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We investigate the absorbing state phase transition in a purely dissipative quantum reaction-
diffusion model where the absorbing state itself has long range phase coherence. The model may also
be viewed as a dissipative quantum state preparation procedure for the (generalized) W-state with
errors. The ‘error’ Lindblad jump operators preserve the W-state as a dark state, but nonetheless
act to decohere the system and induce the phase transition. We find cases where the preparation
protocol is either fragile or robust against weak error quantum jump rates, and show that remnants
of the coherence persist even after the phase transition to the decohering phase.

Introduction—The dynamics of non-equilibrium
quantum many-body systems exhibit striking phenomena
which would be rare, if not impossible, in classical or
equilibrium settings. Interest in this area has been
especially spurred by recent experimental advances –
across a variety of platforms – in the control of quantum
systems at the atom-by-atom (or qubit-by-qubit) level
[1–5].

Often, evolution in these systems has been viewed
as a competition between the coherent Hamiltonian
dynamics which may contribute to the quantum nature
of a system, and the decohering effects of coupling
to the environment or measurements which destroy
entanglement and other quantum signatures. However,
even in systems with no Hamiltonian dynamics, it
is possible to generate entanglement solely through
dissipation [6, 7]. Additionally, the irreversible nature
of dissipation allows for the one-way cooling of quantum
systems to a desired steady state as well as provides the
possibility for interactive control of a system through
feedback. These properties – which allow dissipative
dynamics to be especially robust to perturbation – make
it a key tool in quantum information [8], showing up in
quantum state preparation and stabilization [9–17], error
correction [18–22], and as distinct models of universal
quantum computation [6, 23].

In condensed matter, the same experimental
advancements in engineered coupling to the environment
and quantum control have led to the discovery of
new phases of matter and dynamical phase transitions
which are unique to the non-equilibrium setting [24–29].
Non-equilibrium phase transitions are present in a
wide variety of contexts [30–32]. An important class
of systems which exhibit such transitions are reaction-
diffusion models, where particles (or reactants) move
through a system by diffusion and react when they
meet. Here, the system may exhibit phase transitions
to absorbing states (i.e. configurations which may
be approached by the dynamics, but not left) [33].
There has been a flurry of recent interest in quantum
extensions to reaction-diffusion models [34–40] where it
has been found that quantum effects may significantly
alter the properties of the phase transition and system
dynamics.

In this paper, we provide a prototypical example of a
quantum reaction-diffusion model where the absorbing
state itself has long range phase coherence. We
find, furthermore, this coherence may be induced
entirely through dissipative means, with no Hamiltonian
evolution. The model may simultaneously be viewed
as a dissipative quantum state preparation procedure
– preparing the long range entangled absorbing state –
with additional ‘error’ environmental couplings that ruin
the preparation protocol. The absorbing state phase
transition, from this perspective, may be viewed as a
probe into the stability of purely dissipative quantum
state preparation. Interestingly, we also find that even
when the error terms are strong enough to induce a phase
transition, some quantum coherence still persists in the
steady state.
The model consists of local Lindbladian dynamics that

includes the generalized W-state as a dark state. These
are a class of states given by

|WGen⟩ =
1√
N

N−1∑
a=0

eiϕa | ↓0 ... ↓a−1↑a↓a+1 ... ↓N−1⟩ (1)

where a labels the sites of the lattice, and various
choices of phase ϕa give, for example, the W-state (all
ϕa = 0) or vortex lattices (phase winding around closed
loops). While the (generalized) W-state is a dark state
of the Lindbladian (to be defined below), some terms
are “attractive” in the sense that they drive the system
towards the W-state (the W-state preparation protocol)
while other terms are “repulsive” and drive states in the
neighborhood of the W-state towards a different state
(in this case, the maximally mixed state). Competition
between these terms induces a phase transition away from
the absorbing W-state.
The Model—The model we consider in this work is a

lattice of two level systems where pairs of lattice sites are
coupled (via a set of environments) to undergo dissipative
evolution. We restrict to the case well-described by
Lindbladian dynamics, given by the master equation for
the density operator ρ

ρ̇ =
∑
ℓ

γℓ

(
LℓρL

†
ℓ −

1

2

{
L†
ℓLℓ, ρ

})
. (2)
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FIG. 1. Our model and dissipative W-state preparation. a)
Quantum Jump operators for the model written in terms of
total spin eigenstates |s,ms⟩ for 2-site pairs. The γ1, γ2 terms
prepare the W-state, while γ3 terms induce a phase transition
to a mixed state. b) Points represent states and arrows are
quantum jumps in the Lindblad dynamics. c) Preparation of
W-state using ladder between symmetry sectors.

The model is purely dissipative (with real γℓ > 0), which
is why no coherent, Hamiltonian evolution appears in (2).

In particular, we consider 2-site jump operators
grouped into the following four sets:

L1 = {|1, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b} , (3a)

L2 = {|1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b} , (3b)

L3 = {|0, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b} , (3c)

L3′ = {|1, 1⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b} . (3d)

We will consider two cases: all-to-all jump operators—
with any pair of sites a, b—as well as nearest-neighbor
(NN) where a, b are on adjacent lattice sites (with
coordination number Z). We have written 2-site states
in terms of total spin quantum numbers |s,ms⟩.
In the Lindbladian (2), terms L1, L2, L3, and L3′ have

coefficients γ1, γ2, γ3 and γ3′ respectively. Throughout
the work, we will take γ3 = γ3′ . The model is summarized
in Fig. 1a.

It may be seen that this Lindbladian represents a
quantum reaction-diffusion model by viewing the spin-
up excitations as hard-core bosonic particles. From this
viewpoint, L1 conserves particle number (total Sz) and
– since the dissipative evolution favors states where a
particle is in a coherent superposition on neighboring
sites – will tend to spread the particle throughout the
system, i.e. it is the quantum analog of the ‘diffusion’
term. On the other hand, the rest of the jump operators
correspond to prototypical reaction processes. Namely,
‘coagulation’ terms L2 and L3 correspond to processes
where two particles collide (i.e. are on adjacent sites) and
decay down to a single particle state, while ‘branching’
terms L3′ correspond to Lindblad jumps from a single

particle state to a two particle state. Two-site dissipative
dynamics similar to that generated by the quantum
jumps above have been realized across a variety of
experimental platforms, for example [41–43].

