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Abstract

We apply our recently developed resonance perturbation theory to describe the
dynamics of magnetization in paramagnetic spin systems interacting simultane-
ously with local and collective bosonic environments. We derive explicit expressions
for the evolution of the reduced density matrix elements. This allows us to calculate
explicitly the dynamics of the macroscopic magnetization, including characteristic
relaxation and dephasing time-scales. We demonstrate that collective effects (i)
do not influence the character of the relaxation processes but merely renormalize
the relaxation times, and (ii) significantly modify the dephasing times, leading
in some cases to a complicated (time inhomogeneous) dynamics of the transverse
magnetization, governed by an effective time-dependent magnetic field.

1 Introduction

When quantum systems interact with their environments the effects of relaxation and
decoherence occur [1-8]. In this paper we study relaxation and decoherence in quan-
tum macroscopic systems of “effective” spins interacting simultaneously with both local
and collective thermal environments. By “effective” we mean that our approach can
be applied not only to magnetic spin systems, but also to many quantum systems with
discrete energy levels, including recently widely discussed quantum bits (qubits) based
on superconducting Josephson junctions and SQUIDs [9-14]. We also would like to
mention here the research on ephaptic coupling of cortical neurons, when both local
and collective electrical fields play a significant role in the synchronization dynamics
of neurons [15]. We assume that spins do not interact directly among themselves, but
only through their interactions with collective (energy conserving and energy exchange)
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bosonic environments (“thermal baths”, “reservoirs”). The relaxation in these systems
is caused by energy exchange between the environments and spins. The rate of relax-
ation is usually characterized by the spectral density of noise of the reservoirs at the
transition frequency, w, of spins in their effective magnetic field, and by the interac-
tion constant between a spin and an environment [7,9,14]. The rate of decoherence
usually has a more complicated dependence on the parameters of spins, their local en-
vironments, and interaction constants [7-9,14,16]. In particular, low-frequency noise
(1/f noise) makes a significant contribution to the decoherence rate [17-20] (see also
references therein).

Usually relaxation and decoherence are unwanted effects, for example, in a quantum
computer one must maintain quantum coherence for long times [5]. But dissipative
effects can also be put to good use, for example, in magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
[21-23]. Indeed, in this case, different values of relaxation times (77) for different
substances (e.g. water and biological tissues) allow one to distinguish and visualize
pathological developments in tissues [21]. Dissipative effects can also be utilized, for
example, to analyze and classify the influence of many types of defects and impurities,
in order to improve the properties of materials [24].

Improving our understanding of relaxation and decoherence processes is important
for many fields of science and for many applications. The main problem associated
with dissipative effects is that there are many different sources of noise and thermal
fluctuations which lead to relaxation and decoherence. We mention only some of them,
electromagnetic and acoustic fluctuations (bosonic degrees of freedom), magnetic fluc-
tuations (such as two-level systems in superconducting materials), charge defects, and
non-equilibrium quasiparticles. Generally, it is impossible to eliminate all sources of
noise, so some additional classification can be useful. For example, in [16] we demon-
strated that, for a system of N spins interacting with bosonic environments, one can
introduce clusters of reduced density matrix elements in such a way that to a given
cluster corresponds a decoherence rate describing the fading of all matrix elements
belonging to it. When dealing with a quantum algorithm in quantum computation,
this could imply that the decay of some clusters is rapid, but — if the algorithm is
built mainly on the use of slower decaying clusters — that decay may not influence
significantly the fidelity of the quantum protocol.

In this paper we are mainly interested in the effects produced by simultaneous
influence of both local and collective bosonic environments on the dynamics of a col-
lective magnetization in a system of N non-interacting (paramagnetic) spins in a time-
independent magnetic field. The local and collective environments include both energy
conserving and energy exchange interactions with spins. This allows us to determine
conditions of applicability of the Bloch equation for describing the evolution of the
magnetization. We also consider two (and more) ensembles of spins with different pa-
rameters and strengths of interactions with their environments. Using our approach
based on resonant perturbation theory [16], we derive explicit expressions for the time
evolution of the reduced density matrix elements and, consequently, for the macro-
scopic magnetization. We explicitly calculate the relevant relaxation and decoherence
rates. The obtained results are important for many applications including MRI and
for studying collective effects in materials for superconducting qubits.



We point out that while we continue here the development of the rigorous resonance
pertrubation theory [16], other approaches to open (spin) systems include the master
equation and Keldysh formalisms [25,26].

Main results of the paper

e Single spin dynamics. We consider a microscopic, Hamiltonian model of N spins
interacting with local and collective bosonic thermal reservoirs, via energy conserving
and energy exchange interactions. In Theorem 2.1 we derive rigorously an expression
for the reduced density matrix of a single spin, consisting of a main term describ-
ing relaxation and dephasing, plus a remainder term which is small in the couplings
homogeneously in time.

e Single spin relaxation. We show that the single-spin relaxation rate is given by

VYrelax = i COth(ﬁw/Q) {)‘Qch (w) + lu’2‘]9€ (w)} )

where w is the spin frequency, A and p are the strengths of the energy exchange collective
and local couplings, respectively, and where J,(w) is the reservoir spectral density. (In
some publications the spectral density of noise is defined as to include the temperature-
dependent factor coth(Sw/2).) Only energy-exchange couplings contribute to this rate,
and the expressions for the contributions of local and collective effects are the same.
e Single spin dephasing. We show that the single-spin dephasing rate is given by

1

Ydeph = E’Yrelax ~+ Yeons + ’Y/’

where “eons 1S a contribution stemming only from the energy conserving local and collec-
tive interactions, determined by the spectral density of the reservoir at zero frequency
(see (3.3)). The contribution v’ encodes the effect on dephasing of a single spin due
to all other spins. It is defined as follows. The time-dependence of the single spin
off-diagonal density matrix elements has a very complicated, not exponentially decay-
ing contribution coming from the collective coupling. The term ' is defined to be the
reciprocal of the time by which that quantity is reduced to half its initial value.!

The explicit expression of 4/ is not simple (see (2.34), (2.32)). For small ratio
r between the strengths of the collective to the local couplings we have 7/ = O(r?)
(independent of the number N of spins). For large collective coupling we have ~' ~
const.Velax, for a constant not depending on N.

e Fvolution of magnetization. We consider the spins in a homogeneous magnetic
field pointing in the z-direction. We show that the z-component of the total magne-
tization vector relaxes to its equilibrium value at the single-spin relaxation rate yejax-
This verifies the correctness of the usual Bloch equation (3.13) for the z-component.
The equation for the transverse total magnetic field is given by a modified Bloch equa-
tion (3.15), with a time-dependent dephasing time (75 = T5(¢)) and a time-dependent
effective magnetic field. For large times, the coefficients in the modified Bloch equation

'For the purely energy-conserving collective coupling model (only 3 # 0), the quantity in question
does not decay but oscillates, and so we associate 7' = 0 to this situation.



approach stationary values and give rise to the usual Bloch equation with renormalized
T5(00) time and renormalized effective magnetic field. We show that

1 1
TQ(OO) = E’Yrelax + Ycons + (N - 1)’7/”’

where 7" > 0 is independent of N. 2 For small ratio r between the strengths of the
collective to the local couplings we have 4" = O(r?). Consequently, if 7 ~ N~1/2 (large
N) then the collective coupling gives a non-vanishing renormalization to the (asymp-
totic) Ty time, while if r ~ N~%/27¢ (any € > 0) or smaller, then no collective effect
is visible in the dephasing. An interesting question is what happens for r ~ N—1/2te
or larger. Then the expression for Ts(c0) suggests that the collective interaction may
decrease the T time drastically for large N. However, this range of interaction pa-
rameters is not accessible by our perturbation theory approach, and more work in this
direction is required. It is important to note here that in order to derive our rigorous
result, Theorem 2.1, we need a strong smallness condition on all coupling constants (see
(2.11)). As explained in Section 5, we expect that our result should hold for collective
coupling constants up to size O(N -1/ 2) and local coupling constants of size O(N?)
(relative to the spin frequency). However, for r = O(N~'/2%¢) we do not think that
usual perturbation theory can be applied, and a different approach should be taken.

