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The evolution of quantum optical systems is determined by three key factors: the interactions
with their surrounding environment, externally controlled lasers and between the different system
components. Understanding the interplay between the three dynamical contributions is essential for
the study of out-of-equilibrium phenomena as well as technological applications. The present study
investigates open system phenomena in driven optical systems coupled simultaneously to a bosonic
field. For a linear system of micro-cavities coupled to a photonic crystal, it is analytically shown
that environmental interaction and external control cause significant non-Markovian corrections to
the applied coherent drive. Additionally, collective cross-driving effects arise when multiple modes
are coupled to the same field, where a laser applied to one mode effectively drives other modes.
Based on the linear solution, a non-Markovian master equation for two-level emitters is derived.
Remarkably, the proposed equation of motion remains accurate even for moderate driving intensities,
where emitters cannot be approximated by bosonic modes. The influence of the non-linearity is
analyzed and benchmarked against an exact pseudo-mode solution, and compared with established
master equations in the Markovian regime. Within this regime, the comparison demonstrates the
presence of short-time non-Markovian effects at times well beyond the inverse of the environment’s
bandwidth, and memory effects induced by short laser pulses. These findings offer valuable insights
into the driven open system dynamics of quantum optical systems, impurities embedded in solid-
state materials, molecular systems, and more, paving the way for precise control of their quantum
states.
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I. Introduction

The framework of driven open quantum systems de-
scribes the evolution of a broad range of physical systems
[1–4]. Examples range from free electrons [5] and single
atoms [6–8] to defects in bulk materials [9, 10] and many-
body systems [11–15]. The dynamics of these systems is
simultaneously influenced by externally controlled fields,
denoted as “drive” or “control”, and the inevitable inter-
action with their surrounding environment.

The many-body nature of these composite systems and
the large number of timescales involved in the evolution
restrict the number accurate solutions and limit pertur-
bative analysis to specific physical regimes. The presence
of the coherent drive introduces further theoretical diffi-
culties in the evaluation of the primary system’s reduced
dynamics. The drive is commonly represented by an ex-
plicit time-dependent term in the Hamiltonian, which
breaks time-translation symmetry and formally necessi-
tates a time-ordering procedure.

Under typical circumstances, the reduced dynamics
of the open system are deduced by relying on a weak
coupling with the environment and rapid decay of en-
vironmental correlations [1, 16], leading to a Marko-
vian description. Nevertheless, with the introduction
of structured environments, such as photonic crystals
[17–20] and nanophotonic structures [21, 22], moderate
system-environment coupling [23–27], and increasingly
short laser pulses, a theoretical treatment beyond the
Markovian regime is required [28–30]. A comprehensive
dynamical description is essential for both the analysis of
natural processes such as energy transport in biological
light harvesting complexes [26, 31], and electron-phonon
interactions [32, 33], as well as in the development of
quantum control tools [19, 34, 35], single-photon sources
[36, 37], sensing [24, 25], and information processing tech-
niques [38, 39].

The present contribution employs an analytical con-
struction of a non-Markovian master equation to inves-
tigate the dynamics of linear and non-linear driven open
quantum systems. We focus on drive-dependent phenom-
ena and highlight the intricate interplay between coher-
ent driving, dissipation and memory and effects.

Non-Markovian dynamics of driven non-linear open
systems have been studied extensively using a variety of
numerical techniques. Quasi-adiabatic [40, 41] and non-
interacting/inter-blip path integral methods [42–44], hi-
erarchical equations of motion [45–48], generalized mas-
ter equations [49, 50], renormalization group methods
[51], driven Liouville von-Neumann formalism [52] and
stochastic Schrödinger equation [53] have been employed
to study the non-Markovian dynamics of various systems.
Specifically, a large effort has been devoted to the analy-
sis of the spin-boson model, which serves as a toy model
for chemical processes involving two isolated quantum

states coupled to a complex environment such as a sol-
vent, molecular vibrations, or protein scaffolds [2, 42].

The numerical methods are often both precise and effi-
cient in a defined physical regime, such as moderate tem-
perature or up to second order in the system-environment
coupling strength. Moreover, they compute system ex-
pectation values. Importantly, even when the dynamics
of the expectation values can be evaluated accurately, it
remains extremely difficult to differentiate and analyze
the underlying dominant physical processes. This infor-
mation is readily obtained by analyzing the form of an
analytical equation of motion, where the role of different
terms can be traced to distinct physical process.

Notably, Ref. [54] employed a numerical solution of
the hierarchical equations of motion to investigate sig-
natures of non-Markovianity in the periodically driven
spin-boson model. These include negativity in the decay
rates of a time-local master equation and memory kernel
decay time of a generalized Lindblad master equation.
Alternatively, previously proposed analytical approaches
for non-linear systems have relied on either the slow vari-
ation of the spectral density [55], or a high driving fre-
quencies [49, 56].

The dynamics of Non-driven open linear systems have
been studied extensively [57–63], while driven systems
have been studied in the context of bosonic [64] and
fermionic [65] transport models, coherent control [66] and
the derivation of an exact master equation [67].

In the Markovian regime, neglecting information back-
flow from the environment greatly simplifies the problem.
Nevertheless, even within this regime, the interplay be-
tween the coherent and incoherent dynamical contribu-
tions is not fully understood. It is well known that the
interaction with the environment leads to coherent dy-
namical contributions in the form of Lamb shifts [68–71],
and dispersive forces [72–74]. However, the reverse ef-
fect, where the coherent drive modifies the dissipation,
requires further investigation. Previous analysis focusing
on different driving regimes predict distinct conclusions
[75–78]. Determining the effect of coherent driving on
the dissipation has direct implications for the develop-
ment of open system control techniques [35, 79–84], noise
mitigation [85], and the engineering of effective coherent
dynamics in the presence of external noise [86, 87].

To gain further insight and address these issues, we
study the driven Markovian and non-Markovian dynam-
ics of two simple classes of optical open systems: (a) A
linear system of coupled modes and (b) a collection of two
level-emitters coupled to a bosonic environment. In this
context the term “linear system” refers to a bosonic sys-
tem with a quadratic composite Hamiltonian, such that
the dynamics can be described by a compact operator
algebra. As a consequence, the dynamics of such a com-
posite system can be expressed by a set of linear coupled
differential equations, where the number of equations cor-
responds to the number of harmonic modes. In compar-
ison, for a non-linear system, such as a two-level emitter
coupled to bosonic modes, the composite operator alge-
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bra is non-compact, leading to an infinite set of coupled
linear differential equations even for a single environment
mode [88].

We begin by analyzing the dynamics of a linear open
system in Sec. III. Within the rotating wave approxima-
tion, the standard quantum optics Hamiltonian conserves
the number of excitations (U(1) symmetry). In this case,
the reduced dynamics of a linear primary system can be
expressed in terms of a time-local non-Markovian mas-
ter equation of the Kossakowski form [63, 64, 67]. In this
form, the jump operators are time-independent, while de-
cay rates and Lamb shifts of the exact master equation
vary in time and are completely determined by the so-
called Keldysh non-equilibrium Green function and the
Bose-Einstein distribution.

We apply the resolvent formalism [16, 89, 90] to evalu-
ate the Green function for a simplified model of a 1D pho-
tonic crystal [19, 90, 91]. When the emitter-environment
coupling is comparable to the Bloch band’s width, such a
model enables probing highly non-Markovian dynamics,
which require non-perturbative approaches, and explores
the interplay between bound states and coherent driving.
The implications of the master equation are analyzed in
Sec. III. Interestingly, for a linear system, the normalized
frequencies and decay rates depend only on the environ-
ment’s properties, implying the dissipation and drive are
independent. We find that the coherent drive manifests
a non-Markovian self-correction, modifying the Hamilto-
nian driving term, Sec. IIID. By employing the resolvant
formalism, the magnitude of the non-Markovian driving
term is related to distinct features of the self energy and
the environmet’s spectrum. When multiple linear modes
are coupled to the same bosonic non-Markovian environ-
ment, it leads to cross-driving terms, where a laser ap-
plied to one mode drives other modes, Sec. III E.

Beyond the rotating wave approximation one obtains a
general quadratic Hamiltonian (breaking the U(1) sym-
metry). Extending the construction of Ferialdi [92], it
is shown in Sec. III B that the structure of the master
equation maintains the same form as in the case where
the number of excitations is conserved. Namely, the dis-
sipation remains independent of the drive.

Building upon the analytical solution of the linear
driven open system an equation of motion for a system
of quantum emitters is constructed in Sec. IVB. Moti-
vated by the clear connection, the governing dynamical
equation is coined as the Linear Master Equation (LME).
Intuitively, the construction is based on the assumption
that the environment’s influence on the primary system
is only negligibly affected by the non-linearity. A priori,
such an approach is expected to remain valid in the low
excitation regime where the non-linearities of the emit-
ters play a minor role [93]. Benchmarking the proposed
solution against an exact pseudo-mode solution demon-
strates that the LME remains accurate even in the pres-
ence of a moderate drive, where the two-level system
transition is saturated. Moreover, it provides a good
approximation for strong system-environment coupling,

where memory effects play a dominant role. Surprisingly,
in such a non-Markovian regime (and for a non-linear
primary system) it is not even clear that the reduced dy-
namics can be described in terms of a time-local master
equation [1, 30, 94–98].