From the quantum state preparation perspective, the
model exhibits competition between quantum jumps
where the W-state is either an ‘attractive’ (L1, L2) or
‘repulsive’ (L3, L3′) dark state. For attractive dark states
of a jump L, we have L†|W ⟩ ≠ 0. This implies there is
some attractive basin of states which flow to the W-state
under L. For repulsive dark states, L|W ⟩ = L†|W ⟩ = 0.
Here, states in the neighborhood of the W-state will never
jump to the W-state, but will instead flow to some other
steady state.

Dissipative W-State Preparation—We now show that
Lindbladian dynamics with L1 and L2 prepares the
(generalized) W-state. In full generality, this is not
possible as the generalized W-state falls outside the
class of states which may be prepared by local, purely
dissipative Lindbladians [11]. However, several strategies
have been explored to extend the set of preparable states
[12, 44–47] allowing for experimental W-state realizations
[48–50].

The strategy we use in this work is to restrict to a
subspace of allowed initial states. Jump operators which
commute with a symmetry of the target state may be
used for dissipative preparation within the subspace of
states that share that symmetry (see Fig. 1). Further
jump operators may be added which take other states
into the target symmetry sector, thereby increasing the
space of initial states which prepare the target state.

We first describe how the W-state may be prepared
using this strategy, and then will comment on how the
protocol is altered for the generalized W-state. The
W-state is a superposition of states with a single spin-
up excitation, therefore let us focus on the subspace of
states with conserved total Sz. Within the 1-spin-up
(Sz = −N

2 +1) sector, the W-state is the only state with
maximal total spin. Therefore, if local jump operators
which preserve Sz but increase total spin are applied
throughout the system, then the 1-spin-up subspace will
approach the W-state. The jump operators L1 (3a)
achieve precisely this. These jump operators each locally
lock the phase between the two sites such that the
collective effect of all the jump operators is to obtain
global phase coherence. Protocols of this type were
previously considered in [10, 51] where a similar set
of jump operators was used in the context of lattice
ultracold bosonic atoms.

The operators L2 may now be added to connect other
symmetry sectors to the target Sz = −N

2 + 1 sector by
lowering Sz. The full protocol is then summarized in
Fig. 1c. The Sz conserving terms L1 push each Sz-sector
towards the corresponding globally phase coherent state.
The L2 terms then lower Sz in the system until there are
fewer than two spin-ups. In this way, any initial state
will converge to the W-state except for one - the vacuum
(i.e. completely spin-down state). Like the W-state, the
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vacuum | ↓↓ ... ↓⟩ is a dark state of L1 and L2. Given
[11], this is as close to a full dissipative preparation of
the W-state as one can get. Namely, there is only one
state which the dissipative attractor dynamics does not
take to the W-state, which means a random initial state
will converge to the W-state with probability 1 in the
thermodynamic limit.

To prepare the generalized W-state, note that
the generalized W-state is simply a local gauge
transformation of the W-state, i.e.

|WGen⟩ = Ugauge|W ⟩ =
∏
a

eiϕaσ
+
a σ−

a |W ⟩ (4)

with σ±
a the spin raising/lowering operators and ϕa

desired phase to imprint on site a. A preparation
strategy may then be constructed by applying this same
gauge transformation to the jump operators, Lℓ →
UgaugeLℓU

†
gauge, such that the dynamics under (2) is

preserved except to the new absorbing state |WGen⟩.
Absorbing State Phase Transition—We now

investigate what happens when γ3 ̸= 0. Initially,
we will focus on the case where the jump operators
not only act on nearest neighbors (NN), but also act
between every 2-site pair in the system. This choice is
motivated by two main reasons.

First, the W-state is all-to-all symmetric and so
leveraging an all-to-all preparation procedure might be
expected to improve upon preparation time. We indeed
find (see below) that this is the case: the all-to-all
Lindbladian for W-state preparation is gapped (implying
constant preparation time) while the NN case has a gap
which closes polynomially in system size. We will show,
however, that this improvement for all-to-all preparation
comes at a cost; the all-to-all procedure is fragile to O( 1

N )
error quantum jump rates (whereas the transition occurs
for error jump rates O(1) in the NN case).

Second, any all-to-all Lindbladian (or general open
quantum dynamics) may be represented by a set
of generalized Dicke Operators, which act as closed
operations within the space of generalized Dicke states
(see [52] for details). Specifically, any permutation
symmetric density matrix may be represented as a linear
combination of generalized Dicke states

ρ =
∑

q,qz,σz

αq,qz,σz
Dq,qz,σz

(5)

where the generalized Dicke states Dq,qz,σz
are defined

in terms of three quantum numbers q, qz, and σz. The
number of Dq,qz,σz

is only O(N3), and therefore scales
much more favorably than the exponential size of the full
density matrix. Generalized Dicke states extend to open
systems the more commonly used Dicke states, i.e. the
set of permutation symmetric pure states whose utility
was first introduced in the context of quantum optics
[53]. We will focus here on the main results from the

generalized Dicke analysis; calculation details may be
found in the Appendix.
Using generalized Dicke operators, it is possible to see

explicitly that the only two dark states of the system with
γ3 = 0 are the vacuum and the W-state. Furthermore,
any initial state that has zero overlap with the vacuum
will converge to the W-state. The operators L3, L3′

on the other hand have 3 important steady states: the
vacuum, the W-state, and the maximally mixed state.
Importantly, as remarked in our introduction of the
model, both the vacuum and W-state are repulsive dark
states. Initial states with zero overlap in the vacuum or
W-state will flow to the maximally mixed state.
To numerically study the phase transition induced by

these competing jump operators, we examine the gap
∆ between the first 2 eigenvalues (corresponding to the
vacuum and W-state) and the next eigenvalue closest to
0. The gap closes as γ3 is increased (and γ1 = γ2 = 1).
We plot the gap in Fig. 2a as a function of Nγ3. The
gap closing for such small values of γ3 - scaling with 1

N
in the system size - implies that the W-state preparation
strategy is quite fragile to the addition of L3, L3′ .
A priori, this fragility may be surprising as, for

example, L1 and L3′ jump from the same state (the
singlet state) and act on the same number of site-
pairs. Similarly for L2, L3, and the |1, 1⟩ state. There
is, therefore, no O(N) difference in the rate at which
cohering vs. decohering quantum jumps occur. This
would seem to suggest a transition should occur when
γ3

γ1
= O(1) not O( 1

N ).

To see why this is not the case, it is helpful to
look at the NN model and consider evolution of the
expectation value ⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ where P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ =

1
N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩ (|1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 0|a,b + |1,−1⟩a,b⟨1,−1|a,b).

