial condition rm(0) is clearly
rm(t) = r̃m(t)rm(0), so the ṙm(t)/rm(t) are independent of rm(0).

On the other hand, if we define the jump operators
L1 = |0, 0⟩⟨+| = 1√

2

(
σ
(1)
− + σ

(2)
−

)
,

L2 = |0, 0⟩⟨−| = 1√
2

(
σ
(1)
− − σ

(2)
−

)
,

(S7)
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it is straightforwardly shown that

−i
∑

m=1,2

Sm(t)

2

[
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

]
+
∑

m=1,2

γm(t)

[
LmρS(t)L

†
m − 1

2

{
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

}]

=− i
S1(t)

2

 0 r1(t)r
∗
2(t) r1(t)c

∗
00

−r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 0
−r∗1(t)c00 0 0

− i
S2(t)

2

 0 −r1(t)r∗2(t) 0
r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 r2(t)c

∗
00

0 −r∗2(t)c00 0


− γ1(t)

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 |r1(t)|2

− 1

2

 2|r1(t)|2 r1(t)r
∗
2(t) r1(t)c

∗
00

r∗1(t)r2(t) 0 0
r∗1(t)c00 0 0


− γ2(t)

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 |r2(t)|2

− 1

2

 0 r1(t)r
∗
2(t) 0

r∗1(t)r2(t) 2|r2(t)|2 r2(t)c
∗
00

0 r∗2(t)c00 0

 . (S8)

Comparing (S5) and (S8), it follows that the reduced
system dynamics satisfies the master equation

dρS(t)

dt
= −i

∑
m=1,2

Sm(t)

2

[
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

]
+
∑

m=1,2

γm(t)

[
LmρS(t)L

†
m − 1

2

{
L†
mLm, ρS(t)

}]
,

(S9)

with the Lamb shifts and decay rates
S1(t) = −2 Im

[
ṙ1(t)

r1(t)

]
,

S2(t) = −2 Im

[
ṙ2(t)

r2(t)

]
,

(S10)


γ1(t) = −2Re

[
ṙ1(t)

r1(t)

]
,

γ2(t) = −2Re

[
ṙ2(t)

r2(t)

]
.

(S11)

2. Exact dynamics of N atoms at d = 0

We consider now the previous model for N identical
two-level atoms located at d = 0. The interaction Hamil-
tonian is given by

HI(t) =
∑
k

g(ωk)

N∑
n=1

[
σ
(n)
+ ake

−i(ωk−ω0)t +H.c.
]
.

(S12)
This preserves the number of initial excitations. We re-
strict ourselves to the (0 and) 1 initial excitation sub-
space, so we have a state at time t of the form

|ψ(t)⟩ = c0|0N ⟩|0⟩+
N∑

n=1

cn(t)|1n⟩|0⟩+
∑
k

ck(t)|0N ⟩|1k⟩,

(S13)

where |0N ⟩ denotes all atoms in the ground state, and
|1n⟩ the nth atom in the excited state with the others
in the ground. As |0N ⟩|0⟩ remains invariant, we do not
consider it in the following. For the rest, the Schrödinger
equation gives

i ċn(t) =
∑
k

g(ωk)e
−i∆ktck(t),

i ċk(t) = g(ωk)

N∑
n=1

ei∆ktcn(t).
(S14)

Since we consider the field initially in the vacuum, fol-
lowing the same procedure as in the case of two atoms,
this can be reduced to

ċn(t) = −γ
2
0

2

∫ t

0

dt′e−λ(t−t′)
N∑

m=1

cm(t′), (S15)

in the continuum limit. In order to solve these equations
it is convenient to work in the following basis:

|+⟩ = 1√
N

N∑
n=1

|1n⟩,

|−, n⟩ = 1√
n(n− 1)

[(
n−1∑
m=1

|1m⟩

)
− (n− 1)|1n⟩

]
,

(S16)
where n = 2, 3, ..., N . In this new basis, state (S13) can
be expressed as

|ψ(t)⟩ = c0|0N ⟩|0⟩+ c+(t)|+⟩|0⟩

+

N∑
n=2

c0,n(t)|−, n⟩|0⟩+
∑
k

ck(t)|0N ⟩|1k⟩, (S17)

with
c+(t) =

1√
N

N∑
n=1

cn(t),

c−,n(t) =
1√

n(n− 1)

[
n−1∑
m=1

cm(t)− (n− 1)cn(t)

]
.

(S18)
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Taking 1/
√
N
∑

n in (S15) we obtain

ċ+(t) = −Nγ
2
0

2

∫ t

0

dt′e−λ(t−t′)c+(t
′). (S19)

This equation can be easily solved by taking time-
derivative or by Laplace transformation, resulting in

c+(t) = c+(0)e
−λt

2

[
cosh

(
ΩN t

2

)
+

λ

ΩN
sinh

(
ΩN t

2

)]
,

(S20)
where ΩN =

√
λ2 − 2Nγ20 . For the remaining coeffi-

cients, it can be easily seen from (S15) that ċ−,n(t) =
0, so the |−, n⟩ states are invariant. Consequently,
there is an N dimensional DFS consisting of the states
{|0N ⟩, |−, n⟩} with n = 2, 3 . . . , N .