The dynamical description in terms of a simple master
equation allows an intuitive differentiation of the simulta-
neously occurring dynamical processes. These involve an
interplay between coherence, dissipation, and backflow of
information.

The pseudo-mode simulation technique constitutes
an alternative approach by which to solve the non-
Markovian dynamics [99]. Specifically, for a bosonic envi-
ronment initially in a Gaussian state, the exact reduced
dynamics can be mapped to the same system coupled
to a reservoir constructed from a finite number of dissi-
pative bosonic pseudo-modes, undergoing Markovian de-
cay [99, 100]. The substitution of an environment with
an infinite number of modes by a finite-mode dissipa-
tive reservoir reduces the numerical cost of solving the
reduced system dynamics. It enables a well-controlled
truncation of the infinite Hilbert space. Here, we em-
phasize that mapping to pseudo-modes also holds for
driven systems and apply the construction to study the
non-Markovian effects of driven open quantum systems,
Sec. IVA. We consider the simplest case of a Lorentzian
spectral density, which requires only a single dissipative
pseudo-mode. Such a model is equivalent to an atomic
system trapped in a dissipative cavity [7, 101].

The underlying dynamical processes are analyzed by
comparing the exact solution to the predictions of the
LME and its Markovian limit, the Optical Bloch Master
Equation (OBE) [75], Sec. IV. In the short-time regime
(t < 0.5/ΓFGR) the LME typically achieves orders of
magnitude improvement in accuracy relative to the OBE,
even for strong driving. Here, ΓFGR is the Markovian
decay rate, given by the Fermi-golden rule. Surprisingly,
this result demonstrates that the non-Markovian effects
may provide a significant contribution to the dynamics
for time durations much larger than the environment’s
memory time. For weak driving, the accuracy typically
exhibits a minimum value around t = 1/ΓFGR and in-
creases for longer times reaching a comparable (but typi-
cally lower) accuracy relative to the OBE. Increasing the
driving strength and non-Markovianity typically leads to
larger deviations from the exact result. This arises from
the enhanced likelihood of reabsorbing the emitted pho-
ton along with the system’s non-linearity.

In the extremely non-Markovian driving regime, where
the laser pulse (drive) and the environment’s bandwidth
are comparable, novel non-Markovian effects emerge, Sec.
IVD. In light of rapid technological advancements in
pulse engineering, and contemporary efforts to reduce in-
evitable dissipation losses by minimizing the duration of
the driving protocols, such non-Markovian effects may
significantly reduce gate fidelities if not accounted for.

To illuminate the extent of interplay between the dis-
sipative and coherent dynamical contributions in the
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Markovian regime, the exact evolution is compared
to common Markovian theoretical treatments for a
monochromatic drive and Gaussian pulse, Sec. IVF.
We compare the performance of the LME and OBE to
the Floquet [76, 102–106], Adiabatic [77], and Time-
dependent [107] master equations. These dynamical
equations typically differ by the associated driving regime
and the transition between states of a certain basis that
capture the dissipation process. Unlike the LME and
OBE, where the environment induces transition between
the bare system states, the three other constructions in-
corporate the drive within the dissipation process. They
are based on the dressed basis approach [16], Floquet and
adiabatic theorems, leading to representation of the open
system dynamics in terms of transitions between different
preferred basis states and drive-dependent decay rates.

In the studied parameter range, the Linear and Optical
Bloch master equations exhibit excellent agreement with
the exact solution, while the drive-dependent approaches
show significant relative deviations. Surprisingly, this
trend occurs even for very strong driving, where the
dressed-state picture is the natural framework to analyze
the dynamics. This counterintuitive result highlights the
importance of comparison to exact models or simulations
even in the regime, where all the assumptions of the mi-
croscopic derivations are valid.

Finally, we emphasize that the present work focuses
on optical systems interacting with the electromagnetic
field. For such setups, it is well justified to consider a
bosonic environment at T = 0. Nevertheless, all the re-
sults can be generalized to the case of T > 0 in a straight-
forward manner; see the discussion section and Appendix
A 1. In addition, a similar theoretical analyses applies for
a wide range of physical systems, such as solid-state color
centers interacting with lattice phonon modes [108, 109],
molecular electronic or spin states coupled to molecular
or solvent vibrational modes [110, 111] and many more
[91, 101, 112–117].

II. Framework

We consider a driven open quantum system coupled to
a bosonic environment. The evolution of the composite
system is generated by the Hamiltonian

H = HS (t) +HI +HE . (1)

Here, the system Hamiltonian includes the bare system
and drive terms HS (t) = HS0 +Hd (t), HI describes the
system-environment interaction and HE is the bare envi-
ronment Hamiltonian. ℏ is taken to be unity throughout
the paper.

The explicit time-dependent representation of the drive
can be obtained from an autonomous (time-independent)
description by an interaction picture transformation of
an initially coherent field state [16], [118]. As a result,
the explicit time-dependent non-Markovian description

remains precise even for a weak coherent drive and in-
cludes both the influence of the field’s quantum fluctu-
ations and the system’s back action on the field. The
representation of the drive in terms of an explicit time-
dependent term is valid in the non-relativistic regime
and moderate field intensities, for which the particles-
field interaction energy is negligible relative to the free
particle energy [119]. Alternatively, the validity is main-
tained as long as the Rabi frequency is much smaller than
the system’s typical frequency. Within this parameter
regime, each explicitly time-dependent Hamiltonian can
be mapped to a corresponding autonomous Hamiltonian
with a modified initial state.

The nature of the reduced dynamics is determined by
the relation between a restricted number of characteris-
tic energy scales: (a) the typical frequency of the system
ωS , (b) detuning with respect to the central laser fre-
quency ∆ = ωS − ωL, (c) driving bandwidth ∆ωL, (d)
environment spectral width ∆ωE , (e) inverse of the lo-
cal density of environment states 1/D (ωS), as well as
(f) the system-environment coupling gSE , and (g) the
system-drive coupling gSL. Additional factors which in-
fluence the dynamical behavior are the interplay between
the light polarization and the spatial dimensions of the
medium [120] and retardation effects [121]. Since the
present focus concerns the dynamical effects of the drive,
these considerations are neglected.

A number of dynamical regimes can be identified.
Markovian evolution emerges when the environment’s
spectral features change on a scale much larger than the
system’s transition linewidth, i.e.,

g2SED (ωS) ≪ ∆ωE . (2)

This leads to memoryless dynamics, where information
backflow can be neglected, and the dissipation is char-
acterized by an exponential decay with a rate given by
Fermi’s Golden Rule (FGR) ΓFGR ∼ g2SED (ωS).

For a pulsed control protocol, the introduction of a new
dynamical variable, the pulse’s bandwidth ∆ωL, leads to
further richness in the dynamical behavior. When the
bandwidth of the pulse is comparable to ∆ωE , informa-
tion backflow modifies the system’s reduced dynamics.
These non-Markovian effects may occur even when the
Markovian condition (Eq. (2)) is satisfied.

Beyond the Markovian regime, the restriction given
by (2) is lifted, and the system evolution may exhibit in-
formation backflow, resulting in oscillatory behavior [28],
power-law decay rates [122, 123] and strong dispersive in-
teractions [90]. Additionally, bound system-environment
states may appear, leading to fractional decay and local-
ized light states [17, 90, 124–128].

In the extreme non-Markovian regime, where gSE >
∆ωE , the impact of information backflow surpasses the
dynamical contribution of the dissipative processes. As
a consequence, the abstract partition of the composite
system into a primary system and environment breaks
down. This qualitative transition motivates the inclusion
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of dominant environmental modes within the so-called
primary system [129].

In most of the current study, we focus on system-
environment Hamiltonians which conserve the number of
excitations (usually derived by a rotating wave approx-
imation). For such composite systems, it is convenient
to work a frame rotating at the central laser frequency
ωL ≈ ωS . The rotation amount to shifting the spectrum
of the system and environment and adding oscillating
phases to the drive. As a consequence, the open sys-
tem dynamics are not influenced by the magnitude of
ωS , which constitutes only a reference frequency in the
studied class of models. The validity conditions of the
rotating wave approximation and the mapping of an au-
tonomous Hamiltonian to an explicitly time-dependent
one coincide.

III. Linear optical systems

We first consider a linear system of NS coupled res-
onators with frequencies ω1, ω2, . . . , ωNS

interacting with
a bosonic field initially in the vacuum state. Physical re-
alizations of the theoretical model include driven coupled
micro-resonators [130], mechanical oscillators [131, 132]
and nano-structured photonic materials [91]. The lat-
ter constitutes an especially attractive platform, where
high controllability enables access to exotic dynamical
regimes involving strong system-environment couplings,
a high density of states and narrow environmental band-
widths. For further experimental considerations see Sec.
V.

Within the rotating wave approximation, the compos-
ite linear system Hamiltonian takes the following form

H =
∑
ij

Mija
†
iaj +

∑
i

(
fi (t) a

†
i + f∗

i (t) ai

)
∑
k,i

(
ηika

†
i bk + η∗ikaib

†
k

)
+
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk , (3)

where ai and bk are system and environment annihila-
tion operators, with i, j = 1, . . . , NS , and k = 1, . . . , NE ,
k may account for both the mode’s wavevector and polar-
ization. The first two terms represent the internal system
couplings and drive, while the last terms corresepond to
the system-environment interaction and the free environ-
ment Hamiltonian, respectively. The following analysis
considers bosonic modes; nevertheless, it applies as well
to fermionic Hamiltonians of the form of (3) with minor
modifications, Appendix A 1.