Physically, ⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ represents the expectation
value that neighboring sites will be in either the |1, 0⟩
or |1,−1⟩ state. This is maximal for the W-state and
serves as an order parameter for the transition. As an
example, consider evolution of this expectation value for
any ρ in the Sz = −N

2 + 1 sector (see Appendix F for
derivation with any ρ) given by

d

dt
⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ =

(
γ1 − γ3

Z − 1

2

)
⟨P |0,0⟩⟩ (6)

where ⟨P |0,0⟩⟩ is the expectation value that neighboring
sites are in the |0, 0⟩ state. Intuitively, the extra factor
of Z occurs for the decohering terms because—for any
pair of sites a, b—the jump operators can decohere a, b
by acting on a and any neighbor c ̸= b (or similarly, sites
b and a neighbor c ̸= a). However, to make a, b coherent,
L1 must act directly on sites a, b. In the all-to-all limit,
Z → N and the decohering terms dominate by a factor
of N , implying any non-zero γ3 will ruin the W-state
preparation procedure.

We now investigate the properties of the steady
state in the regime where the gap closes. Here, the
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FIG. 2. Absorbing state phase transition in the all-to-all system. a) Gap to first non-zero eigenvalue. Here, γ1 = γ2 = 1 and
numerics are done within the σz = 0 subspace to access larger system sizes. b) Proportion of Steady state (with totally spin-up
initial state) in each Sz symmetry sector. Specifically, the coefficients αN

2
,qz ,0

for each generalized Dicke state in the steady

state. Numerics were done with N = 80 and run for t = 1000. c) Long range correlations in the steady state. Transition point
is consistent with closing of the gap in a).

steady state will be a linear combination of the W-
state and the eigendensity-matrix corresponding to the
third 0 eigenvalue. The relative weights of the linear
combination may in general depend on the initial state
and the values of γ1, γ2, γ3. In Fig. 2b, we compare the
steady states in this regime, taking as our initial state the
totally spin polarized system | ↑↑ ... ↑⟩. There, we plot
the distribution of coefficients αq,qz,σz

(5) of the steady

state for fixed q = N
2 , σz = 0. These generalized Dicke

state coefficients correspond to the sum of all diagonal
terms of the full density matrix within the sector with
spin magnetic quantum number Sz = qz (generalized
Dicke states with σz = 0 have N

2 + qz spin-ups and the

q = N
2 , σz = 0 coefficients make up the entire diagonal of

the density matrix
∑

qz
αN

2 ,qz,0
= 1). These coefficients

provide a probe into the weight of each of the total Sz

sectors in the final mixed density matrix.

When γ1, γ2 ≪ γ3, the steady state (labeled as ‘mixed’
in Fig. 2b) is the maximally mixed state (minus the all
spin-down state). From counting the number of states in
each total Sz sector, the distribution of coefficients for

this ‘mixed’ state is given by αMixed
q,qz,σz

= δq,N2
δσz,0

( N
N
2

+qz
)

2N−1
,

where δ is the Kronecker delta and the −1 comes from
the removal of the all spin-down state. As γ3 decreases,
the distribution shifts from the maximally mixed state
to a distribution centered around smaller and smaller
qz. Additionally, the weight of the W-state increases as
γ3 becomes small (with αN

2 ,−N
2 +1,0 increasing towards

1). In the regime where the gap opens, the steady state
becomes the W-state.

As a measure of coherence in the system, we consider
the two-point correlator ⟨XaXb⟩. Using generalized
Dicke operators, it is possible to show that

⟨XaXb⟩ =
1(
N
2

) ∑
qz

1∑
ℓ=−1

αN
2 −1,qz+ℓ,ℓ ∀ a ̸= b (7)

For the W-state, we have that ⟨XaXb⟩W = 2
N . In

Fig. 2c, we compare ⟨XaXb⟩ for the steady state of our

model to that of the W-state. The ratio ⟨XaXb⟩
⟨XaXb⟩W departs

from 1 at the same value of γ3 where the gap closes
(compare to Fig. 2a). Coherence still persists, however,
after the transition. The steady state, therefore, does not
just converge to the steady state of L3 (the maximally
mixed state) after the transition. Instead, the steady
state is a mixture of states with coherence less than, but
comparable to, that of the W-state. It is only in the
limit γ3 ≫ γ1, γ2 that this coherence approaches 0 and
the steady state becomes maximally mixed.

We now contrast the above all-to-all results with the
NN version of the model. As previously discussed, the
transition in the NN model occurs when γ3

γ1
= O(1).

Furthermore, unlike the all-to-all transition which goes
from gapped to gapless, the NN transition is from a
polynomial gap to an exponential gap in system size.
The replacement of the fixed gap (for all-to-all) with a
polynomial gap is because the local jump operators in
the NN model need time at least on order of the system
size to generate coherence across the entire system. In
the mixed phase, the NN model also exhibits coherence,
but in this case the coherence decays exponentially in
m for ⟨XaXa+m⟩ again due to locality. Numerics for
small system sizes supporting these results are provided
in Appendix F.

Conclusions—We have investigated a purely
dissipative quantum reaction-diffusion model which
exhibits competing terms that act to either cohere or
decohere the system. The cohering terms may also be
viewed as a dissipative quantum state preparation
protocol for the generalized W-state, while the
decohering terms act as errors to the preparation
procedure. The transition occurs in the all-to-all version
of the model for any non-zero rate of the decohering jump
operators, implying the state preparation procedure
is fragile to errors. For the NN version of the model,
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however, the phase transition occurs when the error rate
is inversely proportional to the coordination number
instead of inversely proportional to the system size,
implying the state preparation procedure is robust to
weak error rates. We also find in both cases that some
quantum coherence still persists even in the phase where
the decohering terms dominate, only converging to the
maximally mixed state when the error rate becomes
infinite.