We also examine the situation where we have two (or more) species of spins, A and
B, each species coupled homogeneously to local and collective reservoirs (with a single
collective reservoir for both species). We show that the z-component of the magne-
tization of either species relaxes with single-spin relaxation time (associated to that
species). The transverse magnetization dephases following a modified Bloch equation
with time-dependent T5-time and effective magnetic field. For large times, the T5-time
of species A approaches the limiting value

1 1
7\ = 3§ Vrelax,A + “Ycons, A + (NA - 1)’YA + NB’YBa

T27A(OO) 2
where N4 and Np are the number of spins in each class, and 4, yp > 0. For small ratio
74, 7 of the collective and local coupling constants, we have v4 = O(r%), 5 = O(r%).
The total magnetization is the sum of that of species A and B. It is the sum of two
terms decaying (relaxing and dephasing) at different rates, and so we cannot associate
to it a total relaxation time or a total dephasing time.

Remarks on N-dependencies. Let L be the correlation length of a physical envi-
ronment we want to describe. Our model is adequate for a system where N/ pgpins is of
the order of L3 (here, Pspins 15 the spin density). This is so since in our Hamiltonian,
the collective interaction couples all N effective spins to the same bath (see (2.2)). If
we increase N then not all spins should interact collectively with a single reservoir,
but only the amount corresponding to the given correlation length L. A more subtle
Hamiltonian than (2.2) is needed to describe this situation. One may model the finite
correlation length of the collective reservoir heuristically (and not entirely accurately)

2For the purely energy-conserving collective coupling model (only » # 0), we have v = 0, as the
quantity associated to this decay rate does actually not decay, but oscillates.



by taking the collective coupling parameters A(N) and (V) as decreasing functions
of N. In this way, the parameter r in the discussion above behaves as 7 ~ (N)? (N
large, »(N) small) and so a finite renormalization of 4", determined by r ~ N~1/2,
suggests a scaling »#(N) ~ N ~1/4. Note however that if we impose this scaling, then
the collective effects in Yyelax and Ygepn vanish for large N (since »(N) — 0).

Remarks on characteristic times. As one can see from the above expressions for
the single qubit relaxation (Vielax) and decoherence (ygepn) rates there are two kinds
of contributions. Omne comes from interactions of the effective spins with their local
environments (coupling constant p). This part gives the standard expressions for re-
laxation and decoherence rates. For example, in the case of paramagnetic nuclear
systems in liquids the corresponding decay times can be long enough: 1/%elax; 1/Ydeph
of the order of seconds or more, while for superconducting qubits, usually 1/Yrelax,
1/9deph ~ 10ps. The collective interactions (coupling constant A) contribute to the
standard expressions for single spin relaxation and decoherence rates as renormaliza-
tions, with the corresponding spectral densities of noise. In experiments where the
dynamics of collective magnetization is observed, one should expect that the evolution
of the z-component of the magnetization will evolve with a renormalized relaxation
rate, as for single spins. On the other hand, the evolution of the transversal magne-
tization includes (i) single spin dephasing rates renormalized by collective effects (as
discussed above) and (ii) an additional collective term (y") proportional to the number
of spins, N. (If the collective coupling parameters are scaled correctly with N, see
above, then 4" becomes independent of N.)

The presence of collective effects will be seen in experiments on the evolution of
macroscopic magnetization as the renormalizations of the decoherence and relaxation
rates. In the case of superconducting qubits one of the main interests related to 1/f
noise are experiments involving so-called two-level-system environments (TLS). They
model various kinds of defects in superconducting materials [27]. Recently scientists
have started to discuss possibilities of collective effects provided by TLS. The approach
discussed in our paper here indicates possible renormalizations of decoherence and
relaxation rates associated with collective effects of TLS environments.

2 Model, single spin dynamics

We consider N non interacting spins 1/2 coupled to local and collective bosonic heat
reservoirs. The full Hamiltonian is given by

N N
H = —h) w,S:+Y  Hg, +Hg (2.1)
n=1 n=1
N N
+D AnSE® Gelge) + D 505 @ delfe) (2.2)
n=1 n=1
N N
+ D 1S5 © dnlgn) + D S} @ dulfn). (2.3)
n=1 n=1



Below we use dimensionless variables and parameters. To do so, we introduce a
characteristic frequency, wg, typically of the order of spin transition frequency. The
total Hamiltonian, energies of spin states, and temperature are measured in units fwy.
The frequencies of spins, w, > 0, bosonic excitations, w(k) = c|k| (where ¢ is the
speed of light), the wave vectors of bosonic excitations are normalized by wp/c, and all
constants of interactions are measured in units wg. A dimensionless time is defined as

t — (.U()t.
In (2.2), (2.3), wy, > 0 is the frequency of spin n,
1{1 0 101
z __ T _ =
pl[1 0] e #ol[00) »

and S;* denotes the S*% of spin n. Hpg is the Hamiltonian of the bosonic collective
reservoir,

Hg = /RS \k|a* (k)a(k)d®E, (2.5)

and Hg,, is that same Hamiltonian pertaining to the n-th individual reservoir. For a
square-integrable form factor h(k), k € R3, ¢(h) is given by

o(h) = =5 | Ahk)a” (k) + (k) a(k )} d*k. (2.6)

1
V2
The real numbers A, st,, in, vy are coupling constants, measuring the strengths of
the various interactions as follows:

A energy exchange collective coupling
», energy conserving collective coupling
W energy exchange local coupling

v, energy conserving local coupling

We introduce the maximal size of all couplings,
o == mac{ . M. al: ]} (2.7)
The energies of the N uncoupled spins are the eigenvalues of Hg = — Z _1wnS%,

given by —% ZnN:1 wnoy, where o, € {1,—1}. We denote by ¢, = @5, @ -+ ® @4, the
corresponding eigenvector. Bohr energies (energy differences) are thus given by

———an On — Tn)- (2.8)

Assumptions.
(A) We consider the spin frequencies {wy,} to be uncorrelated in the following sense:
If e(g,7) = e(d,7') then o, — 7, = o), — 7}, for all n. (2.9)

In particular, we do not allow any of the w, to be the equal. However, we can
describe a homogeneous magnetic field within the constraint (2.9) by considering



a distribution w, = w + dw,, for some fluctuation dw, having, say, uniform distri-
bution in some interval. Then assumption (A) is satisfied almost surely. In view
of such fluctuations, relation (2.9) is reasonable from a physical point of view, and
its mathematical advantage is that it breaks permutation symmetry and hence
reduces the degeneracies of the energies e.