Before pursuing the exact system dynamics, it is ben-
eficial to establish the connection between the Hamil-
tonian parameters and the typical energy scales. The
typical system energy scale, ωS , is associated with the
characteristic magnitude of the eigenvalues of M , while
the environment’s bandwidth, ∆ωE , is given by the vari-
ance of ωk in the continuum limit. gSL ∼ |fi (t) |, while
∆ωL is defined as the typical standard deviation of the

driving terms {fi (t)} Fourier transform, and gSE corre-
sponds to the ratio of the spectral density and the density
of states g2SE ∼

∑
k |ηik|2δ (ω − ωk) /D (ωS).

A. Exact master equation

The master equation for a driven bosonic compos-
ite systems, whose evolution is governed by a quadratic
Hamiltonian was derived in [63] (detailed derivations and
an extension to fermionic composite systems is given in
[67]). The construction employs a coherent state rep-
resentation, which can be evaluated analytically for a
quadratic Hamiltonian of the form (3). An exact Fokker-
Planck equation for dynamical propagator is then de-
duced and mapped to a time-convolution-less master
equation. It is explicitly given by

ρ̇S (t) = −i
[
H̃S (t) , ρS (t)

]
+
∑
ij

Γ↓
ij (t)Daj ,a

†
i
[ρS (t)] + Γ↑

ij (t)Da†
i ,aj

[ρS (t)] ,

(4)

where Dx,y [•] ≡ x • y − {yx, •}/2, with

H̃S (t) =
∑
ij

a†iΩij (t) aj +
∑
i

(
ki (t) a

†
i + k∗i (t) ai

)
.

(5)

Here the relaxation rates Γ↓
ij and Γ↑

ij , and coherent term
Ωij , given explicitly in Appendix A 1, are determined by
the time-dependent matrix elements of the Keldysh non-
equilibrium Green function W (t, 0) [133]. The Green
function is an NS by NS matrix that satisfies the integro-
differential equation

Ẇ (t, t′) + iMW (t, t′) +

∫ t

t′
dτK (t− τ)W (τ, t′) = 0 ,

(6)
with initial condition W (0, 0) = IS , where Mij

are elements of M , K (t, t′) = K (τ = t− t′) =∫∞
0

dωJ (ω) e−iωτ is the memory kernel and the ele-
ments of the spectral density functions read [J ]jk =∑

l ηjlη
∗
klδ (ω − ωl). The drive terms {ki} are elements

of the vector

k (t) = f (t) + fNM (t) (7)

with

fNM (t) =

∫ t

0

Ẇ (t, τ)f (τ) dτ − ẆW−1f̃ , (8)

where ẋ ≡ dx/dt, f̃ (t) =
∫ t

0
W (t, τ)f (τ) dτ , and the

elements of the vector f (t) are the corresponding driving
terms, {fi}, of Eq. (3).
The form of the master equation, (4), highlights three

phenomena arising from the system-environment interac-
tion: (i) The interaction modifies the primary system’s
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coherent dynamics by effectively coupling different sys-
tem modes, manifested by the non-diagonal terms of Ω
[134], (ii) it leads to the emergence of a drive-dependent
coherent term fNM , Eq. (7). For multiple system modes,
the non-Markovian correction may lead to a collective
effect, where cross-mode coupling elements in W imply
that an effective drive on the i’th mode ki (t) depends on
the chosen driving protocols of the other modes {fj (t)}.
This contribution is weighted in a non-local way by the
spectral density function elements, as depicted by Eq.

(8). (iii) Finally, the form of Γ↓,↑
ij highlights that for such

a linear system, the incoherent decay rates are indepen-
dent of the drive.

In the Markovian limit, the Green function obtains the
form W (t) = exp (−iHeff t), where Heff is a constant
non-Hermitian matrix (for example, see Subsec. III C).
Substituting the exponential form into Eq. (8) shows
that fNM vanishes in this regime. Thus, the cross-
relation is a purely non-Markovian effect. In addition,
it constitutes a non-Markovian signature, allowing to de-
tect deviations from Markovianity by the analysis of the
coherent dynamics of linear or weakly excited systems.

The non-Markovian contributions of fNM (t) scale
quadratically with the system-environment coupling.
Hence, such a collective driving effect is expected
to be significant only for strong system environment-
coupling, where the open-system dynamics are highly
non-Markovian. In the weak coupling regime, ignoring
such open system contributions leads to small coherent
errors. Nevertheless, with the ongoing improvement in
coherent control and contemporary aspirations for precise
control, even small errors may be significant. In order to
optimize control fidelity the coherent collective-driving
effects can be incorporated in the design of control pro-
tocols.

Finally, the autonomous representation of the compos-
ite system, where the dynamics are generated by a time-
independent composite Hamiltonian with an environ-
ment initially in a multi-mode coherent state [16], high-
lights that the source of the coherent correction, fNM ,
is the initial environment state. Such non-Markovianity
is quite exotic, as memory effects commonly arise solely
from the spectral features of the environment and strong
system-environment interaction. A similar effect has
been witnessed in the non-Markovian evolution of a fer-
monic open system [135]. It is important to highlight that
fNM differs qualitatively from the Lamb shift correction
to the bare frequencies. The latter originates from the ex-
change of virtual photons, while the former is associated
with the presence of real photons in the field [68, 69].

B. Beyond the rotating wave approximation

The standard derivation of H, Eq. (3), involves canon-
ical quantization of the analogous classical system. This
procedure leads to counter rotating terms proportional

to aibk and a†i b
†
k [136]. In the optical regime and typi-

cal system-environment coupling, these terms contribute
rapid fluctuations on the order of the coupling, and are,
therefore commonly neglected. Nevertheless, they are es-
sential for the accurate computation of Lamb shifts, dis-
persive forces and entanglement dynamics [137]. More-
over, for strong coupling, the counter rotating terms
modify the reduced dynamics substantially [138, 139].

The presence of counter rotating terms in the com-
posite Hamiltonian breaks the U(1) symmetry of the
Hamiltonian in the autonomous representation. Natu-
rally, the reduction in symmetry increases the complex-
ity of the calculation of the reduced system dynamics. In
the following section we study the structure of the master
equation for an initial Gaussian state of the environment
and arbitrary quadratic Hamiltonian. For such an initial
state, a generalization of Ref. [92] leads to the general
form. The result highlights that the same qualitative in-
terplay between the drive and dissipation, as deduced in
Sec. III A, is maintained beyond the rotating wave ap-
proximation.

The exact non-Markovian master equation, governing
the dynamics of a non-driven linear (bosonic) system,
coupled to a bosonic environment by a bi-linear inter-
action term was derived in Ref. [92]. In contrast to
the previous section, here a general linear coupling is
considered: HI =

∑
j S

jEj , where Sj and Ej are lin-
ear combinations of the system and environment cre-
ation/annihilation operators, respectively. We employ
the covariant contravariant like notation in the present
section to simplify the presentation .

The construction presented in Ref. [92] starts from the
most general completely positive, trace preserving Gaus-
sian map [140]. By exploiting the initial Gaussian state
of the environment and Wick’s theorem [141], Ferialdi
deduced the exact dynamical generator of the reduced
system. In the Schrödinger picture the generator obtains
the form

d

dt
ρS (t) = −i [HS0, •] + Llin [ρS (t)] , (9)

with

Llin [•] =
∑
jk

Γjk (t)
[
Sj ,
[
Sk, •

]]
+Θjk (t)

[
Sj
[
Ṡk, •

]]
− iΣjk (t)

[
Sj , {Sk, •}

]
− iΥjk (t)

[
Sj{Ṡk, •}

]
. (10)

Here, HS0 is an arbitrary time-independent bosonic
quadratic system Hamiltonian, governing the isolated
(non-driven) system dynamics. The decay rates: Γjk,
Θjk, Σjk and Υjk include convolutions over memory ker-
nels Ajk (t), and Bjk (t), and propagators of the free sys-

tem Cj
k (t− s) and C̃j

k (t− s), see Appendix B for explicit
expressions. The propagators of the (non-driven) linear
system relate Heisenberg picture operators at different
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times

Sj (s1) =
∑
k

Cj
k (t− s1)S

k (t)+C̃j
k (t− s1) Ṡ

k (t) . (11)

After introducing known results, we next incorporate
the influence of a linear drive on the open system dynam-
ics. Consider the following system Hamiltonian

H ′
S (t) = HS0 +Hd (t) ,

where Hd (t) is a linear driving term (same form as in
Eq. (3)). Transforming to an interaction picture relative
to both bare dynamics and the drive (with respect to
H ′

S (t)) leads to a representation where the composite
system dynamics are generated by the interaction picture
Hamiltonian,

H̃I (t) =
∑
j

S̃j (t)Ej (t) . (12)

This Hamiltonian is bi-linear in the system-environment
bosonic operators and, without loss of generality, can be
assumed to satisfy trE (HI (t)) = 0 [142] [143]. As a
consequence, one can repeat the construction presented
in Ref. [92] with only minor modifications. Foremost,
in the presence of a linear drive, the dynamics in the
Heisenberg picture acquire an additional scalar term,

S̃j (s1) =
∑
k

Cj
k (t− s1)S

k (t)

+ C̃j
k (t− s1) Ṡ

k (t) + C̄j (t− s1) , (13)

where the memory kernels C and C̃ are identical to the
non-driven case, Eq. (11). In Appendix B, we show that
the modified Heisenberg dynamics, relative to Eq. (11),
does not alter the resulting decay rates, Γ, Θ, Σ and Υ.
Its sole contribution is new coherent term in the master
equation, similarly to Eq. (4).