This model serves as a prototypical example of a
quantum reaction-diffusion model where the absorbing
state is long range coherent. It also serves as an example
of how error quantum jumps may act to ruin dissipative
quantum state preparation procedures even when the

target state is preserved as a dark state. This is most
extreme in the all-to-all case where the preparation
procedure fails for any non-zero error rate.
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Appendix A: Generalized Dicke States and Operators

We briefly review here generalized Dicke states and operators. See [52] for further details and relations. Consider
dynamics under Lindblad operators (or, more generally, Kraus operators) which act symmetrically on a set of N sites.
As first noted (independently) in [52, 54], both analytical and numerical investigations into such scenarios may be
dramatically simplified by leveraging the fact that the set of Lindblad operators of this type is closed under SU(4)
transformations. As we will see below, the number of basis states for the space of symmetric density matrices scales
only polynomially in N , providing an exponential improvement over the 2N × 2N scaling of the full density matrix.
In analogy with Dicke states – the set of fully permutation symmetric pure states (closed under SU(2) operations
instead of SU(4)) that form the appropriate basis for Hamiltonians which act symmetrically on all sites – the basis
of fully symmetric density matrices are referred to as generalized Dicke states and the generators of SU(4) which act
on them are referred to as generalized Dicke operators.

Specifically, the set of all permutation symmetric Lindblad operators may be generated by:

Q±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

σ±
j ρσ

∓
j ; Qz[ρ] :=

1

4

N∑
j=1

(
σz
j ρ+ ρσz

j

)
Σ±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

σ±
j ρσ

±
j ; Σz[ρ] :=

1

4

N∑
j=1

(
σz
j ρ− ρσz

j

)
M±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

σ±
j ρ

1 + σz
j

2
; Mz[ρ] :=

1

2

N∑
j=1

σz
j ρ

1 + σz
j

2

N±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

σ±
j ρ

1− σz
j

2
; Nz[ρ] :=

1

2

N∑
j=1

σz
j ρ

1− σz
j

2

U±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

1 + σz
j

2
ρσ∓

j ; Uz[ρ] :=
1

2

N∑
j=1

1 + σz
j

2
ρσz

j

V±[ρ] :=

N∑
j=1

1− σz
j

2
ρσ∓

j ; Vz[ρ] :=
1

2

N∑
j=1

1− σz
j

2
ρσz

j

(A1)

Of the 18 generalized Dicke operators listed above, 15 are linearly independent and correspond to the generators of
SU(4).
The generalized Dicke states are fundamentally represented in terms of the single site density operators

u = |1⟩⟨1|, d = |0⟩⟨0|
s = |1⟩⟨0|, c = |0⟩⟨1|

(A2)

where u, d, s, c, i.e. up, down, strange, and charm, are a reference to the SU(4) four-flavor quark model [55].
Specifically, the generalized Dicke states are given by

Dq,qz,σz = S
(
uαdβsγcδ

)
(A3)

where S is the symmetrizer and α+ β + γ + δ = N . The quantum numbers q, qz, σz are given in terms of α, β, γ, δ
by

q =
α+ β

2
, (A4)

qz =
α− β

2
, (A5)

σz =
γ − δ

2
. (A6)

The range of possible q, qz, σz are q = 0, 1
2 , ...,

N
2 ; qz = −q,−q + 1, ..., q; and σz = −N

2 + q,−N
2 + q + 1, ..., N

2 − q.

By simple counting arguments, this implies there are a total of 1
6 (N + 1)(N + 2)(N + 3) = O(N3) generalized Dicke

states.



8

It is possible to denote the action of the generalized Dicke operators (A1) onto the states (A3). Namely,

Operator (q, qz, σz) +,−
Q± (0,±1, 0) β, α

Σ± (0, 0,±1) δ, γ

M± (∓ 1
2 ,±

1
2 ,±

1
2 ) β, γ

N± (± 1
2 ,±

1
2 ,±

1
2 ) δ, α

U± (∓ 1
2 ,±

1
2 ,∓

1
2 ) β, δ

V± (± 1
2 ,±

1
2 ,∓

1
2 ) γ, α

Operator Coeff.

Qz
β−α
2 = −qz

Σz
δ−γ
2 = −σz

Mz
β−γ
2

Nz
δ−α
2

Uz
β−δ
2

Vz
γ−α
2

(A7)

where the table above denotes how each operator alters the quantum numbers and what coefficient it adds to the
generalized Dicke state. For example,

Q+Dq,qz,σz
= βDq,qz+1,σz

, (A8)

QzDq,qz,σz
= −qzDq,qz,σz

. (A9)

Due to the algebra above, it will often be useful to represent permutation symmetric Lindbladians as transformations
on a 3 dimensional lattice with each dimension corresponding to a quantum number of the generalized Dicke states.
Each site is labeled by a generalized Dicke state

Dq,qz,σz ≡ |q, qz, σz⟩, (A10)

and a general symmetric Lindbladian L will have matrix elements of the form

L =
∑

q,qz,σz

q′,q′z,σ
′
z

L(q′, q′z, σ′
z; q, qz, σz)|q′, q′z, σ′

z⟩⟨q, qz, σz|. (A11)

In general, a density matrix will take the form of a linear combination of generalized Dicke states

ρ =
∑

q,qz,σz

αq,qz,σz
|q, qz, σz⟩. (A12)

We will often omit quantum numbers on the coefficients for density matrices confined to a subspace with a fixed
quantum number. For example, if the evolution of a density matrix is confined within the σz = 0 sector, we will write
its coefficients as αq,qz . We note that the αq,qz,σz

are constrained by the condition Tr ρ = 1, in particular

∑
qz

αN
2 ,qz,0

= 1. (A13)

Appendix B: All-to-All Model with Generalized Dicke Operators

We here write the Lindbladian for the all-to-all version of our model in terms of generalized Dicke operators. We
subdivide the Lindbladian into terms

L = L1 + L2 + L3 + L3′ (B1)

with each Lα denoting the part of the Lindblad superoperator which corresponds to the set of jump operators (3a),
(3b), (3c), or (3d) in the main text (with all pairs i, j instead of nearest neighbors < i, j >). In other words, we define

Lα [ρ] =
∑
L∈Lα

γα

(
LρL† − 1

2

{
L†L, ρ

})
. (B2)
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where each L ∈ Lα corresponds to the jump operator of form Lα acting on a given site pair i, j.
In terms of generalized Dicke operators, the operators Lα may be written

L1 = γ1 {M+N− + U+V− − 2SC} (B3)

L2 = γ2

{
N−V− +Q−

[
N

4
−Qz +

1

2
(Mz −Nz)− 1

]
−
(
N

2
−Qz

)(
N

2
−Qz − 1

)
− Σ2

z

}
(B4)

L3 + L3′ = γ3

{
(Q− +Q+)

[
N

4
−Qz +

1

2
(Mz −Nz)

]
−Q− −N

(
N

2
−Qz

)
−N+V+ −N−V− +

1

2
[(M+ +N+) (M− +N−) + (U+ + V+) (U− + V−)]

}
.