(B) The smallest gap between different Bohr energies of the non-interacting spin
energies (2.8) is

1 N
A= min an(mn —m.)| ¢ \{0}, (2.10)
j=1

where the minimum is taken over sequences m,, m,, € {—2,0,2}. As our approach
is based on perturbation theory of Bohr energy differences, their displacement
under interaction, which is of size N?a?, should be small relative to A,

N?a? < A. (2.11)

For w,, = w constant, we have A = w. Hence for a homogeneous magnetic field
wpn, = w+ 0wy, with small fluctuation (dwy,)/w << 1, we have A = w+O0((dw)), and
ther.h.s. of (2.11) is independent of N. Condition (2.11) is a serious restriction on
the coupling strength for large systems (big N). Our analysis uses this condition
in several technical estimates of remainder terms, stemming from perturbation
theory (see also [16]). However, it is seen from physical considerations, presented
in Section 5, that the true condition should read agN < w and ay << w, where
a. and ay are the sizes of collective and local coupling constants, and w is the
typical frequency of a spin.

(C) Regularity of form factors: denote by h any of the functions fc, gc, fn,gn in the
Hamiltonian H. Let » > 0, ¥ € S? be the spherical coordinates of R3. Then
h(r,%) = rPe™ ™"/ (), with p = —=1/24+n, n = 0,1,2,... and m = 1,2, and
where h' is any angular function. (Less restrictive requirements on h are necessary
only [16], but they are more technical to describe, so we restrict our attention to
h satisfying this condition. The condition is needed in order to guarantee that
the technical apparatus of ‘spectral deformation’ is applicable. This family of
form factors contains the usual physical ones [8].)

Given e, (2.8), the number
No(e) ={n : o, =7, for any (g,7) with e(g,7) = e} (2.12)

depends on e alone, and the number of different configurations (g, 7) with constant value
(2.8) is 2Mo(€). There are 2V0(¢) elements (i, pgr) of the (reduced) density matrix of
the spins with fixed value (2.8). As shown in [16], these elements evolve in time jointly,
and independently of elements associated with any other value of (2.8). We mention
that this system with N = 2 spins has been considered in [28] for an analysis of 2-qubit
entanglement.



We consider unentangled initial states

where ps; are arbitrary single spin states, and pg;, pr are thermal equilibrium states
of single reservoirs, all at temperature T'=1/3 > 0.
The reduced density matrix pgj ) of spin j is given by
pgj) — Ty —anp of H

the trace being taken over all spins n # j and over all reservoirs.
Let A; be an observable of the j-th spin, and denote its dynamics by

(4;), = Trpgj)Aj,

where the trace is taken over the space of S;. Our goal is to find a representation of
(Aj),. For a square integrable form factor h(k) = h(|k|,¥) (spherical coordinates of
R3), the spectral density of the reservoir associated to h is given by

(@) = m? fs Ih(w, ) [2d5. 3 (2.14)

Decay rates are given by coupling constants squared times Jp,(w) coth(fSw/2) at values
w corresponding to Bohr frequencies of the spin system. Energy-conserving processes

are associated with the Bohr frequency w = 0, and since coth(8w/2) ~ w™! as w ~ 0,
we introduce (@)
Jn(0) = lim 2.15
W) = tim = (215)
Define the quantities
1 e
b, = 1 1 {)\?J (wj) + H?Jgj (wj)} (2.16)
c; = e P (2.17)
Zg; = e Pwi/2 Pl (2.18)
1 A (Jul) + 43 g, (Ju))
X; = — | L= E—— th 2)d 2.1
s | R coth( gl /2) (219)
Y, = {)\ Jge(w)) + 12 Jy, (ws) } coth(Bw;/2) + {%2ch 0) +v2J,(0)}  (2:20)

We represent the density matrix of a single spin as a 2 X 2 matrix according to the
ordered orthonormal basis {¢1 := @y,—11, 92 := po—_1} of C2. With this notation in
place we have the following result.

¥Let Ch(t) = 2[(¢(h)e R (h)e FR) 5 + ("R p(h)e "R p(h)) 5] be the symmetrized correlation
function of a reservoir in thermal equlhbrlum at temperature T' = 1/8, with Hr and ¢(h) given in (2.5)
and (2.6). The Fourier transform Ch f°° e “IC(t)dt, w > 0, is related to the spectral density by

Re C (w) = Jn(w) coth(Bw/2).



Theorem 2.1 (Dynamics of single spin) For any observable A; of spin j, j =
1,...,N, and t > 0, we have

(A7), = Z;} Tre 715 4, (2.21)
+ethilei+1) {[p(()j)]ll - m} ([A4]11 — [4j]22) (2.22)
«+eﬁ“”“+xﬁ+ﬂ3N%(Aht)[pgﬁ21[Ajhz (2.23)
el X5+ (N E) (o8] [Af]1 (2.24)
+O(()é2), (225)

where the remainder term is uniform in t > 0.

The quantity Cj(NN,t) involves the interaction parameters and the initial condition of
all spins other than j,

itz" itz, . 1+ qa; itz .
Cj(N, t) = H { |:et Li — et lvﬂ} A(O&l’j + [p(()l)]n(l — OélJ)) + et LJ }(2.26)

2
14 1+aay;
1. .
le,:] = 5 {lbl(l + Cl) + \/—b%(l + 61)2 + 4al,j[al7j — lbl(l — Cl)]} (2.27)
+
Al T Mg
=1 — = 2.28

In (2.27), the square root is the principal value (cut on the negative real axis), by, ¢; are
given in (2.16), (2.17), and

1 2
Mg = —5%% / ool d®p. (2.29)
R3 ‘P’

Discussion of the factor C;(N,t).

Clearly Cj(N,0) = 1. For vanishing energy-conserving collective coupling of spin j,
»; =0, we have C;(N,t) = 1 for all ¢ > 0. This follows since s; = 0 implies that for all
l: a1 ; =0, z;’rj =iy (1 + ), z,;,=0 and oy ; = —1/¢;, and so (2.26) reduces to 1. This
shows that if spin j does not undergo energy-conserving collective interaction, then it
evolves independently of all other spins. The collective energy-exzchange coupling (\;)
has the same effect as the local energy-exchange coupling (x;) up to order O(a?), see
(2.20).

As soon as the collective energy-conserving couplings are switched on, 3 # 0, the
analysis of C;(IV,t) is difficult. The factors in the product (2.26) decay with rate at
least

v = Iln#l{%zlt, Szt (2.30)

so for a homogeneous system (each factor the same) we have the estimate

IC(N,t)| < Cye "WV=DE with =, (2.31)



Of course, C; does not depend on j anymore. This estimate says that C decays in time
with rate v(N —1), but we have a prefactor depending on N. We have the upper bound
Cy < e(Nfl)C/, for

1+ ca
/
c = ln{2'1+ca2 (a+ [pol11(1 — @)

+ 1} > 0. (2.32)

We know that for ¢ = 0 the true upper bound on |C(N,t)| corresponds to Cy = 1, but
this does not mean at all that |C(N,t)| < e "(V=1! The estimate (see (2.30), (2.31))

IC(N, )| < eVt (2.33)

shows that |C| decays to 1/2 (half of its initial value) no later than at time 7~ [42Z +¢.
We thus call

-1
V=7 [N 1t Cl] (7'~ 7/ for large N) (2.34)

the decay rate of |C(N,t)|. Let us examine this decay rate in the two cases where
B |a;| 2
- b A2 4 2

(2.35)

is either very small or very close to one, and where we have homogeneous coupling
constants (independent of [). (2.35) very small corresponds to the situation where the
collective interactions (s ~ A) are much smaller than the local ones (u ~ v). The
situation where (2.35) is unity describes very large collective coupling relative to the
local ones.