Overall, we obtain general form

d

dt
ρS (t) = −i [H ′

S (t) , ρS (t)]

− i
∑
j

Φj (t)
[
Sj , ρS (t)

]
+ Llin [ρS (t)] , (14)

where Φ (t) is given in Appendix B. This relation pro-
vides a more general expression than Eq. (4), as it gen-
erally includes the dynamical contributions of the counter
rotating terms in the system-environment interaction.
The downside is that the memory kernels, Ajk and Bjk,
are given in terms of asymptotic series of complex mul-
tidimensional integrals (similarly to the Dyson series).
Hence, for practical calculations they require a perturba-
tive analysis.

Importantly, the structure of Eq. (14) highlights that
the inclusion of counter rotating terms does not change
the qualitative interplay between coherent and incoher-
ent dynamical contributions. Namely, the coherent drive

does not affect the dissipation. Establishing this point,
in the following analysis, we return to the case where the
counter rotating terms have been neglected, leading to an
autonomous Hamiltonian which conserves the number of
excitations.

C. Exact dynamical solution

The evolution of the reduced system associated with
H, Eq. (3), is determined by the non-equilibrium Green
function W . The Green function is determined by the
integro-differential equation (6) which is independent of
the driving terms. Obtaining analytical solutions to Eq.
(6), is generally an elaborate task. In the case of a sin-
gle system mode and certain memory kernels K, a so-
lution can be obtained by employing standard Laplace
transform identities [144]. Beyond these cases, a general
methodology applicable to multiple system modes and a
broader class of environments is desirable. In the follow-
ing section, we describe such an approach. By relying
on the resolvent formalism [16], the method provides a
systematic way to obtain exact or approximate solutions
for W (t) ≡ W (t, 0).
The non-driven system dynamics can be concisely ex-

pressed in terms of the Heisenberg equations of motion of
the operator valued vector v (t) = {a (t) , b (t)}T , where
a = {a1 . . . , aNS

}T and b = {b1, . . . , bNE
}T , while the

time-dependence designates operators in the Heisenberg
picture. The composite system dynamics reduce to a
Schrödinger-like equation

v̇ (t) = −iHv (t) , (15)

where

H =

[
M R
R† E

]
, (16)

with [R]il = ηil and E = diag (ω1, . . . , ωNE
). Such rep-

resentation motivates treating the annihilation operators
as elements of an NS +NE-dimensional vector space.

The solution of Eq. (15) is equivalently stated in terms
of the dynamical propagator U (t) = exp (−iHt). To ob-
tain a solution for U , it is beneficial to express the prop-
agator in an integral form

U (t) = − 1

2πi

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iEtG

(
E + i0+

)
dE , (17)

where

G (z) =
1

z −H
(18)

is the resolvent. The correspondence between Eq. (17)
and its standard exponential form can be shown by an an-
alytical continuation of the integral to the complex plane
and application of the residue theorem. The strength of
the formalism stems from the form of Eq. (17), which en-
ables employing complex contour integration techniques
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to evaluate the elements of U . In addition, Eq. (17) cir-
cumvents the demanding task of exponentiating the large
matrix H, when the inverse, Eq. (18), can be accurately
evaluated by alternative techniques.

The form of the propagator naturally decomposes to
four block matrices

U =

[
W T
T † P

]
, (19)

corresponding to the structure of the resolvent

G (z) =

[
GS GSE

G†
SE GE

]
, (20)

where GS (GE) is a NS by NS (NE by NE) matrix. The
block inversion formula now leads to (see Appendix A 3)

GS (z) = Q (z)

GSE (z) = −Q (z)R
1

z −E
(21)

GE (z) =
1

z −E
+

1

z −E
R†Q (z)R

1

z −E
,

with

Q (z) = [z −M −Σ (z)]
−1

, (22)

where the self-energy is given by

Σ (z) = R
1

z −E
R† . (23)

Finally, by combining Eq. (17) , (19), (20), (21) and (22),
the non-equilibrium Green function is expressed as

W (t) = − 1

2πi

∫ ∞

−∞

e−iEt

E+ −M −Σ (E+)
dE , (24)

employing the notation E+ = limη→0+ E+ iη. Similarly,
T and P can be expressed in an analogous form, in terms
of GSE and GE , respectively.

For certain environments analytical expressions for Σ
can be computed analytically [89, 145–148], numerically
[149–154] or perturbatively [16]. When an analytical ex-
pression for Σ is available, the integral of Eq. (24) can be
solved by contour integration. The contour integral in-
cludes three types of contributions: (a) Real poles, which
correspond to bound system-environment states (b) un-
stable complex poles that leading to dissipation and (c)
branch cuts, which contribute a power-law decay. This
analysis enables expressing the Green function as

W (t) =
∑

α∈SP

Rβe
−izαt +

∑
β∈UP

Rβe
−izβ +

∑
γ∈BC

Cγ ,

(25)
where SB and UP designates the set of stable poles and
unstable poles, while Cγ are the contributions of the con-
tour segment circumventing the branch cuts.

In the Markovian limit, the weak system-environment
coupling and smooth dependence of density of states on
the energy allows approximating the self-energy by

Σ
(
E + i0+

)
≈ Σ

(
E0 + i0+

)
= ∆0 − iΓ0/2 , (26)

where E0 is taken as the average of system energies, while
the elements of the Hermitian matrices ∆0 and Γ0 in-
clude the collective Lamb shifts and decay rates, Ap-
pendix A 2. Such an approximation effectively includes
the contribution of only a single pole to the solution
of (17), neglecting the other poles and branch cuts. A
straightforward application of the residue theorem now
leads to the Markovian solution of the Green function

W (t) ≈ exp (−iHeff t) (27)

Heff = M +∆0 − iΓ0/2 .

Once W is obtained, exactly or approximately, the ex-
tension of the analysis to the case of a driven system
is achieved by including an additional non-homogeneous
term in Eq. (15). The linear non-homogeneous equation
then admits the general dynamical solution

v (t) = U (t)v (0)− i

∫ t

0

U (t− s) f̃ (s) ds , (28)

where f̃ = {f ,0}T is an NS + NE size vector, contain-
ing the driving terms in its first NS elements. Relation
Eq. (28) provides an exact solution for both the system
and environment modes in the presence of a drive. The
structure of the second term, and non-diagonal form of
U , highlights that the system and environment modes are
generally affected by the drive.

These results conclude the first part of the analysis of
linear systems. In the following section, we apply the
general relations to study the dynamics of simple pri-
mary systems and demonstrate the drive related non-
Markovian phenomena.

D. Single harmonic mode coupled to a 1D photonic
crystal

We demonstrate the general dynamical solution by
considering a minimal model describing a driven nano-
cavity coupled to a 1D photonic crystal. The pho-
tonic crystal is modeled by a chain of NE identical
bosonic modes, interacting by nearest-neighbour inter-
actions, with periodic boundary conditions and initially
in the vacuum state. The composite system Hamiltonian
reads

H = ωSa
†a+ g

(
ab†0 + a†b0

)
+H

(t.b)
E , (29)

where the photonic crystal is represented by a tight-
binding model

H
(t.b)
E = ωE

∑
j∈ZNE

b†jbj − J
∑

j∈ZNE

(
b†jbj+1 + b†j+1bj

)
,

(30)



9

and the nano-cavity is coupled to single environment
site. The considered model may exhibit strong non-
Markovian dynamics, and exotic phenomena as fractional
and power-law decay [90] as well as system-environment
bound states [128, 155], while allowing for an analytical
dynamical solution.

The photonic crystal’s bare Hamiltonian can be diag-
onalized by introducing the Fourier transformed opera-
tors bk = 1√

L

∑
j e

−ikajbj , with lattice constant a and

k ∈ (2π/L)ZNE
. The substitution leads to a band struc-

ture within the energy range [ωE − 2J, ωE + 2J ]. In the
rotating frame with respect to ωE , Eq. (30) can now be
concisely expressed as

H = ∆̄a†a+ g
(
ab†k + a†bk

)
+
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk , (31)

with ∆̄ = ωS − ωE The environment spectrum ωk =
−2J cos (ka) manifests diverging density of states at the

band edges: D (E) = θ(2J−E)

π
√
4J2−E2

[89]. The rapid change

in density of states leads to highly non-Markovian be-
havior when |∆̄| ≈ 2J [124], see Fig. 2 Panel (b). Inter-
estingly, such increase in the density of states results in
an enhancement in the coupling efficiencies between the
system mode and the photonic crystal, which can assist
in the realization of single photon transistors, large sin-
gle photon nonlinearities and creation of single photon
sources [36].

The solutions for W and T follow a procedure similar
to that presented in Ref. [90], studying the spontaneous
emission of two-level emitters, coupled to a 1D and 2D
cubic lattices. Here, we summarize the results and pro-
vide a detailed analysis in Appendix C 2. Following, we
utilize these results to investigate the non-Markovian ef-
fects associated with the drive. Utilizing Eq. (28) it
can be readily inferred that system dynamics obtains the
form

a (t) = W (t) a (0) + T (t) b (0)− i

∫ t

0

W (t− s) f (s) ,

(32)
where in this case the non-equilibrium Green function
and the drive term are simply time-dependent scalars

W (t) = − 1

2πi

∫ ∞

−∞

e−iEt

E+ − ωS − Σ1D (E+)
dE , (33)

with the self energy [156]

Σ1D (z) =
sign(Re (z))g2√

z2 − 4J2
. (34)

Finally, the integrals of Eq. (33) (similarly for T ) are
solved by contour integral techniques, [90] and Appendix
C 1.