(B5)

where S and C are given by

S =
N

4
+Nz −

1

2
Qz −

3

2
Σz (B6)

C =
N

4
+Nz −

1

2
Qz +

1

2
Σz (B7)

and correspond to the the number operators for the number of s and c states in the generalized Dicke state, i.e.

SDq,qz,σz =

(
N

2
− q + σz

)
Dq,qz,σz = γDq,qz,σz (B8)

CDq,qz,σz
=

(
N

2
− q − σz

)
Dq,qz,σz

= δDq,qz,σz
. (B9)

Equations (B3), (B4), and (B5) were found by writing the jump operators in terms of Pauli operators

|1, 0⟩i,j⟨0, 0|i,j =
σz
i − σz

j − iσy
i σ

x
j + iσx

i σ
y
j

4
, (B10)

|1, 0⟩i,j⟨1, 1|i,j =
1√
2

[
σ−
i

(
I − σz

j

2

)
+

(
I − σz

i

2

)
σ−
j

]
, (B11)

|0, 0⟩i,j⟨1, 1|i,j =
1√
2

[
σ−
i

(
I − σz

j

2

)
−
(
I − σz

i

2

)
σ−
j

]
, (B12)

|1, 1⟩i,j⟨0, 0|i,j =
1√
2

[
σ+
i

(
I − σz

j

2

)
−
(
I − σz

i

2

)
σ+
j

]
. (B13)

in Eq. (B2) and using
∑

i,j s.t. i̸=j =
∑

i,j −
∑

i s.t. i=j . Above, we have written 2-site states in terms of total spin

eigenstates |s,ms⟩ given by

|1, 1⟩ij = | ↑↑⟩ij , |1, 0⟩ij =
1√
2
(| ↓↑⟩ij + | ↑↓⟩ij),

|1,−1⟩ij = | ↓↓⟩ij , |0, 0⟩ij =
1√
2
(| ↓↑⟩ij − | ↑↓⟩ij).

(B14)

Appendix C: W-State Preparation

In this section, we show that L1 +L2 together prepare the W-state. Let us begin by solving for the steady state of
L1. By acting with L1 on the state Dq,qz,σz

, the matrix elements of L1 in the representation (A11) may be found to
be
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L1(q − 1; q) = 2(q + qz)(q − qz)

L1(q; q) = −2

(
N

2
− q + σz

)(
N

2
− q − σz

)
(C1)

where we have denoted terms which leave qz, σz invariant as L1(q − 1; q) ≡ L1(q − 1, qz, σz; q, qz, σz). We will refer
to the first term above, which takes q → q − 1, as the “hopping” term and the second term above, which leaves
q,qz,σz invariant, as the “on-site” term. Note, as expected, (C1) does not alter qz and thus there will be a different,
independent solution for each symmetry sector qz. Similarly, σz is also invariant under the action of the Lindbladian.
We therefore focus on the evolution of q to find the steady state of the dynamics. The steady state, for any given
sector of qz, σz, will be some linear combination of q generalized Dicke states

Dsteady =
∑
q

αqDq,qz,σz
. (C2)

The steady state condition L1Dsteady = 0 then implies that the on-site term times αq must be equal and opposite to
the hopping term times αq+1 for all q.

Instead of solving directly for αq, we solve for a related quantity, α
(N)
q defined below, which will help make the

interpretation of the result more transparent. We remark that each αq,qz,σz
corresponds to the sum of all the elements

within the q, qz, σz sector of the full density matrix [see (A12)]. Comparing different αq is thus obscured by the fact

that the different q, qz, σz sectors vary in size. For a more direct comparison we define α
(N)
q as the weight of a single

matrix element within the q, qz, σz sector of the density matrix. In particular, let N (q, qz, σz) be the number of density
matrix elements within the q, qz, σz sector, i.e.

N (q, qz, σz) =

(
N

α

)(
N − α

β

)(
N − α− β

γ

)
=

(
N

q + qz

)(
N − q − qz

q − qz

)(
N − 2q

N
2 − q + σz

)
. (C3)

where the above is calculated using (A3) and basic countig arguments.
Therefore, we may now define

αq = N (q, qz, σz)α
(N)
q , (C4)

It is possible to work directly in a basis which yields α
(N)
q instead of αq by renormalizing the generalized Dicke

states

|q, qz, σz⟩(N) = N (q, qz, σz)|q, qz, σz⟩, (C5)

⟨q, qz, σz|(N) =
⟨q, qz, σz|

N (q, qz, σz)
. (C6)

Writing any L in this basis yields

L =
∑

q,qz,σz

q′,q′z,σ
′
z

L(N)(q′, q′z, σ
′
z; q, qz, σz)|q′, q′z, σ′

z⟩(N)⟨q, qz, σz|(N) (C7)

L(N)(q′, q′z, σ
′
z; q, qz, σz) = L(q′, q′z, σ′

z; q, qz, σz)
N (q, qz, σz)

N (q′, q′z, σ
′
z)
. (C8)

Using that N (q,qz,σz)
N (q−1,qz,σz)

=
(N

2 −q+σz+1)(N
2 −q−σz+1)

(q+qz)(q−qz)
, rewriting (C1) in the renormalized basis gives

L(N)
1 (q; q + 1) = 2

(
N

2
− q + σz

)(
N

2
− q − σz

)
,

L(N)
1 (q; q) = −2

(
N

2
− q + σz

)(
N

2
− q − σz

)
.

(C9)
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In the renormalized basis, the hopping term is equal and opposite to the onsite term. Letting D(N)
steady =∑

q α
(N)
q D(N)

q,qz,σz , the steady state condition implies

L1D(N)
steady = 0

=⇒ α(N)
q L(N)

1 (q; q) + α
(N)
q+1L

(N)
1 (q; q + 1) = 0 ∀ q

=⇒ α
(N)
q+1 = α(N)

q

(C10)

Note that, since the generalized Dicke states which correspond to the diagonal of the full density matrix all have

q = N
2 and since Tr ρ = 1, we have that α

(N)
N
2

= 1
N (N

2 ,qz,0)
= 1

( N
N
2

+qz
)
. Therefore,

α(N)
q =

1(
N

N
2 +qz

) . (C11)

For the case qz = −N
2 + 1 and σz = 0, this is precisely given by the W state

ρW = |W ⟩⟨W |. (C12)

More generally, the steady states corresponding to any σz = 0 sector are given by the pure Dicke state corresponding
to the given qz. The σz ̸= 0 terms correspond to superpositions between the different particle number sectors. We
note that all such σz ̸= 0 generalized Dicke states have zero trace, and so must be accompanied (in linear combination)
by σz = 0 generalized Dicke states to be a steady state. Furthermore, the hermiticity of the density matrix requires
that the weight of Dq,qz,σz

and Dq,qz,−σz
must be related by a complex conjugate in the steady state.