For small collective coupling, r =~ 0, we obtain 7' ~ const.rb(1 + ¢) = const.rVrelax,
where const. does not depend on N. In the limit » — 0 we get v/ = 0, which is the
correct behaviour as we have seen above (C = 1 in this setting, no decay).

For large collective coupling, r ~ 1, we obtain v/ ~ const.b, where const. does not
depend on N and b is given in (2.16).

Comparison to exactly solvable model.

If the spins interact with the reservoirs only through energy conserving channels, then
An = pp = 0 in (2.2), (2.3). This model is ezxactly solvable. By proceeding as in [16]
(“Resonance theory of decoherence and thermalization”, proof of Proposition 7.4), one
finds the following exact formula for the evolution of the reduced density matrix element
of a single spin. For simplicity of notation, we take all s, to be constant s, (collective)
and all v, constant v, (local). We also take all local form factors equal (fy) and all
collective ones too (f.). Then we find

N
o1 = [ a1 o7t IO S T [ gy e 50, (2.36)
ok k#j LI#£]

The sum is over o, = +1/2, k =1,...,N, k # j, where 0; = 1/2 corresponds to the
energy eigenstate o1 = [1 0]7 of S% (see (2.4)). The decoherence functions and Lamb

10



shift are given by

sin?
L(t) = /|f 2 coth(3 |k|/2)%d3k (2.37)
st = 3 [ P, (2.39)

Of course, the populations are time-independent in this model, [pg )] u for all

t > 0,1 =1,2. The time-dependence in the exponentials in (2.36) becomes linear for
large times, ['(t) — ¢J(0)/23 and 525(t) — ta as t — oo, where J(0) and a are given
in (2.15) and (2.29) with 34 replaced by s (see [16]).

It is not hard to see that upon the replacements I'(t) — ¢.J(0) and 525(t) — ta the
exact formula (2.36) coincides precisely with expression (2.21)-(2.24) for A s.t. [A]11 =
[Al22 = [Alo1 = 0, [A]i2 = 1 (so that (A); = [p¢]21). The factor C;(N,t) = C(N,1t) is
thus identified with the sum of the product in (2.36). If all spins are initially in the
same state, characterized by the population probability 0 < p < 1 for the state with
o =1/2, we obtain

=p (j)]

C(N,t) = [pefiat +(1- p)eiat]Nf1 , with @ given in (2.29).
Clearly |C(N,t)| < 1 for all times and all N. Also, for all n € Z, we have |C(N,nra™1)| =
1 and [C(N, (n+ 3)ma™t)| = |1 — 2p|N~! &~ 0 for N large and p # 0,1. Therefore the
factor C(IV, t) oscillates in size between zero and one, with frequency |a|/7 proportional
to the square of the energy-conserving collective coupling s2.

3 Evolution of single spins and of magnetization

3.1 Single spin relaxation and dephasing times

The term on the r.h.s. of (2.21) is the equilibrium average at temperature T = 1/.
From (2.22) we obtain the relaxation rate of spin j, namely Yrelax,; = b;(c; +1). The
single spin relaxation rate is

1
Vrelax,j = 1/Trelax,j = Z COth(ﬁwj/Q) {)‘?ch (wj) + M?Jgj (wj)} . (31)

The single-spin relaxation time depends on the local () and collective ()\;) couplings
in the same manner: In the relaxation process, the collective reservoir acts as a local
TESETVOLT.

Next we consider the dephasing time determined by (2.23), (2.24). There are two
contributions to the time decay. One comes from spin j itself and is given by Y}, the
other one comes from all other spins than j and is given by C;. One sees from (2.27)
that %zli] > 0, and that min{%zlfj, Sz ;1 =0« a,;b = 0. It follows that if the energy
conserving collective couplings and at least one of the energy-exchange couplings (local
or collective) do not vanish (so that a; ;jb; # 0), then we have (2.33) with v > 0. The
single-spin dephasing rate is thus Y; 4+~ which we can write as

1
“Ydeph,j = EVrelaX,j + “Ycons,j + 7/7 (32)

11



where

1 ~ ~
Ycons,j = ﬁ{%?‘]fc (0) + VJZ‘]fj (0)} (33)

is a contribution coming purely from the energy-conserving interactions, in which the
local and collective couplings play the same role. The last term in expression (3.2) is
due to the presence of the N — 1 spins other than the considered one. As we have seen
after (2.35), if the collective coupling is small (r ~ 0), then 7' ~ TYelax << Vrelax and
hence the last term in (3.2) is negligible. If the collective coupling is large (r = 1), then
’Yl ~ b~ Vrelax,j-

Conclusions. e The single-spin relaxation rate is the sum of two contributions
from the local and the collective energy-exchange interactions (3.1). The collective
term has the same form as the local term, and the presence of all other spins does not
influence the single spin relaxation rate.

e The single-spin dephasing rate has three contributions (3.2). One is half the
relaxation rate (exchange interactions), one comes from energy conserving interactions
(local and collective), and a third term which is due to the presence of all other spins.
That last term (7') is negligible for small collective coupling, and renormalizes the
dephasing rate for strong collective couplings by an amount independent of the number
of spins.

3.2 Evolution of magnetization

Let
SZ‘
S=1 SY
SZ
N

be the total magnetization vector, where S*¥* = ijl

introduce the complex (non-hermitian) observable

Sf’y’z. It is convenient to

S; =87 —isY.

We use Theorem 2.1 with A4; = S;”’y’z to obtain

z 1 —t/T ; —t/ ; z
<S] >t _ 5 tanh(ﬂw]/Q)[l —e t/ relax,]] +e t/ relax, j <S] >0 =+ O(O[Q), (34)
(S7) = @t XA (N 1)(S7 )0 + O(a?). (3.5)

Purely local coupling. In the absence of collective coupling (A, = 0 = 3¢,), the
above equations simplify to

1
(S7), = 5 tanh(Buw;/2)[L — e /M) 4 ot/ eloxs (57) 4+ 0(a?), (3.6)
(S7)e = eit(*wj+Xj+iY}')<S],_>0+O(a2)_ (3.7)

where Tyelax,j is given by 1/Vrelax,j, see (3.1) with A\; = 0. Also, X, Y} are given in (2.19),
(2.20) with A\j = p; = 0. The factor C;(V,t) equals 1 (as discussed after (2.29)).
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3.2.1 Homogeneous magnetic field

In this section we derive the evolution of the magnetization vector in a homogeneous
magnetic field, characterized by w; = w + dw; with dw; — 0 (see also assumption (B)
after (2.11)). This is the description of an elementary volume of many spins sitting in
a magnetic field with gradient much smaller than the size of the elementary volume.