The non-driven dynamics (f = 0) exhibit similar non-
Markovian features as the single excitation case, de-
scribed in [90]. Fractional decay, for frequencies close to
the band edge, arises from an initial overlap with bound

FIG. 1. Non-Markovian influence of the drive. (a)
Real part of the control protocols as a function of
time. Two types of protocols are analyzed, an off res-
onant monochromatic drive (continuous blue) fmono (t) =
exp (−i (ωS + δ) t), with δ = 0.5J and a Gaussian pulse

fgauss = (A/
√
2πσ2)

(
−(t− t0)

2/2σ2
L

)
exp (−iωSt). (b,c) The

non-Markovian drive dependent coherent correction fNM (Eq.
(8)) as a function of time for a monochromatic drive and
Gaussian pulse, respectively. Model parameters: a = J = 1,
σL = 0.5J−1 and A = 2.

states (real poles of GS (z)), and a t−3 power-law decay
due to the contributions of branch cuts to the integral
Eq. (33).

In the presence of coherent driving, a coherent non-
Markovian correction term fNM is added to the master
equation (4). We analyze the contribution of fNM for
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two types of control protocols: an off resonant monochro-
matic drive and a resonant Gaussian pulse, depicted in
Fig. 1 Panel (a), for varying coupling strength g, ∆̄. We
focus on the behavior for negative detunings, as the case
of positive detuning show the same qualitative behavior.

At the band edge (|∆̄ + 2J | ≈ g) for strong coupling
(g = 0.4J), fNM contributes a shift of up to 10 percent
to the coherent drive, depicted by a dashed dot orange
line in Fig. 1 Panels (b) and (c). In contrast, for small
coupling and frequencies in the band, the magnitude of
fNM reduces substantially (yellow small markers). This
can be understood by considering the contributions to
the contour integration Eq. (33), Fig. 2. When the evo-
lution is dominated by a single pole (real or imaginary)
the propagator can be approximated asW (t) ≈ cαe

−izαt,
where cα is the residue at pole, which leads to vanishing
fNM . Therefore, fNM obtains significant values either in
the vicinity of the branch cuts or when the contributions
of two poles overlap. The branchcut contributions are
localized near the band edge, Fig. 2 Panel (a), leading
to a suppression of the non-Markovian coherent correc-
tion well inside the band. Interestingly, in the band gap
such a contribution decays slowly, leading to a small but
notable contribution even for |∆̄ + 2J |/g > 2 (blue line
in Panels (b) and (c)). Within the band the contribution
of fNM scales quadratically with the coupling strength
g, as demonstrated by the dashed green line (g = 0.4J)
and yellow markers (g = 0.1J).
Comparing the two types of protocols, the non-

Markovian contribution of the monochromatic pulse re-
mains of similar magnitude throughout the dynamics,
while for the Gaussian pulse the contribution exhibits
a peak during the pulse and decays slowly in time. Sur-
prisingly, for the pulse fNM obtains substantial values
long after the pulse decays (see dashed-dotted yellow and
dashed red line in panel (b)). Such behavior arises from
the time non-local nature of the non-Markovian effects.

E. Two driven modes coupled to a 1D photonic
crystal

The following section extends the single-mode analysis
to a pair of nano-cavities, coupled to sites ±jS of a 1D
photonic crystal. The composite system is represented
by the Hamiltonian

H = ωS

∑
n=±jS

a†nan + g
∑

n=±jS

(
anb

†
n + a†nbn

)
+H

(t.b)
E .

(35)
Transitioning to the Fourier components de-
couples the environment’s collective modes
and leads to an interaction term of the form

g
∑

n=±jS

(
anb

†
ke

ikan + a†nbke
−ikan

)
.

Reflection symmetry of the configuration enables de-
coupling the composite system into two collective system
modes, a±, which are coupled to two distinct environ-
ments [90]. Thus, effectively reducing the analysis to a

FIG. 2. (a) Dynamical contributions to W (t), Eq. (33).
There are three types of contributions to the contour integral.
(i) Real poles: Lower (RL) and upper (UP). (ii) A single com-
plex pole (CP) and (iii) branch cuts: Lower (LBC) and upper
(UBC).(b) Comparison of the single emitter decay exact (Γ)
and Markovian (ΓFGR = −Im

(
Σ1D

(
∆̄
))
/2) decay rates as a

function of the detuning from the photonic crystal’s central
frequency ∆̄ = ωS −ωE . At the band edges the tight-binding
model exhibits a diverging density of states, leading to non-
Markovian behavior and a deviation between the Markovian
and exact results. Model parameters: g = 0.4J (gSE = g,
J = ∆ωE).

single mode problem. The system’s dynamics take the
form

a (t) = W (t)a (0) + T (t) b (0)

− i

∫ t

0

W (t− s)f (s) ds , (36)

where

W (t) =
1

2

[
W+ +W− W+ −W−
W+ −W− W+ +W−

]
, (37)

and W± are the non-equilibrium Green function of the
collective system modes a± = (a1 ± a2) /

√
2. These

Green functions are given explicitly in Appendix C 2.
The non-diagonal form of W leads to a cross-coupling

effect, where the drive on one of the system modes in-
fluences the other. The cross-coupling effect is demon-
strated by considering a monochromatic drive only on



11

FIG. 3. Schematic representation of the studied linear model.
Two driven modes situated at positions ±jS with associated
drives f±jS (t). The system modes are coupled locally, via
a coupling strength g, to a 1D photonic crystal, represented
by a chain of linear modes with nearest neighbour interac-
tions of strength J . The tight-binding environment is char-
acterized by rapidly varying density of states near the band
edges, imposing strong non-Markovian system dynamics when
|∆̄± J | ∼ g.

the first system mode (f (t) = {A exp (−iωLt) , 0}T ).
The drive on the first mode leads to an additional non-
Markovian term in the master equation, fNM,2 (t), driv-
ing the second mode. Here fNM,i denotes the i-th com-
ponent of the vector fNM . The magnitude of non-
Markovian cooperative effect increases with the system-
environment coupling, Fig. 4. The distance between the
system modes modifies the collective behaviour and thus,
modifies the magnitude of fNM,2 substantially. Figure 5
compares fNM,2 for varying distances and emitters de-
tuning ∆̄, for a Gaussian pulse applied to the first emit-
ter. Well inside the band and in the band gap the magni-
tude of the non-Markovian cross effect decreases with the
distance (Panels (a) and (d)). This is contrasted by the
behavior close to the band edge, where the branchcuts’
contribution to the dynamics intensifies. For a plot of
the various contributions to the contour integral of W (t)
see [90] Fig. (4). For ∆̄ = −0.1J,−1J (Panels (b) and
(c), respectively) fNM,2 exhibits large magnitudes even
for large emitter distances.

F. Linear model validity regime

The presented analysis and results apply only to lin-
ear systems. Nevertheless, since in many cases the non-
linearity of physical systems tends to be small [157], the
analysis can either constitute a good approximation or
serve as a basis for a perturbative treatment of the non-
linearity. In addition, when the drive is sufficiently weak
such that it generates simultaneously at most a single
excitation shared among many particles, the Holstein-

FIG. 4. The non-Markovian drive term on the first fNM,1 (t)
(a,c) and second mode fNM,2 (t) (b,d) as a function of
time for different system-environment coupling and detun-
ings. The first mode is driven by a Gaussian pulse in (a,b)
and monochromatic laser in (c,d). The model parameters are
identical to Fig. 1.

Primakoff approximation leads to an effective linear sys-
tem. For instance, the presented analysis allows treating
the dynamics of a weakly driven ensemble of Rubidium
atoms in the Rydberg blockade regime [158].

The analysis is not limited to the optical regime and
applies to general driven linear systems coupled to a
bosonic environment, where the composite dynamics are
governed by a Hamiltonian of the form (3). For opti-
cal frequencies at room temperature, the electromagnetic
state is well approximated by a vacuum state. How-
ever, when entering the IR regime and below temper-
ature plays a significant role. The temperature effect can
be incorporated into the construction following Ref. [67].
The presence of thermal excitations in the bath modifies

the decay rates Γ↑,↓
ij and the coherent corrections Ωij , see

Appendix A 1. Notably, the Green function and the non-
Markovian driving term fNM (t) is independent of the
temperature.
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FIG. 5. Effect of the distance d between the system modes
on fNM,2, for varying detunings and a Gaussian laser pulse
on the first system mode. Panels (a,b,c,d) correspond to the
detunings
bar∆ = −3,−2,−1,−0.1. a = J = 1, δ = 0.5J , σL = 0.5J−1

and A = 2, gSL = 0.4J .