3. Exact master equation for N atoms at d = 0

The same procedure as in the case of two atoms can
now be used to obtain an exact master equation of the
system. From (S17) it follows that the reduced density
matrix is given by

ρS(t) = TrR
[
|ψ(t)⟩⟨ψ(t)|

]
= |c+(t)|2|+⟩⟨+|+

N∑
n=2

c+(t)c
∗
−,n|+⟩⟨−, n|

+ c+(t)c
∗
0|+⟩⟨0N |+

N∑
n=2

c−,nc
∗
+(t)|−, n⟩⟨+|

+

N∑
m,n=2

c−,nc
∗
−,m|−, n⟩⟨−,m|

+

N∑
n=2

c∗0c−,n|−, n⟩⟨0N |+ c0c
∗
+(t)|0N ⟩⟨+|

+

N∑
n=2

c0c
∗
−,n|0N ⟩⟨−, n|

+

(
1− |c+(t)|2 −

N∑
n=2

|c0,n|2
)
|0N ⟩⟨0N |, (S21)

where we have used the condition Tr [ρS(t)] = 1 to re-
move the dependency on k. After taking time-derivative
we get

dρS(t)

dt
= 2

[
ċ+(t)

c+(t)

][
|c+(t)|2 (|+⟩⟨+| − |0N ⟩⟨0N |)

+
1

2

N∑
n=2

c+(t)c
∗
−,n|+⟩⟨−, n|+ 1

2
c+(t)c

∗
0|+⟩⟨0N |

+
1

2

N∑
n=2

c−,nc
∗
+(t)|−, n⟩⟨+|+ 1

2
c0c

∗
+(t)|0N ⟩⟨+|

]
,

(S22)

where we have used the fact that ċ+(t)/c+(t) ∈ R, as can
be seen immediately from (S20). Let us introduce now
the collective raising and lowering operators

J− = J†
+ =

1√
N

N∑
n=1

σ
(n)
− , (S23)

which satisfy

J−|0N ⟩ = J−|−, n⟩ = 0, (S24)

J−|+⟩ = |0N ⟩, (S25)

J+|0N ⟩ = |+⟩. (S26)

We find that

γN (t)

(
J−ρS(t)J+ − 1

2
{J+J−, ρS(t)}

)
= γN (t)

(
|c+(t)|2|0N ⟩⟨0N | − |c+(t)|2|+⟩⟨+|

− 1

2

N∑
n=2

c+(t)c
∗
−,n|+⟩⟨−, n| − 1

2
c+(t)c

∗
0|+⟩⟨0N |

−1

2

N∑
n=2

c−,nc
∗
+(t)|−, n⟩⟨+| − 1

2
c0c

∗
+(t)|0N ⟩⟨+|

)
.

(S27)

By comparing (S22) and (S27), it follows that the re-
duced system dynamics satisfies the master equation

dρS(t)

dt
= γN (t)

(
J−ρS(t)J+ − 1

2
{J+J−, ρS(t)}

)
,

(S28)
with the decay rate

γN (t) = −2

[
ċ+(t)

c+(t)

]
=

2Nγ20
λ+ΩN coth

(
ΩN t
2

) . (S29)

4. The limit Ñ |d↓0

Since g(t) depends continuously on the interatomic dis-
tance d, we can use its exact expression for d = 0 in the
small distance limit d ↓ 0 in the non-Markovianity mea-
sure Ñ . The fidelity, however, is discontinuous at d = 0
when considering t→ ∞, since

lim
t→∞

r2(t) = 0, for d > 0, (S30)

lim
t→∞

r2(t) = 1, for d = 0. (S31)

Specifically, at d = 0 the fidelity approaches 1 when r1(t)
approaches 0, as r2(t) is trivially in its steady state value
for any t. On the other hand, when considering an ar-
bitrarily small distance d, the fidelity will remain at an
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approximately constant non-vanishing value for all times
greater than the time τ1 that r1(t) takes to relax. After
these considerations, we can write

lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ tend

0

logF (s)ds

= lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ τ1

0

logF (s)ds+

∫ tend

τ1

logF (s)ds

= lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ τ1

0

logF (s)ds+ logF (τ1)(tend − τ1),

(S32)

and similarly,

lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ t

0

√
g(s) logF (s)ds

= lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ τ1

0

√
g0(s) logF (s)ds

+

∫ tend

τ1

√
g0(s) logF (s)ds

= lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

∫ τ1

0

√
g0(s) logF (s)ds

+ logF (τ1)

∫ tend

τ1

√
g0(s)ds.

(S33)

Therefore

Ñ |d↓0 = lim
d↓0

lim
tend→∞

[∫ t

0
logF (s)

√
g0(s)ds∫ t

0
logF (s)ds

]2

=

[
lim

tend→∞

∫ tend

τ1

√
g0(s)ds

t− τ1

]2

=

[
lim

tend→∞

∫ tend

0

√
g0(s)ds

tend

]2
, (S34)

where we have used the fact that
√
g0(t) is a periodic

integrable function of t. Given that in the non-Markovian
case

g0(t) =
8γ20
3

 1

λ+ |Ω2| cot
(

|Ω2|t
2

)
−

, (S35)

we can see that
√
g0(t) is zero everywhere except inside

the intervals [τni , τ
n
f ] with τ

n
i = T [n− 1

π cot−1( λ
|Ω2| )] and

τnf = nT , where T = 2π
|Ω2| is the period of the function

and n = 1, 2, 3, ... Thus, we can rewrite the limit as

Ñ |d↓0 =

[
lim
n→∞

∫ τn
f

0

√
g0(s)ds

τnf

]2

=

[
lim
n→∞

nI0
nT

]2
=

[
I0
T

]2
, (S36)

where we have defined I0 =
∫ τ1

f

τ1
i

√
g0(s)ds. This can be

calculated exactly, yielding

I0 =
2π√

6γ0 + 3λ
. (S37)

Therefore, inserting this result and the expression for |Ω2|
in the limit, we find

Ñ |d↓0 =
1

3
(2γ0 − λ). (S38)
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