We consider all spins initially in the same state. We take all local couplings to be
the same, i.e., gj = g¢ and all collective couplings to be the same, f; = f., and all
coupling constants independent of j. In this limit, we have in formulas (3.4), (3.5)

wi=w, X;j=X, Y;=Y,

where Tyelax, X, Y are given in (3.1), (2.19), (2.20), with wj, f;,¢; and all coupling
constants replaced by their constant values, in particular,

1
Vrelax = 1/Trelax = 1 COth(ﬁw/2) {)\2ch (w) + 'u,2jge ((.U)} . (38)
Furthermore, we have C;(N,t) = C(N,t), with (see (2.26))

C(N,t) = D)V (3.9)

. 11 o
D) = [~ | E S ok [lu( - @)+ (310)

We sum equations (3.4) and (3.5) over j to obtain (dropping the O(a?) terms)

= N tanh(Eo/lt et g o (5, @)
<Si>t _ eit(warXJriY)[D(t)]N71<Sf>O. (312)

It is clear that (3.11) is the integrated version of the Bloch equation

d 1 N

— (9%, = — S%)y — —tanh 2 3.13

5 (5 = ———[(5), = 5 tanh(Aw/2) (3.13
corresponding to the homogeneous magnetic field B = B.e, = —we,, with relaxation

time
Th = Trelax = 1 / Vrelax s

see (3.8). The Bloch equation for the transverse magnetization would read

d 1

— (ST =—=—=(S" iB,(S7)¢. 3.14

ST = — (57 + B (314)
However the true evolution, (3.12), is not of this form. By differentiating (3.12) we

obtain
d

(87 = —T(O(S ) +iBE(S s, (3.15)
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with

1 d
F(t) = §’Yrelax + Yeons — (N — 1) Rea In D(t), (3.16)
d
B(t) = —w+X+(IN-1) Ima InD(t), (3.17)

where v,elax 18 the single-spin relaxation rate (3.1) and 7eons is the single-spin dephasing
rate due to the energy-conserving interactions (3.3).
Comparing (3.15) with (3.14) leads us to the identification of a time-dependent
dephasing time Ty = 1/T'(t) and a time-dependent effective magnetic field B, = B(t).
The deviation of the true equation of evolution from the Bloch equation is given by
the terms d/d¢ InD(t) in (3.16), (3.17). We now estimate the size of this term for weak
collective coupling, where 7 is small, see (2.35). It is not hard to see that
D(t)

< C|r|, lim ——2 =iz~ = ibr tanh(Bw/2) + O(r?), (3.18)

D)
(0 =2 D(t)

D(t

for a constant C' independent of ¢ (and N).

Conclusions. The Bloch equation for the total magnetization (homogeneous
magnetic field) holds with relaxation time 7} given by the single-spin relaxation rate
(3.1) (no influence of the other spins). The total magnetization dephases with a time-
dependent Ty-time, Tb = Th(t). We have 1/T5(t) = 3yrelax +Yeons + (N —1)Re In D(t),
see also (3.1), (3.3). The time-dependent part %ln D(t) stems from the collective
interaction. For weak collective interaction, 7 small (see (2.35)), we have |4 InD(t)| <
C|r| (all times).

The term (N — 1)Re$D(t) in (3.16) is O(N7?) for large times, see (3.18). If r is
of the order 1/v/N then this is of order one, and the collective interaction gives time-
dependent modification of the dephasing time 7> with an asymptotically renormalized
value

1/Ts(00) = %’Yrelax + Yeons + (N — 1)Imz", Imz~ = O(r?).

If 7 is smaller, of the order N~!/27¢ (any € > 0) then the collective interaction has no
effect in (3.16), (3.17) and the Bloch equation for transversal relaxation holds with T
the single-spin dephasing time [Yrelax/2 + Yeons] ' For larger collective interaction we
may get large corrections to the Bloch equation, since the last terms in (3.16), (3.17)
may become large (big V). This regime does not enter the present perturbative setup,
and more work on this issue is needed.

Note that in any event, since Imz~ > 0, the collective interactions can only accel-
erate the dephasing process.

3.2.2 Multi-species inhomogeneity

Consider the situation where N spins are grouped into two (or more) classes A and
B. We describe the situation where within each class, the spins are homogeneous. We

14



have two magnetic fields wy4, wp, two sets of coupling constants (A4, Ap etc), two sets
of form factors (gc A, ge,B, 9a, 9B etc). Let Ny and Np be the relative sizes,

Njs+ Np = N.
If spin j belongs to class A, then (2.26) becomes
Ci(N.t) = [Da®) ™ [Dp()]"" (3.19)
with Dy (t), Dp(t) given as in (3.10) for species A, B. Let
Si= Y8
j inclass A

and, correspondingly, for the three components of this vector. We sum (3.4) and (3.5)
over all indices of spins belonging to class A to obtain
N
(S3)e = 5+ tanh(Buwa/2)[1 — e M) 4ot a(S5) + O(a®) (3.20)
(Sp)e = At XD, ()] YA D (6] (S7)0 + O(a?). (3.21)

Hence class A relaxes with single-spin relaxation time Tielax, 4 according to the usual
Bloch equation (3.18). For the transverse magnetization we obtain again a modified
Bloch equation with time-dependent relaxation time and effective magnetic field,

d, _ . _
3 St = —Ta@®) (S +1Ba(t)(S3)e + 0(a?), (3.22)
with
1 d d
La(t) = Selnca +Yeons.a = (Na = 1)Re- InDy(t) = Ny Re InDp(t) (3.23)
d d
BA(t) = —wa+Xy+ (NA — 1) Ima IHDA(t) + NBIma'DB(t). (3.24)

As in the previous paragraph, we see that for weak collective coupling and large times,
I'4(t) converges to %'yrelaX,A + Yeons, A + (Na — 1)Imzy + Nplmzy, and Ba(t) converges
to —wa + X4 + (Na — 1)Imz),. We thus obtain the (asymptotic) dephasing rate for
species A,

1 _ _
’Ydeph,A(oo) = §’Yrelax,A + Yeons,A + (NA - 1)ImZA + NBImZB- 4 (3-25)

1A straightforward generalization to s species Ay, ..., As with sizes Na, +---+ Na, = N gives the
transverse relaxation (i.e., dephasing) rates

1
Ydeph,4; (00) = 5 Vrelax, A, + Yoons, a; + (Na; — 1)Imza; + E Na Imza,,
k#j

for j =1,...,s. We conclude that the relaxation rate of each species is a single-spin relaxation rate,
while the dephasing contains collective effects. In particular, the dephasing rate of class A; depends
on all other classes.
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Recall again that for small collective interaction, Imz} 5 = O(rj B)s (2.35).

Conclusions. The z-component of the total magnetization of each species A
and B evolves according to the Bloch equation (3.13) with single-spin relaxation rates
Vrelax, A and Vrelax, B (3~1)-

The transverse total magnetization of species A evolves according to a modified
Bloch equation (3.22) (similarly for B). The dephasing time becomes time-dependent
(3.23), and takes the value T A(00) = 1/7deph,a(00), (3.25) for large times and small
collective coupling.

The total magnetization is the sum of that of species A and B, (S); = (Sa)¢ +
(SB)t- The z-component relaxes as a sum of two exponentially decaying quantities
with different rates (corresponding to A and B). Therefore we cannot associate to it a
total a single decay rate.

The total transverse magnetization is the sum of that of species A and B. Each
contribution evolves according to the modified Bloch equation. For large times, the
dephasing time approaches a renormalized constant value. Being again a sum of two
terms decaying at different rates, the total transverse magnetization does not have a
single decay rate.

4 Proof of Theorem 2.1

We set j = 1 in this proof (the case of general j is obtained merely by a change in
notation). To alleviate notation, we will not keep the index j = 1 in the expressions
in this Section. For example, we simply write zli instead of le,E1 (see (2.27)), a; instead
of a1 (see (2.29)), and so forth. In this section, we present technical details only to a
degree necessary for the proof of Theorem 2.1. More background and detail is found
in Appendix A.