IV. Non-Linear optical systems

The dynamical behavior of driven linear and non-
linear open systems is expected to be qualitatively dif-
ferent. For instance, the perturbative treatment of non-
linear systems in the Markovian regime results in drive-
dependent dissipative decay rates [77, 78, 82, 103, 107,
159] and a drive-dependent memory kernel in a non-
Markovian analysis [45]. Additionally, the linear case
permits a normal mode analysis, while the combination
of system non-linearities and the infinite degrees of free-
dom of the bosonic environment typically prevents ex-
act solution. Specifically, the non-linearities imply that
the composite Hamiltonian includes quadratic or higher-
order terms. As a result, the operator algebra of the
composite system (the primary system and environment)
leads to an infinite hierarchy of coupled linear differen-
tial equations ( the Heisenberg equations) [88]. Despite
of this fact, for a large class of non-linear systems, the
driven open system dynamics can be connected to the
dynamics of associated linear systems.

We show that the associated analytical linear solution
can be harnessed to deduce a reliable dynamical solution
for the corresponding non-linear system. The solution is
manifested by a dynamical equation, termed the “Linear
Master Equation” (LME). The LME is compared to a
pseudo-mode solution, which simulates the effect of the
environment on the primary system employing a small
dissipative reservoir. In this case, the composite dynam-
ics of the primary system and reservoir can be solved
numerically to obtain an exact result. The comparison
between the LME and pseudo-mode solution provides a
way to analyze and interpret the interplay between the
coherent and incoherent dynamical contributions, as well
as the memory and cooperative effects of the drive.
We focus on the driven open system dynamics of an

ensemble of two-level quantum emitters. The composite
Hamiltonian is of the form

H (t) =
∑
ij

σ†
iMijσj +

∑
i

(
fi (t)σ

†
i + f∗

i (t)σi

)
+
∑
ik

(
gikσ

†
i bk + g∗ikσib

†
k

)
+
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk , (38)

where σi = |g⟩i ⟨e|i is the ladder operator of the i’th emit-
ter and the environment is assumed to be initially in the
vacuum state. Within the Markovian regime, dynamics
of a variety of the optical, solid-state and molecular sys-
tems are well represented by Eq. (38) [101, 108–113]. Be-
yond the Markovian regime, such an Hamiltonian may be
realized by neutral and solid-state atoms interacting with
photonic modes confined to engineered dielectric materi-
als [90, 91], cold atoms in a state-dependent optical lat-
tice [160, 161] and cavity QED setups [7, 162].
We begin by presenting the pseudo-mode technique

[99, 100]. In Sec. IVB, we map the non-Markovian
bosonic equation (4) to the LME, a master equation for
the emitters, and benchmark its performance in the fol-
lowing sections. Physically, such a mapping involves ne-
glecting the back reaction of the environment, associated
with the system’s non-linearity. A priori, this approach
is expected to provide a good description for a small
number of excitations where the non-linearities are small.
Nevertheless, we find an excellent agreement between the
linear master equation and the pseudo-mode simulation
even for moderate driving (gSL ∼ ΓFGR), involving mul-
tiple excitations, and moderate system-environment cou-
pling. The interplay between the coherent and incoher-
ent dynamical contributions is studied in sections IVC,
IVD, IVF, while the drive dependent cooperative effects
are investigated in Sec. IVG.
Concluding the section, we focus on the standard op-

tical regime in Sec. IVF, involving moderate driving
strengths and a Markovian environment. In this regime,
the accuracy of the linear and optical Bloch master equa-
tions is compared to the Floquet [76, 102–106, 163], Adi-
abatic [77] and Time-Dependent [107] master equations.
The results of the final comparison highlights that within
this regime, the influence of the drive on the dissipation
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can be neglected even for very intense lasers.

A. Pseudo-mode solution

Simulation of the bosonic environment with dissipa-
tive pseudo-modes enables the evaluation of the exact
driven open system dynamics. The simulation allows re-
placing an infinite number of modes with a finite num-
ber of so-called pseudo-modes, which are bosonic modes
interacting with the system while simultaneously un-
dergoing Markovian dissipation. Such an exact map-
ping is possible under the following conditions [100, 164]:
(a) The environment is bosonic, (b) it is initially in a
Gaussian state, (c) the bare environment Hamiltonian is
quadratic in the bosonic creation and annihilation opera-
tors, and (d) the spectral density of the environment can
be well approximated in terms of a linear combination of
Lorentzian functions.

Underlying the mapping are two key insights. First,
the influence of the environment on the open system is
completely determined by the system interaction opera-
tors in the interaction picture and the bare environment’s
correlation functions [165]. In addition, for a Gaussian
initial state, Wick’s theorem implies that high-order cor-
relation functions can be reduced to products of the first
and second-order correlation functions. As a result, a
bosonic field can be simulated by a reservoir including a
finite number of modes, if the environment’s and reser-
voir’s first and second correlation functions, as well as the
interaction operators in the interaction picture, coincide.
Tamascelli et al. [100] provided a rigorous proof for the
open system simulation of a bosonic Gaussian environ-
ment, focusing on a non-driven system. Nevertheless, as
pointed out in Ref. [166], the proof remains valid for any
system Hamiltonian, including arbitrary time-dependent
terms.

We consider identical coupling of the emitters to the
environment, gik = gk (Eq. (38)), a Lorentzian spectral
density function

J (ω) =
1

π

g2SEκ

(ω − η)
2
+ κ2

, (39)

and an environment initially in the vacuum state. The
influence of the environment on the studied system can
be precisely simulated by a reservoir, R, including a
single dissipative pseudo-mode. The composite system-
reservoir dynamics are given by

d

dt
ρSR (t) = −i [HSR (t) , ρS (t)] + 2κDc,c† [ρSR (t)] ,

(40)
where c is the annihilation operator of the pseudo-mode
and the composite Hamiltonian reads

HSR (t) = HS (t) + λ
(
Sc† + S†r

)
+ ηc†c , (41)

with HS (t) =
∑

ij σ
†
iMijσj +

∑
i

(
fi (t)σ

†
i + f∗ (t)σi

)
and S =

∑
i σi. The equivalence between the reduced

dynamics, ρS (t), as obtained from the unitary descrip-
tion Eq. (38), and the dissipative system trR (ρSR (t))
Eq. (40), is guaranteed by the equivalence of the inter-

action operators S (t) = U†
S (t)SUS (t), where US (t) =

T exp
(
−i
∫ t

0
dτHS (τ)

)
, and the second order correlation

functions

CE (t, 0) = trE

[(∑
k

gkbke
−iωkt

)(∑
k

g∗kb
†
k

)
ρE (0)

]

=

∫ ∞

0

J (ω) e−iωτdτ ≈ gSE
2e−κτ

= trR
(
c (t) c† (0) ρR (0)

)
= CR (t, 0) . (42)

Here, both ρE (0) and ρR (0) are the respective vacuum
states and the dynamics of c (t) = e−i(η−iκ/2)tc (0) is
evaluated with the adjoint master equation of Eq. (40).
The approximation in the third line involves taking the
bottom range of the integral to −∞. This is well justi-
fied when the Lorentzian decays sufficiently fast κ ≪ η.
Physically, the approximation amounts to discarding the
expected power-law decay at asymptotically large times
[123].

To evaluate the system dynamics, the infinite states
energy ladder of the pseudo-mode is truncated and the
composite system-reservoir state is propagated with a
standard numerical propagator. The number of Fock
states required in the calculation can be estimated as

ntrunc > (gSEgSL) /
(
κ
√
g2SE + g2SL

)
. The validity of

the calculation was confirmed by comparing the solu-
tion to exact analytical results for non-driven systems
[144, 167, 168] and by verifying that the amplitude of
the highest pseudo-mode eigenstates remains negligible
throughout the evolution.

B. Linear master equation

The bosonic master equation (4) provides a basis for an
approximate equation of motion for the driven emitters’
open system dynamics. We assume the back-reaction of
the environment is only negligibly affected by the non-
linearity of the system, and map the bosonic operators
to emitters’ ladder operators bi → σi

ρ̇S (t) = −i
[
H̃S (t) , ρS (t)

]
+

NS∑
i,j=1

Γ↓
ij (t)Dσj ,σ

†
i
[ρS (t)] + Γ↑

ij (t)Dσ†
i ,σj

[ρS (t)] ,

(43)

where Dx,y [•] ≡ x • y − {yx, •}/2, NS is the number of
emitters

H̃S (t) =

NS∑
i,j=1

σ†
iΩij (t)σj +

NS∑
i=1

(
ki (t)σ

†
i + k∗i (t)σi

)
.

(44)
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Here, the relaxation rates and coherent term are identi-
cal to those in the bosonic equation, given explicitly in
Appendix A 1. Equation (43) defines the general form of
the linear master equation (LME).

The conducted mapping can be understood in terms
of the Holstein-Primakoff transformation [169], which en-
ables expressing spin operators in terms of bosonic opera-
tors. The substitution is the zeroth order of such a trans-
formation and therefore is expected to be valid only in
the low excitation regime [93]. Nevertheless, we find that
Eq. (43) provides an accurate description of the reduced
system dynamics beyond the low excitation regime. Fi-
nally, in the Markovian limit, the normalized frequencies
and decay rates converge to the Markovian values de-
scribed in Sec. (III), and the linear equation coincides
with the well-known optical Bloch master equation [75].