As a technical note, the renormalized basis breaks down at the boundaries of the 3D lattice. Before renormalizing,
any physical matrix element L(q′, q′z, σ′

z; q, qz, σz) will be 0 if it maps a site on the lattice to a q′, q′z, σ
′
z which falls

outside the range of possible values for the quantum numbers. However, N (q′, q′z, σ
′
z) is undefined for any choice

of q′, q′z, σ
′
z which is not within the allowed ranges. This leaves L(N)(q′, q′z, σ

′
z; q, qz, σz) ill-defined. For example, at

lattice site |N2 ,−
N
2 , 0⟩, the non-renormalized matrix element L1(

N
2 − 1, N

2 ) = 0 as this would make qz lie outside its

allowed range of −q to q. However, the corresponding renormalized matrix element L(N)
1 (N2 − 1, N

2 ) = 2 ̸= 0. It is
therefore necessary to reset all such boundary terms to 0 after renormalizing.

Let us now add L2 to the dynamics. First consider the σz = 0 sector. Here, the steady state is expanded in terms
of generalized Dicke states as

D(N)
steady =

∑
q

α(N)
q,qz |q, qz, σz⟩(N)

(C13)

with the coefficients given by the system of equations (L1 + L2)D(N)
steady = 0. Specifically, we have

α(N)
q,qz

(
L(N)
1 (q, qz; q, qz) + L(N)

2 (q, qz; q, qz)
)
+ α

(N)
q+1,qz

L(N)
1 (q, qz; q + 1, qz)

+α
(N)
q,qz+1L

(N)
2 (q, qz; q, qz + 1) + α

(N)
q+1,qz+1L

(N)
2 (q, qz; q + 1, qz + 1) = 0 ∀ q, qz (C14)

In the system of equations above, the term αN
2

(N)
,N2

only appears in the equation

α
(N)
N
2 ,N2

(
L(N)
1 (N2 ,

N
2 ;

N
2 ,

N
2 ) + L(N)

2 (N2 ,
N
2 ;

N
2 ,

N
2 )
)

= −γ2N(N − 1)α
(N)
N
2 ,N2

= 0. This implies α
(N)
N
2 ,N2

= 0. By

induction, all terms α
(N)
q,qz = 0 when qz > −N

2 + 1. This may be seen by using (C14) and taking the inductive

step q → q − 1 if q > qz and q → N
2 , qz → qz − 1 otherwise. In each inductive step, we are left with

α
(N)
q,qz

(
L(N)
1 (q, qz; q, qz) + L(N)

2 (q, qz; q, qz)
)
= 0 as all α

(N)
q,qz for larger q, qz are 0 by the inductive hypothesis. When

qz > −N
2 + 1,

(
L(N)
1 (q, qz; q, qz) + L(N)

2 (q, qz; q, qz)
)

̸= 0 which implies all α
(N)
q,qz = 0 for qz > −N

2 + 1. When

qz ≤ −N
2 + 1, all L(N)

2 matrix elements are 0, thus the longtime dynamics is completely determined by L1 in these

sectors. As we saw previously in this section, L1 prepares a W-state for qz = −N
2 + 1 and the vacuum for qz = −N

2 .
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Since there is no hopping term which connects the qz = −N
2 sector to the rest of the lattice, then any initial state

starting outside this sector (and with σz = 0) will converge to the W-state. Outside of the σz = 0 sector, we can
apply a similar inductive argument, except this time there are no states where the on-site term is 0 (except for
σz = ± 1

2 and qz = −N
2 + 1

2 which correspond to states in a superposition between the vacuum and the 1 particle
sector). This means, for any initial state which does not include the vacuum, all of the coefficients with σz ̸= 0 will
be 0 and the system will converge to the W-state.

Appendix D: Absorbing State Phase Transition

The matrix elements for L1, L2, and L3 + L3′ , after renormalizing by N (q, qz, σz), are given by

L(N)
1 (q − 1, qz; q, qz) = 2γ1

[(
N

2
− q + 1

)2

− σ2
z

]

L(N)
1 (q, qz; q, qz) = −2γ1

[(
N

2
− q

)2

− σ2
z

] (D1)

L(N)
2 (q, qz − 1; q, qz) = γ2(q + qz − 1)(q − qz + 1)

L(N)
2 (q − 1, qz − 1; q, qz) = γ2

[(
N

2
− q + 1

)2

− σ2
z

]

L(N)
2 (q, qz; q, qz) = −γ2

(
N

2
+ qz

)(
N

2
+ qz − 1

)
− γ2σ

2
z

(D2)

L(N)
3 (q, qz + 1; q, qz) = γ3(q + qz)(q + qz + 1)

L(N)
3 (q, qz − 1; q, qz) = γ3(q + qz − 1)(q − qz + 1)

L(N)
3 (q + 1, qz + 1; q, qz) = −γ3(q + qz + 2)(q + qz + 1)

L(N)
3 (q − 1, qz − 1; q, qz) = −γ3

[(
N

2
− q + 1

)2

− σ2
z

]
L(N)
3 (q + 1, qz; q, qz) = γ3(q + qz + 1)(q − qz + 1)

L(N)
3 (q − 1, qz; q, qz) = γ3

[(
N

2
− q + 1

)2

− σ2
z

]

L(N)
3 (q, qz; q, qz) = −γ3

[
(N − 1)

(
N

2
+ qz

)
− 2q

(
N

2
− q

)]

(D3)

It is straightforward to check from these matrix elements that the W-state, written in terms of renormalized
generalized Dicke states as

D(N)
W =

1

N
|N
2

− 1,−N

2
+ 1, 0⟩

(N)

+
1

N
|N
2
,−N

2
+ 1, 0⟩

(N)

, (D4)

is individually a steady state of L1, L2, and L3. Furthermore, the vacuum |N2 ,−
N
2 , 0⟩ is also a steady state. The

Lindbladian L3, on the other hand, has another steady state - the maximally mixed state (within the subspace of
all states excluding the vacuum). Writing in the renormalized generalized Dicke basis, the maximally mixed (sans
vacuum) state is given by

D(N)
mixed =

∑
qz ̸=−N

2

1

2N − 1
|N
2
, qz, 0⟩

(N)

. (D5)
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Using (D3), we have L(N)
3 D(N)

mixed = 0, i.e. it is indeed a steady state.
We remark that a phase transition will still occur even if γ2 = 0. This may be understood in the following way. If

γ1 ≫ γ3, then between each quantum jump from γ3 terms, the contribution from γ1 will push each qz sector to the
corresponding pure Dicke state. If the pure Dicke state is reached for a given qz sector, then L3′ can no longer raise
qz (as Dicke states contain no singlets) and L3 lower qz out of that sector. Thus, now γ3 acts to lower qz until the
system is within the 1 particle subspace. The addition of the L2 term then only serves to increase the critical value
of γ3 where the transition takes place.