Following the method developed in [16], the dynamics of A; is represented as

(A1), = <¢07 By BNeitK/th & QE> . (4.1)

The scalar product on the r.h.s. is that of the GNS Hilbert space, see (A.6) (“doubled
space”). Here, Qg = Qg, ® - ®@Qgy, U = Qr, @ - @ Qr, ® Qg and Qg, is the trace
state of spin k, (Qg,, (A ® 1), ) = %([A]H + [A]22) given explicitly by

Qg, = %(9011 + 22), (4.2)
where ¢;; = ¢; ® ¢;, and (recall the convention after (2.20)) ¢1 = @o—qt1, Y2 =
¢o—=—1. The link between the initial density matrices pg in (2.13) and the corresponding
representing vector ¢s € C2 ® C? is provided by the GNS construction: Tr(pgA) =
(s, (A® D)ips) (see e.g. [31]).

The vectors (g, are reservoir equilibrium states at temperature T = 1/8 (see
Appendix A).

The vector 1y in (4.1) is the initial state of the entire system, it is of the form
Yo = Vs ® -+ Psy ® Qp, where g, represents the initial state of spin k (see also
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(2.13)). The By, are unique operators (in the commutant of the algebra of observables
of spin k) satisfying
s, = Bils, . (4.3)

The existence of such unique By, is a property of (2, called “cyclicity” [31].
The operator K is the Liouville operator acting on all spins and all reservoirs,
satisfying
KQz2Q5=0. (4.4)

Its explicit form is rather involved, see Appendix A and [16]. For the purposes in this
section, it suffices to know the representation

1tKP Zeltae Q(s +O(a e 'yt) (4.5)

where Pz = [Q3)(Q 3| projects out all degrees of freedom of the reservoirs. The sum
runs over all e of the form (2.8), i.e., eigenvalues of the operator

Ls=Hz®1lg—13® Hg (4.6)
acting on C2VN ®@C?" (which are also the eigenvalues of K with o = 0). Here, we have set
Hg=— SN wnSZ. For each e fixed, s indexes its splitting into e 1< < mult( )

as an eigenvalue of K, under the perturbation (2.2) plus (2.3).°> We have el 7é el

unless s = s’. The QS’ are the (not orthogonal) spectral projections of K, and v > 0

satisfies 0 < %a&” < 27y < T (temperature).

We now describe the perturbation expansion in « of ef) and Q£S>. Due to As-
sumption (2.9) the eigenspace of Lg associated to an eigenvalue e is obtained as fol-
lows. Associated to e are unique indices 1 < j1 < j2 < -+ < Jnye) S N (recall
(2.12)) satisfying o; = 7; & j € {j1,...,Jny(e)} for any (g,7) with e(g,7) = e. Let

0= (01,---,0ny(e)) € {—1,+1}™() and define vectors in C? by

& o= &= [ alji } (4.7)
§ = = T e | -

according to whether p; = 1. Here, ¢; is given in (2.17), cuji is given in (2.28) with
aj, bj, 2 from (2.29), (2.16) and (2.27).
Given e, g, set

(@ ONg (e
N = Yoy @@ ®---®£j§°( ; ® - ® Yoy (4.9)
ﬁé@) — 900'1,7'1 R ® ?11 L ® é.QNo 6) - ® Pon.mas (410)

5To be more precise, one has to use a ‘spectral deformation’ of the operator K in this argument,
see also Appendix A and [16], but the deformation does not influence the physical results.
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where at locations ji, we replace ¢4, - by £ (or §~ ) with the appropriate value of g.
Let h be a form factor. We define

w) = /S I DPAS,  and i (h) = Tim () (4.11)

u—04

Let {h,} and {a,} be form factors and coupling constants, respectively. For an eigen-
value e as in (2.8), set

X (87 = —1 0420' UQMCO u u
onhfid) = =5 3 cin [ w2t comqpul/an (112
vellank () = = Y al(wa)? Gu, (wa) coth(Bwn/2), (4.13)
{non#fn}
o= 55 2 i) (4.14)
{nion7mn}
yg = @'YJr(fc)[eO(e)]Q’ (4'15)
cole) = > smlon—Ta) (4.16)
{n:ion#7n}

Note that the indices over which the sums are taken are the same for any pair of spin
configurations (g, 7) with e(g,7) = e. Furthermore, we define

Xe = we({An} gc) + xe({pints {gn})s (4.17)
Y. = yg"'yé +ye({)‘n}agc) +ye({un}’{gn})' (4'18)

Then we have:

Proposition 4.1 Suppose that the numbers e+ 5£g)’ where

(@) s
62 = X, +1Y+Z 28, (4.19)

are distinct for all e and all 9. Here, Zjik —zjik(e) is given by the r.h.s. of (2.27),

with | = ji, and a;; replaced by —3sqeo(e) [gs | fo(p)|?/|p|d3p (see (2.29)). Then, for
nonzero, small «, the eigenvalues of (the spectrally deformed) K are all simple and

have the expansion

(g)

Ee —€+5§g)

+0(a*) (4.20)
with corresponding eigenprojection
( (@), ,~(2)
= ") (71| + O(a”). (4.21)

We give a proof of the proposition in Section 4.1. Combining the result of the Propo-
sition with (4.1) and (4.5) gives

A=Y Y (v sy Bue Bu(n) A0 40 + 0(e),

€ gE{:I:l}NO (e)
(4.22)
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with a remainder term uniformly bounded in ¢ > 0. Since ﬁég) belongs to the range of
the spectral projection P(Lg = e), and since

A1Qg = P(Lg, = -~ = Ls, = 0)A1Qg, (4.23)

only the terms e € spec(Ly) = {—w1,0,0,w;} in the sum in (4.22) contribute.
Let us first consider e = —w;. We have Ny(w1) = N — 1,

(@) ~(0) Py Y.
N = P1-REL® @Y and T, =¢p1- Q2@ LY. (4.24)

The term with e = —w; in (4.22) equals

e HY oy + 350, 277 +0(ah)] (4.25)
02,--,oNE{£1}
N
. N
x[p(() )]21[/11]12 H <¢SjaijjQ]> <ffJaQSj> (4.26)
j=2
= et Xt 0o (N 1) [p{V |1 [A s, (4.27)

where we set
Ci(N,t) = ﬁ [eit%* (vs, Bif ) (&0, ) + "7 (s, Bi&; ) (& Qsj>] . (4.28)
j=2

Let us analyze the factors of this product. Using (4.7) and (4.8) we have (omitting the
index j)

(s, BE?) (€% s ) (4:29)
= ﬁl[ag]z (s, B(p11 + alp22)) <9011 + c[a®] a2, 271/2(8011 + 8022)>
= 1117[65;]2 <¢873271/2(<P11 + 049@22)>
14 ca? 0
= Tt cae (s, B{|p1){p1] ® 1+ a®|pa){p2| ® 1}s) (4.30)
o
= T (ol + ool (4.31)

In the last step, we use that B commutes with |¢;)(¢;| ® 1, and that BQg = 1g. Next
we note the relation oﬁa:: —1/¢, which can be derived readily, for instance from the
fact that [€T)(ET| + [€7)(¢7| = 1. A short calculation then shows that