C. Single emitter Markovian regime

For a single driven emitter coupled to a bosonic envi-
ronment, Eq. (38) simplifies to

H (t) =
ωS

2
σz + f (t)σ+ + f∗ (t)σ−

+
∑
k

(
gkσ+bk + g∗kσ−b

†
k

)
+
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk . (45)

When the environment is initially in the vacuum state
with a Lorentzian spectral density, Eq. (39), the emit-
ter’s reduced dynamics can be simulated via an artifi-
cial environment consisting of a single ‘pseudo’-mode (r)
undergoing dissipative dynamics [99, 100]. The pseudo-
mode’s Hilbert space is truncated, and the composite
emitter-pseudo-mode density matrix dynamics are eval-
uated numerically.

We compare the pseudo-mode solution to the linear
master equation (LME) (Eq. (43))

ρ̇S (t) = −i
[
H

(LME)
S (t) , ρS (t)

]
+Γ↓ (t)Dσ−,σ+ [ρS (t)] ,

(46)

with H
(LME)
S (t) = Ω (t)σ+σ− + k (t)σ+ + k∗ (t)σ−.

For this simple model the normalized frequency and
decay rates reduce to Γ↓ (t) = − (A+A∗), Ω (t) =

i (A−A∗) /2 with A (t) = Ẇ/W . The non-equilibrium
Green function can be obtained from Eq. (6) by a
Laplace transform

W (t) = e−(iωS−κ/2)t
(
cosh (dt) +

κ

2d
sinh (dt)

)
, (47)

where d =

√
(κ/2)

2 − |λ|2, for a Lorentzian spectral

density, centered at η = ωS . In the Markovian limit,
Γ↓ (t) → ΓFGR = 2πJ (ωS), Ω → ωS , k (t) → f (t), and
the LME converges to the Optical Bloch Master Equa-
tion (OBE)

L(OBE) [•] = −i
[
H

(OBE)
S (t) , •

]
+ ΓFGRDσ−,σ+

[•] ,

(48)

FIG. 6. Monochromatic drive in the Markovian regime: Com-
parison of the LME (markers) and OBE (thin lines) for in-
creasing driving strength. (a) Negative logarithm of the infi-
delity with respect to the pseudo-mode solution as a function
of time. (b) Dynamics of ⟨σz (t)⟩. Inset presents the PM (yel-
low circles), LME (continuous orange line) and OBE (dashed
blue line) for gSL = 3.6ΓFGR. The driving strength is large
relative to the chosen detuning ∆ = ωS − ωL = 10−4ωS ;
for weaker driving the agreement between the LME and the
PM solutions improves. Model parameters: |ψS (0)⟩ = |e⟩,
ΓFGR = 2πg2SED (ωS) ≈ 0.011ωS ≈ 0.055∆ωE , ∆ωE = κ =
0.2ωS . The point at time t = 0, where both solutions are
exact, is excluded from all the infidelity comparisons.

with H
(OBE)
S (t) = (ωS/2)σz+gSL (f (t)σ+ + f∗ (t)σ−).

We start by analyzing the Markovian regime. Fig-
ure 6 benchmarks the LME and OBE master equations
with respect to the PM solution, for increased driving
strength. At short times (t < 1/ΓFGR) the LME closely
matches the exact solution even for extremely strong
driving, achieving fidelities as low as F ≈ 10−6 for gSL ∼
0.1ΓFGR. Increasing the driving strength leads to a de-
crease in accuracy (characterized by − log10 (1− F )) due
to the non-linear effects, reaching infidelities of 1− F ∼
10−3. At intermediate times the accuracy of the OBE
surpasses the LME while converging to similar accuracy
at long times, Panel (a). Panel (b) showcases the typical
dynamics of an emitter expectation value. Remarkably,
the LME correctly captures the non-Markovian initial-
ization step. Smoothly connecting the short-time quasi-
unitary dynamics to the long-time exponential decay pre-
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FIG. 7. Gaussian pulse in the Markovian regime: Com-
parison of the performance of the LME (markers) and OBE
(thin lines) for increasing driving strength. (a) Negative loga-
rithm of the infidelity with respect to the pseudo-mode so-
lution as a function of time. (b) σz expectation value as
a function of time. Inset: identical coloring as in Fig. 6,
gSL = 0.1ωS = 3.6ΓFGR. Model parameters: t0 = 15/ωS =
0.17ΓFGR, σL ≈ 2/ω−1

S = 0.02ΓFGR, while the rest of the
parameters are identical to Fig. 6.

dicted by the OBE. For short times, the discrepancy be-
tween OBE and the exact result arises from finite infor-
mation flow speed. Alternatively, the decay is quadratic

in time ⟨σz (t)⟩ ∼ exp
(
− (gSEt)

2
)
as t → 0 [170]. The

large deviation between the LME and OBE, e.g. Fig. 6
Panel (a) demonstrates that non-Markovianity may lead
significant differences in accuracy, at times much larger
than expected ≫ 1/∆ωE (∼ 0.05/ΓFGR in the in the
model parameters of Fig. 6).

The Gaussian pulse exhibits an improved precision, as
shown in Fig. 7. Before the pulse, the LME agrees with
the PM to within numerical precision, while the OBE
exhibits infidelities of the order 10−2. The pulse cre-
ates small deviations with respect to the exact result,
obtaining an improvement of between one and two order
of magnitude relative to the monochromatic laser. Such
an improvement results from the restricted time-range
of the drive. This reduces the population transfer be-
tween the ground and excited states and consequently the
non-linear open system effects. The fidelity of the LME

FIG. 8. Pseudo-mode, Linear and Optical Bloch master equa-
tion solutions for varying pulse width, σL. Panels (a) and
(b) show the dynamics for fast (wide-bandwidth) and slow
(narrow-bandwidth) pulses relative to the environment band-
width (∆ωE = 0.2ωS). Model parameters:Model parameters:
∆ = 10−5ωS , ΓFGR ≈ 5 · 10−5∆ωE , ∆ωE = κ = 0.2ωS ,
η = ωS , t0 = 100/ωS and an initial composite state |ψ (0)⟩ =[
(|g⟩+ |e⟩) /

√
2
]
⊗ |vac⟩.

increases at long times, maintaining significant improve-
ment in accuracy relative to the OBE prediction. This
typical behavior differs qualitatively from the monochro-
matic laser case. Note that even for the strongest studied
driving strength, the departure from the exact solution
is unnoticeable in the emitter observable dynamics, e.g.,
inset of Panel (b).

D. Narrow pulse bandwidth non-Markovian effect

For sufficiently short pulses, the laser bandwidth be-
comes comparable to the environment’s bandwidth. The
competition between these timescales is expected to lead
to novel dynamical effects [171]. This regime was ex-
plored by comparing the evolution of ⟨σz (t)⟩ as predicted
by the LME, OBE, and PM solutions for varying pulse
standard deviation σL of a normalized Gaussian pulse

The qualitative behavior depends on the ratio be-
tween the pulse and environment bandwidths (∆ωE =
κ = 0.2ωS). For an ultra-short pulse (σ−1

L = 50κ, Fig.
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8, Panel (a)) the pulse is much faster than the fastest
timescale of the composite system in the rotating frame
(κ). As a result, the sudden approximation holds, and
the system and environment cannot respond to the rapid
Hamiltonian change [172] [173]. When the pulse’s band-
width is narrower, yet within the environment’s range
(σ−1

L = 5κ, green circles), the pulse causes a rapid shift in
the expectation value, which is not captured by both the
LME and OBE solutions. Decreasing the pulse’s band-
width below the environment’s smooths out the rapid
shift (Panel (b), pink circles). This behavior is only par-
tially captured by the LME and OBE (orange and black
continuous lines, respectively), which overestimate the
feature. For slower pulses relative to ∆ωE (narrow band-
width), the shift in ⟨σz⟩ is smoothed out further (cyan
circles), which is accurately predicted by both the LME
and OBE solutions.

To conclude, for sufficiently rapid driving (in the ro-
tating frame), where the pulse and environment band-
widths become comparable, non-Markovian effects may
give rise to deviations between the LME (OBE) and the
exact solution. In the ongoing efforts to achieve faster
control protocols and combat inevitable dissipation pro-
cesses, it is expected that even in experiments done in
free space precise control will soon require accounting for
such non-Markovian effects. Alternatively, in highly non-
Markovian environments, such as high-Q cavity QED,
even narrow-band pulses can match the cavity decay rate
1/τdecay ∼ ∆ωE . In this regime, narrow-bandwidth non-
Markovian effects could be demonstrated in tabletop cav-
ity QED experiments

E. Non Markovian regime

When the linewidth (ΓFGR) becomes comparable to
the environment bandwidth, the non-Markovian become
significant. The LME then provides an accurate solu-
tion of the dynamics for the short and intermediate time
regimes and moderate driving strength, Fig. 9 Panel (a).
For a monochromatic drive, the accuracy of the LME
drops sharply due to the non-linear corrections, while
for a Gaussian pulse, the solution remains accurate even
at long times, Panel (b). Panel (c) compares the non-
Markovian (LME) and Markovian (OBE) evolution of
⟨σz (t)⟩. As depicted in the figure, the non-Markovianity
modifies the solution substantially.

F. Drive dependent dissipation: comparison to the
Adiabatic, Floquet and Time-dependent master

equations

A central question in the study of driven open sys-
tems is: Does the coherent drive affect the dissipation
rates? To address this issue, we benchmark the perfor-
mance of the Adiabatic (AME) [77], Floquet (FME) and
Time-Dependent (TDME) [107] master equations, which

FIG. 9. Non-markovian dynamics: Infidelity (a,b) and
⟨σz (t)⟩ as a function of time for a monochromatic laser (a,c)
and Gaussian pulse (b). Model parameters: ΓFGR/∆ωE =
0.4, ∆ωE = 0.03ωS and |ψS (0)⟩ = |e⟩. The Gaussian pulse
is centered at t0 ≈ 1.1/ΓFGR with a root mean square of
σL ≈ 0.15ΓFGR.

incorporate the influence of the drive on the dissipation
rates.