Appendix E: Coherence in the Mixed Steady State

We here derive Eq. (7) from the manuscript. First, we use permutation symmetry to rewrite ⟨XaXb⟩ in terms of
all-to-all operators. Namely,

⟨XaXb⟩ =
1

N(N − 1)

∑
a̸=b

⟨XaXb⟩ =
1

N(N − 1)

[
⟨

(∑
a

Xa

)(∑
b

Xb

)
⟩ −N

]
. (E1)

Let us now rewrite ⟨(
∑

a Xa) (
∑

b Xb)⟩ in terms of generalized Dicke states and operators. Note that

(∑
a

Xa

)
ρ = (M+ +N+ +M− +N−) [ρ] (E2)

and that Tr = δq,0δσz,0

∑
qz
⟨q, qz, σz|. We therefore have

⟨

(∑
a

Xa

)(∑
b

Xb

)
⟩ = δq,0δσz,0

∑
qz

αq,qz,σz
⟨q, qz, σz| (M+ +N+ +M− +N−)

2 |q, qz, σz⟩ (E3)

= N + 2
∑
qz

1∑
ℓ=−1

αN
2 −1,qz+ℓ,ℓ. (E4)

Therefore, combining equations (E1) and (E4) we have

⟨XaXb⟩ =
1(
N
2

) ∑
qz

1∑
ℓ=−1

αN
2 −1,qz+ℓ,ℓ. (E5)

which is (7) in the main text.

Appendix F: Nearest-Neighbor Results

Below are small system size numerics supporting the NN results discussed in the main manuscript. Namely, Fig. 3
shows the transition from exponential gap to power law gap in system size. Fig. 4 shows correlations in the mixed
phase. Similar to the all-to-all case, the NN model exhibits correlations in the mixed phase which become stronger
as γ3 approaches the critical value. However, in this case the correlations are short range, decaying exponentially
with distance. Numerics were performed on a system of 10 sites with open boundary conditions. Correlations are
for the eigendensity matrix corresponding to the mixed steady state. As a technical point, the true steady state is a
linear combination of the eigendensity matrices corresponding to the three 0 eigenvalues. Since the eigenvalues are
degenerate, one must take a general linear combination ρ of the three steady eigendensity matrices and orthonormalize
such that Tr ρ = 1, Tr ρ|W ⟩⟨W | = 0, Tr ρ|0⟩⟨0| = 0, and such that ρ is positive semi-definite to find the mixed steady
state.

We here elaborate on why the transition occurs when γ3

γ1
= O( 1

Z ) for a lattice with uniform coordination number

Z. As discussed in the main letter, it is helpful to consider the expectation value ⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩, where
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FIG. 3. Decay of gap for increasing system size. Here, γ3 = 1 and γ1 = γ2 = γ. In comparing the log-linear plot (left) and
log-log plot (right) a transition from exponential to power law decay appears near γ = 0.1.

FIG. 4. Decay of correlations for eigen-density matrix corresponding to the first non-zero eigenvalue.

P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ =
1

N − 1

∑
⟨a,b⟩

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b (F1)

1

N − 1

∑
⟨a,b⟩

(|1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 0|a,b + |1,−1⟩a,b⟨1,−1|a,b) (F2)

=
1

N − 1

∑
⟨a,b⟩

1

2

(
P 0
a + P 0

b + σ+
a σ

−
b + σ−

a σ
+
b

)
(F3)

where P 0
a =

(
1+Za

2

)
is the projector of site a onto the state ↓. We similarly define P |S⟩ = 1

N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩ P

|S⟩
a,b with

P
|S⟩
a,b = |S⟩a,b⟨S|a,b for any two-site state |S⟩ ∈ {|0, 0⟩, |1,−1⟩, |1, 0⟩, |1, 1⟩}.
The evolution of ⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ is given by
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d

dt
⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ = Tr

{
P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ dρ

dt

}
(F4)

=
1

N − 1

∑
⟨a,b⟩

j∈{1,2,3,3′}

∑
⟨c,d⟩

γj Tr

{
ρ

[
L†
j;a,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d Lj;a,b −

1

2

(
L†
j;a,bLj;a,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d + P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d L†

j;a,bLj;a,b

)]}

(F5)

Let us first discuss the case where a = c and b = d. For cohering terms like L1, we have that

L†
1;a,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b L1;a,b −

1

2

(
L†
1;a,bL1;a,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b + P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b L†

1;a,bL1;a,b

)
(F6)

= |0, 0⟩⟨1, 0|P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩|1, 0⟩⟨0, 0| − 1

2

(
|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ + P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|

)
(F7)

= |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0| (F8)

where in the second line we dropped the a, b subscripts for brevity. Thus, the contribution from the L1 on a, b and

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b term in the sum (F5) is

γ1 Tr {ρ|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|} (F9)

= γ1⟨P |0,0⟩
a,b ⟩. (F10)

Similarly, the contribution from L2 on a, b is γ2⟨P |1,1⟩
a,b ⟩. For the decohering terms (for example, taking first L3′ and

again dropping a, b subscripts for brevity), however, we have that

L†
3′P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩L3′ −
1

2

(
L†
3′L3′P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ + P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩L†
3′L3′

)
(F11)

= |0, 0⟩⟨1, 1|P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩|1, 1⟩⟨0, 0| − 1

2

(
|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩ + P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|

)
(F12)

= 0. (F13)

The contribution from L3′ is similarly 0. We therefore have that the contribution to (F5) from the a = b,c = d terms
(after summing over a, b), denoted by d

dt ⟨P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩|a=b,c=d, is given by

d

dt
⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩|a=b,c=d = γ1⟨P |0,0⟩⟩+ γ2⟨P |1,1⟩⟩ (F14)