1+ ca™t 1+ ca™

TR T T Txeta )

so that the factor in the product (4.28) becomes
[polur {7 ¢+ ¢ (1= Q)b+ (1= [polun) {e" 0¥ ¢+ a"(1- 0}
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Next, collecting the terms proportional to [pgl11 and using
(1—a ) 1-¢)=—(1-a*)¢ and a*¢=1—a"(1-0),

we obtain formula (2.26).
One can transfer the error term down from the exponent: with D = O(a*) we have

- - - tD)"
e MIHD _o=tV1 — o=tV SN ( n,) and hence

|eftY1+tD o eftY1| < eftYl [et|D| - 1] < eftY1t|D|et|D| (432)

(mean value theorem). Now for |D| < Ca* and Y7 > ca? > 0, the r.h.s. can be
bounded from above as follows: let € > 0, then for a? < ce/C, an upper bound is

2
4 2e(1— —ta2e(1— _ Ca —ta2e(1—
C’ta4e taZc(l—e) SCO&26 ta® c(1—2e¢) sup ze xCe _ ot c(1 25).
x>0 ece

This gives that if Y; > ca? > 0, then for all € > 0 and « small enough,
eftY1+O(a4) — ™M + O(OZQeftcaQ(lfe)). (433)

The remainder depends on e. Taking ¢ = 1/2 and a < ¢/(2C), we get
eft[Y1+O(a4)} _ eftY1 + O(OgQ) (4'34)

(uniformly in ¢ > 0). This gives the contribution (2.23).

Similarly to (4.27), one shows that the term in (4.22) with e = w; equals (2.24). To
derive this, one checks that under the change e — —e, the exponent in (4.27) undergoes
a complex conjugation and a sign change, and C; turns into its complex conjugate.

Next we consider e = 0 in (4.22). We have No(0) = N and obtain two contributions:

one associated with g9 = 0, 79 = Qg (see (4.4)), o = e e gj\r, and another
(_lela"')

contribution with &, and
~1,1,1,... _ ~(—1,1,1,... ~ = =

It is easily seen that these two contributions are (2.21) and (2.22). This completes the
proof of Theorem 2.1 |

4.1 Level shift operators and proof of Proposition 4.1

The total Liouville operator has the form
K=Lo+W, (4.36)

where Lo = Lg+ L is the free (non interacting) Liouville operator, and W contains all

interactions and is of O(a?) (in the notation of Appendix A, W =W — JAY2W JAL/2,
where we do not display the spectral deformation parameter w here; for more detail,
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see Appendix A and also [16], Resonance theory of decoherence and thermalization).
To every eigenvalue e of Ly we associate the level shift operator

Ae = —P.WP, (Ly— e +i04) " "P,WP., (4.37)

where P, is the spectral projection of Ly onto the eigenvalue e and P, = 1 — P,. The
eigenvalues of A, are the second order (in «) corrections to the eigenvalues of K under

the analytic (in «) perturbation W of Ly, see also Section 5 of [16], Resonance theory of

decoherence and thermalization. Moreover, if eig) = e—i—éég) +0(a*) are the eigenvalues

bifurcating out of e for o # 0 then the corresponding eigenprojections of K, to lowest

order in «, are given by ]nég)ﬂﬁég)\, where

A = syl (4.38)
aa = TR (4:39)

and <n§g), ?]ég)> = 1. For more information on these facts, we refer to Section 6 of [16],

Resonance theory of decoherence and thermalization. We are assuming here that all

energies 65(3@ are different, so that the corresponding eigenspaces are one-dimensional.
This is generically true in applications, but it is not necessary for our strategy to work,
see e.g. Appendix A of [16], Dynamics of collective decoherence and thermalization.

Below, we give the explicit form of the level shift operators associated with all
eigenvalues e (given by (2.8)). Each level shift operators splits into a sum

Ao = AT 4 Aloc (4.40)

of two operators associated with the local and the collective interactions. We find the
spectrum and eigenvalues of the level shift operators. In view of the explanations given
at the beginning of this section, this gives a proof of Proposition 4.1.

4.1.1 Collective level shift operator

Let e be an eigenvalue (2.8) and define

2
Ty = i%neo(e) /]R3 7|fc|(]§)| 3k (4.41)

Proposition 4.2 (Collective LSO) The collective level shift operator associated to
e is given by

AZOH = ze({An}, 9e) +ilye +ve({ M} g0)] + Z coll (4.42)
{n:on=mn}

where M, acts on span{yi4,p__} (doubled Hilbert space of n-th spin) as

Gy (wn 1 -1 1 0
(w”)Qeﬂi%i [ e ] o [ o0 ] (4.43)

A proof of this proposition is obtained along the lines of Proposition 3.7 of [16] (Dy-
namics of collective decoherence and thermalization).
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4.1.2 Local level shift operator
Proposition 4.3 (Local LSO) The local level shift operator associated to e is given

by
AleoC = ze({pn}: {gn}) +ilye + ye({un}, {9n})] + Z M., (4.44)
{n:on=mn}
where M}, acts on span{yp,,p__} (doubled Hilbert space of n-th spin) as
n _z 2 2 ggn(wn) 1 -1
M. = 14Mn(wn) Bon —1 | —efon oBwn |- (4.45)

A proof of this proposition is obtained along the lines of Proposition 5.1 of [16] (Reso-
nance theory of decoherence and thermalization).

Remarks. (1) The contributions to local and collective level shift operators coming
from the energy-exchange interactions are of the same form.

(2) In the present work we consider as a reference state for each spin the trace state
(4.2). In [16] (Resonance theory of decoherence and thermalization, Proposition 5.1)
the level shift operators have been calculated for the spin-reference state equalling the
Gibbs state at temperature 8. The formulas obtained with the latter reference state
become the ones for the current reference state upon replacing e*?#s by 1 (for =0
the Gibbs state is the trace state).

4.1.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1

The explicit forms of A" and Al°° given in Propositions 4.2 and 4.3, and relation
(4.40) yield

Ae=Xo+iVet 3 {ibn[fnl _f"]rn[é _01]} (4.46)

{nion=mn}

The results (4.20), (4.19) and (4.9) for the eigenvalues and eigenvectors follow, and
similarly for its adjoint.
Note that for e = 0 we have eg(e) = 0, and the level shift operator becomes

N
Ao=1) by [ f”l _16” ] . (4.47)
n=1
It follows that 27 = 0 and 2, = ib, (¢, + 1), with

11 N Cn ~ V2 1 ~ 1 1
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5 Validity of perturbation expansion

The Heisenberg equations of motion corresponding to (2.1)-(2.3) are

Spo= —ilSh, H] = AS) ® 6e(ge) + i S, @ én(gn) (5.1)
Si = wnSY = 388 ® de(fe) = vnSY © Pu(fn) (5.2)
S = —wnSh = AS; ® delge) + Sy @ do(fo) — vnS ® Sulgn)  (5:3)
+un Sy @ bn(fn)- (5.4)
For the local and collective annihilation operators a, (k) and a.(k) we have
1 1
ian(k) = lan(k), H] = |k|an(k) + ﬁungn(/ﬂ)sﬁ + %ann(k)si (5.5)
N 1 N
iac(k) = [klac(k) + Ange(k Z Sy + —=n fe(k) Z Sy (5.6)
n=1 \/5 n=1
The latter two equations can be integrated,
an(k,t) = e Hlay(k,0)
1 ¢ —i -7 x z
_7 € Ikl =) {:U'ngn(k)sn(T) + ann(k)sn(T)} dr (5'7)
2 Jo

ac(k,t) = e Fltg (K, 0)
N
—% " milkic- T){)\ ge(k ZSQB ) + 3t fol );s;(f)}dr (5.8)

Remembering that ¢(h) = % Jgs{h(k)a* (k) + h(k)a(k)}d*k we insert (5.7), (5.8) into
(5.2) to obtain

Sut) = waSH(t) = s SY(E)B(eM fo)

+= %nSy /R3/ ~ilkl(t=7) { nge(k ZSQB )+ s fe(k ZSZ }d7d3

+h.c.

y —i|k|(t—T) (- v Z( T 3
#3800 [ [ MO0 g (RS + v (RS0}
+h.c. (5.9)

Let us denote by h?(k) any of the products of functions of k occuring in the above
integrals (e.g. h2( ) = fe(k)gc(k) etc). Let us analyze the k-integrals in the last
expression for $%. The product of form factors behaves like h2(k) = |k[P1HP2e~IkI/ko,
where p; = —1/24+n;, nj =0,1,2,... (see Assumption (C)). So

(—i)1+”1+”2

/ ei|k\7h2(k)d3k - /OO T1+n1+ngeirrefr/k0dr — 871_+n1+n2 i ,
R3 0 1/ro + it
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which decays at least as ﬁ (worst case n; = ng = 0). Together with the boundedness
|SnY#(7)] < 1/2 this implies that the integrals over 7 and k in (5.9) are bounded
homogeneously in t > 0, leading to

SE() = waSY(t) — 360 SY(H)D(€F £o) + 36,0 (AuN + 56, N) + v O, + 1).

For the validity of perturbation theory homogeneously in t > 0, we should impose
%TQLN , 2 An N << wy, and 1/72” Uplln, << wyp. Denoting by a. and ay the size of collective
and local coupling parameters, we thus need o’?N << w, ap << w, where w is the
(typical) Bohr frequency of the single spin.

A The operator K

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide some detail on explicit formulas of the
operators K. For more detail, we refer to [16].

Given a form factor g = g(k) € L?(R?,d%k), smoothed-out creation and annihilation
operators are defined by a*(g) = [gs g(k)a*(k)d®k, a(g) = [gs 9(k)a(k)d®k, and the
field operator is given by (2.6).

Description of a single reservoir. The so-called Araki-Woods representation
gives the Hilbert space (GNS) representation of the infinitely extended Bose gas in
thermal equilibrium [29,30].5 The Hilbert space is given by the bosonic Fock space
over the one-particle space L?(R x S2,du x dX),

F =F(LA(R x S, du x d¥)), (A1)

where d¥ is the uniform measure on S? and du is the Lebesgue measure on R. The
thermal annihilation operators are

ag(f) = a(\/1 + ps(w)x+(wuf(u,0)) — a*(/ ps(—u)x-(wuf(-u,0)),  (A2)

where pg(u) = (e —1)~1 and x4 are the indicator functions of Ry The aj(f) are
obtained by taking the adjoint on the r.h.s. of (A.2). It is easy to see that the CCR
are satisfied. The thermal field operator is

os(f) = %(aé(f) +ag(f)) = %(a*(fﬁ) +a(fp)) =: ¢(fp), (A.3)
for f € L?(R?), where f3 is defined by
b= [ Wt {00 20

(spherical coordinates on the r.h.s.) Note that ¢ in the r.h.s. of (A.3) is the field
operator in F. The equilibrium state is represented by the vacuum vector of F, Qr = Q.
For a one-body operator O acting on wave functions of the variables (u, o), we write

In this paper, we directly work in a spatially unitarily equivalent representation of the original
representation, see [16] for details.
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dl'(0) = [z g2 a*(u,0)Oa(u, o) dudo for the second quantization of O. The dynamics
of the field is generated by
L =dl'(u), (A.5)

the second quantization of the operator of multiplication by u. We have LrQr = 0, and
for z € C, e*Lrgg(fle *lr = 2*1/2[ gle™f) +a ( 2 f)], which gives the dynamics
for z =it.

Description of the entire system. The total (GNS) Hilbert space of N spins
1/2 with all local and collective reservoirs (c.f. (2.1)-(2.3)) is given by

Hiot = (C?RCHR - @ (C°RCHRQFI @ Q@ Fn @ Fe, (A.6)

where each C2 ® C? is the Hilbert space of a single spin (in the GNS representation)
and where F;, F. are copies of F, (A.1), representing the j-th local and the collective
reservoirs, respectively.

The total Liouville operator L acts on Hiot and is given by L = Lg + W, where
Lo = Lg+ L with Lg defined in (4.6) and Lz = -3 dT'y(u) +dTc(u). Here, dT',(u)
acts on F associated to the local reservoir n (and similarly for the collective reservoir).
According to (2.2)-(2.3), the interaction operator W is the sum

Z)\ S @ 1@ de((9c)s +Z%nSZ®11®¢C((fc) ) (A7)

n= 1N n=1

+ 1Sy © 1@ da((9n)s +Zl/nsz®]1®¢n((fn) ) (A8)
n=1 n=1

In the above sums, 1 stands for the identity operator on the second factor of C? ® C?
associated to spin n, (g.)s is as in (A.4). Of course, ¢, is the field operator acting
on the space F associated to the n-th local reservoir (and similarly for the collective
reservoir).

In the spirit of spectral deformation methods (“complex scaling”), we introduce the
deformation group (in w) U(w), acting as e~ wdl'(9u) on each reservoir Hilbert space F.
The spectrally deformed Liouville operator is

L(w) =U()LU(w) ™" = Lo+ w(N1 + -~ Ny + Ne) + W (w), (A.9)

where N; = dI';(1) is the number operator in F of reservoir j, and where W(w) =
U()WU (w) !
Definition of the operator K. Define the following operators acting on Hiot

J = Js @ ®@Jsy @Jr, ® - @ Jry ® JR. (A.10)
A = Iz@e .. @e iy e flne (A.11)
where JSj¢l & ¢T‘ = C¢T 2 C¢la JRjT,Z)n(Ul, O1s--- aun’o-n) = En(_ula Oly---5 —Un, Un)a

and where the action of the antilinear operator C is to take the complex conjugate
of vector coordinates in the energy basis (associated to S?) and ,, is the complex
conjugate of ¢, € F. The operator K is defined as

K = L(w) — U(w)JAYV2W JAY2U (w) ™1
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We now give the explicit contribution to K coming from the first sum in (A.7). It is
then clear how to obtain the other ones. We have Jra™ (f(u,0))Jr = a¥ (f(~u,0)).
One obtains

JAY2ST 21 ® ¢e((g0)5) JAY? =10 2 @ % [a:((gc)ﬁ) + a (e*ﬁu(gc)ﬁ)] . (A12)
The spectral deformation of the last expression is obtained as follows. For w € R
we have U(w)a” (f)U(w)™' = a#(f(- + w)), where f(- + w) is the shifted function
(u,0) — f(u+ w,o). In order to obtain an analytic extension to complex w, we need
to take the complex conjugate of w in the argument of the annihilation operator (since
the latter is anti-linear in its argument). We thus arrive at the following contribution
of the general term in the first sum of (A.7) to K:

1655 ® = (a2 ()5 +)) +acle P (go)a- + @) (A.13)
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