We now consider when it is not the case that a = c and b = d. If a ̸= c, d and b ̸= c, d, then [Lα;a,b, P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d ] = 0,

implying these terms in the sum (F5) are 0. Now consider terms where either a = c or b = d. Specifically, for a jump

operator acting on the sites a, b, we must consider the projectors
∑

d
s.t.⟨a,d⟩

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

s.t.⟨b,c⟩
P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c . From

now on we will write
∑

c or
∑

d for brevity. Before we calculate the contribution to the sum (F5) from these terms,
it is helpful to establish a few identities. Namely,

{
|0, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b,

(∑
d

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)}

=

(
Z − 1 +

∑
c

P 0
c +

∑
d

P 0
d

)
|0, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b

+
1

2
√
2

[
|1, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b(

∑
c

σ−
c −

∑
d

σ−
d )− |1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b(

∑
c

σ+
c −

∑
d

σ+
d ) + h.c.

] (F15a)
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|1, 1⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b,

(∑
d

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)}

=

(∑
c

P 0
c +

∑
d

P 0
d

)
|1, 1⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b +

1

2

[
|1, 1⟩a,b

(
⟨10|a,b

∑
c

σ−
c + ⟨01|a,b

∑
d

σ−
d

)
+ h.c.

] (F15b)

⟨1, 0|a,b

(∑
d

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)
|1, 0⟩a,b =

1

2

(
Z − 1 +

∑
c

P 0
c +

∑
d

P 0
d

)
, (F15c)

⟨0, 0|a,b

(∑
d

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)
|0, 0⟩a,b =

1

2

(
Z − 1 +

∑
c

P 0
c +

∑
d

P 0
d

)
, (F15d)

⟨1, 1|a,b

(∑
d

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c

P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)
|1, 1⟩a,b =

1

2

(∑
c

P 0
c +

∑
d

P 0
d

)
, (F15e)

where in the above relations we have used that P
|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,b = 1

2

(
P 0
a + P 0

b + σ+
a σ

−
b + σ−

a σ
+
b

)
.

Using (F15), we find the following for L1, L2, L3, and L3′ :

L L†
a,b

(∑
d P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

)
La,b − 1

2

{
L†
a,bLa,b,

∑
d P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
a,d +

∑
c P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
b,c

}
L1 − 1

4
√
2

[
|1, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d )− |1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b(

∑
c σ

+
c −

∑
d σ

+
d ) + h.c.

]
L2

Z−1
2 |1, 1⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b − 1

4

[
|1, 1⟩a,b

(
⟨10|a,b

∑
c σ

−
c + ⟨01|a,b

∑
d σ

−
d

)
+ h.c.

]
L3

Z−1
2 |1, 1⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b − 1

4

[
|1, 1⟩a,b

(
⟨10|a,b

∑
c σ

−
c + ⟨01|a,b

∑
d σ

−
d

)
+ h.c.

]
L3′ −Z−1

2 |0, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b − 1
4
√
2

[
|1, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d )− |1, 0⟩a,b⟨1, 1|a,b(

∑
c σ

+
c −

∑
d σ

+
d ) + h.c.

]
In the above table, the term

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d and its hermitian conjugate appear several times. In the all-

to-all limit, we have that
∑

c σ
−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d = 0 as the neighbors of site a and site b are the same (i.e. all

sites). We now explain why these terms are also negligible for the NN model in the thermodynamic limit.
Let us first look at the term |1, 0⟩a,b⟨0, 0|a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d ). This term’s contribution in equation (F5) is

1
N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩ Tr

{
⟨0, 0|a,bρ|1, 0⟩a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d )
}
. For a general, random state, this is 0 as the state will on

average have no asymmetry between the neighbors d of a and the neighbors c of b. Specifically, suppose
Tr {⟨0, 0|a,bρ|1, 0⟩a,b

∑
c σ

−
c } = ξabc where ξabc is some normal distribution with mean µabc and variance Var(ξabc)

determined by the random state ρ (and similarly ξabd for the σ−
d expectation value). We therefore have

Tr
{
⟨0, 0|a,bρ|1, 0⟩a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d )
}
= ξabc − ξabd ≡ ξab where ξab is a normal distribution with µab = µabc − µabd

and Var(ξab) = Var(ξabc) + Var(ξabd). If ξabc and ξabd are i.i.d. we have that µab = 0 and Var(ξab) = 2Var(ξabc).
Summing over a, b we get 1

N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩ Tr

{
⟨0, 0|a,bρ|1, 0⟩a,b(

∑
c σ

−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d )
}

= 1
N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩ ξab ≡ ξ where (again

assuming i.i.d. of ξab) ξ has mean µ = 0 and variance Var(ξ) = 2
N−1Var(ξabc). Thus, ξ is precisely 0 in the

thermodynamic limit. Therefore, we will treat the terms
∑

c σ
−
c −

∑
d σ

−
d as negligible.

Now equipped with the solution to L†
a,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d La,b − 1

2

(
L†
a,bLa,bP

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d + P

|1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩
c,d L†

a,bLa,b

)
for all

possible values of a, b, c, and d, we find that (F5) becomes

d

dt
⟨P |1,0⟩,|1,−1⟩⟩ = γ1⟨P |0,0⟩⟩+ γ2⟨P |1,1⟩⟩ − γ3′

Z − 1

2
⟨P |0,0⟩⟩+ (γ2 + γ3)

Z − 1

2
⟨P |1,1⟩⟩ − γ2 + γ3

2
⟨T ⟩ (F16)

where T = 1
N−1

∑
⟨a,b⟩

1
4

[
|1, 1⟩a,b

(
⟨10|a,b

∑
c σ

−
c + ⟨01|a,b

∑
d σ

−
d

)
+ h.c.

]
.

The terms γ1⟨P |0,0⟩⟩+γ2⟨P |1,1⟩⟩ come from the cohering quantum jumps acting in cases a = c, b = d and correspond
to an increase in the coherence of the system. The term (γ2 + γ3)

Z−1
2 ⟨P |1,1⟩⟩ corresponds to the γ2 and γ3 terms

lowering total Sz and thereby increasing the number of pairs in the |1,−1⟩ state. The rest of the terms correspond
to cases where a coherent state on any two sites a, b is destroyed by jump operators which act between either a or b
and a neighboring site.

For an initial density matrix in the single spin-up sector, equation (F16) becomes (6) in the main text.
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