The derivations of the LME and OBE master equa-
tions are directly connected to the primary system’s
Heisenberg equations of motion [75], predict indepen-
dent decay rates. An alternative approach considers a
time-dependent Hamiltonian representing the driven sys-
tem’s interaction with its environment. Starting with
the complete dynamical description governed by the
Liouville von-Neumann equation and relying on weak
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system-environment coupling and Markovianity, a series
of approximations leads to the reduced system dynam-
ics of the driven system [76–78, 102–107, 163, 174, 175].
Alternatively, this approach can also be motivated by
an axiomatic method employing dynamical symmetries
[176, 177].

Several constructions have been introduced, typically
focusing on specific driving regimes and following the
Born-Markov-secular approximations [1] or employ pro-
jection operator techniques [94, 95]. For slow driving,
the approach leads to an adiabatic master equation [77],
where the reduced dynamics follows the instantaneous
composite Hamiltonian. The physical interpretation, in
this case, involves environment induced transitions in an
instantaneous eigenbasis of the primary system and drive
combined Hamiltonian. For rapid oscillatory driving, the
Floquet theorem leads to the Floquet master equation
[76, 102–106]. The derivation of the FME uses a Fourier
decomposition of the system interaction operators in the
interaction picture. Such decomposition enables applying
the Born-Markov-Secular approximation scheme, leading
to a Lindblad form with drive dependent kinetic coeffi-
cients [163]. Here, the dissipation is captured by transi-
tions between the Floquet states, which for a monochro-
matic drive correspond to the so-called dressed states
[16].

Recently, generalizations for non-periodic and non-
adiabatic drives have been proposed [78, 107, 174, 175].
Notability, Ref. [107] combines the projection operators
technique with a rescaling of time, in the spirit of the
seminal work of Davies [178]. This procedure leads to
what we refer to as the Time-Dependent master equa-
tion. In the interaction picture, relative to the primary
system dynamics and drive, the TDME is characterized
by adiabatic Lindblad jump operators and kinetic coeffi-
cients. The non-adiabaticity in this approach arises when
transforming back to the Schrödinger picture, performed
using the numerically evaluated exact time-evolution op-
erator for the isolated system.

The different master equations may generally differ in
both their operator structure and kinetic coefficients. As
a result, they commonly provide distinct physical predic-
tions, even within the same driving regime. This diver-
sity stems from the variety of possible technical ways the
basic physical approximations can be conducted. More-
over, change of the order of approximations may also
modify the final result. An axiomatic approach has been
developed to resolve this apparent ambiguity [176, 177].
Within this framework, a number of axioms are postu-
lated and utilized to prove the structure of the corre-
sponding master equation. However, the construction is
based on strong dynamical symmetries of the composite
Hamiltonian, which in practice may not necessarily hold.

In the interaction picture relative to the central laser
frequency, ωL, the AME, FME and TDME are of the
form

LA = −i
[
H̃S (t) , •

]
+D(A) [•] , (49)

with distinct dissipators A = AME, FME, TDME, given
explicitly in Appendix D. Notably, in order to accurately
evaluate the Markovian decay rates of D(A) one must
account for the shift in the environment’s spectrum and
density of states, due to the transition to the rotating
frame. In the rotating frame, the spectrum range is given
by ∆k ∈ [−ωL,∞), and the spectral density function

becomes J̃ (ω) =
(
g2SLκ/π

)
/
[
(ω − (η − ωL))

2
+ κ2

]
.

For a monochromatic drive since we are working in a
rotated frame H̃S is independent of time, therefore the
adiabatic theorem is exact. In addition, in such a frame
the TDME coincides with the AME. Meaning that both
master equations represent the dissipation in terms of
transitions between the system’s dressed states. Such
a description leads to Lindblad jump operators which
depend on the control parameters.

Here we summarize the main findings, while the cor-
responding Figure (11) is presented in Appendix F. In
the weak driving regime, ∆ ≫ gSL, the FME and AME
converge to the OBE, where ∆ = ωS − ωL is the de-
tuning with respect to the central laser frequency. In
contrast, for comparable ∆ ∼ gSL or small ∆ ≪ gSL

detuning, the FME and AME deviate from the exact
result. For a monochromatic drive (Gaussian pulse)
the FME, AME and TDME achieve an accuracy in the
range − log (1− F ) = 0.1 − 2 (0.1-4) while the LME
and OBE showcase a substantially improved infidelities
F = 10−3 − 10−6 (10−3 − 10−10), for varying driving
strengths.

Overall, the results highlight that within the studied
parameter regime, the interpretation that the environ-
ment induced transitions between the Floquet or dressed
states leads to the wrong dissipative decay rates.

G. Two emitters Markovian and non-Markovian
regimes

The coupling of multiple emitters to common environ-
mental modes enables analyzing the influence of the non-
linearities and memory effects on the collective behav-
ior. The LME exhibits a good agreement with the ex-
act solution for both short and long times in the Marko-
vian regime, and up to intermediate times in the non-
Markovian regime. The relative accuracy enables un-
derstanding and interpreting the driven open system dy-
namics by means of the different terms of the master
equation.

The form of the LME is given in Eq. (43), with its coef-
ficients determined by the non-equilibrium Green “func-
tion” W (t). For the studied model, W (t) can be cal-
culated employing the Heisenberg equations of motion of
the pseudo-mode solution. For two emitters with an iden-
tical detuning ∆, an explicit analytical form for the Green
function is readily obtained. It corresponds to the upper
left two-by-two matrix exp (−iMt), where M is defined
by the Heisenberg equation of motion v̇ = −iMv, with
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v = {a1, a2, r}T , see Appendix E for further details.
In the Markovian limit, the LME converges to the

OBE, which reads (in the rotated frame) [179]

d

dt
ρS (t) = −i

[
HS (t) +

∑
n,m=1,2

J (OBE)
nm σ†

mσn

]
+
∑
nm

Γ(OBE)
nm Dσ†

m,σn
[ρS (t)] . (50)

For a Lorentzian spectral density and identical emitter

coupling (gik = gk), the shifts are J
(OBE)
nm = − |λ|2∆̄

∆̃2+κ2
,

and the decay rates read Γ
(OBE)
nm = 2|λ|2κ

∆̃2+κ2
, where ∆̃ =

η − ωL.
The comparison between the LME and OBE shows

similar qualitative behavior to that observed in the sin-
gle emitter case. As depicted in Fig. 10 Panel (a), for
a monochromatic drive and moderate driving strength
gSL/ΓFGR ≲ 1, the LME exhibits exceptionally good
infidelity at short times (t ≤ 1/ΓFGR), which increases
to 1 − F ∼ 10−3.5 until t ∼ 2/ΓFGR and to 1 − F ∼
10−2.7 for longer times. In the strong driving regime
(gSL/ΓFGR = 3.6) the intermediate time infidelity re-
mains above 10−2.5, and increases to above 10−2 at long
times. At intermediate and long times the OBE outper-
forms the LME, achieving an improvement of around an
order of magnitude in the infidelity. Contrastly, for a
Gaussian pulse, the LME remains accurate even for very
strong driving, Fig. 10 Panel (b).

Figure 10 Panel (b) presents the infidelity for weakly
driven and non-driven initially two excited emitters. In
contrast to the single emitter case, when the initial state
includes multiple excitations, even in the absence of co-
herent driving the LME deviates from the exact result.
Hence the obtained infidelity < 10−3.3 throughout the
whole studied time duration (t ≤ 4/ΓFGR) constitutes a
surprisingly good agreement with the exact result.

In the non-Markovian regime (ΓFGR/κ ≈ 0.6,
gSE/κ = 0.55), the LME accurately captures the dynam-
ics until t ≈ 1/ΓFGR, where the infidelity increases above
10−2.5, see Fig. 12 Appendix F. At longer times the pre-
diction of the OBE surpasses the LME (t > 3/ΓFGR),
which leads to the conclusion that a combination of the
LME at short times and OBE at longer times may reli-
ably capture the emitter dynamic beyond the Markovian
regime.

Overall, the analysis of a single and two emitters evo-
lution motivates the following interpretation of the dy-
namics. At short times (t < 1/ (2ΓFGR)), the non-linear
effects remain small due to a minuscule two photons emis-
sion amplitude. It is enhanced once there is a substantial
probability for the emitters to emit and reabsorb mul-
tiple photons (t ∼ 1/ΓFGR). This process leads to a
rapid increase in infidelity, which reaches a maximum at
∼ t = 1/ΓFGR. At longer times the inherent memory
loss of the environment suppresses the probability to re-
absorb a photon, and the infidelity of the LME improves
up to 10−4, for the studied time-duration (t ≤ 4/ΓFGR).

The typical trend of the accuracy for a weakly driven
single emitter, as well as the non-driven multiple emit-
ters, suggests that the major source of inaccuracies of the
LME is the incomplete characterization of the reabsorp-
tion process.

H. Substantial short-time non-Markovian
corrections

The excellent agreement of the LME with the exact
result at short times (t < 1/2ΓFGR), and the large devi-
ation from the OBE solution (Figs. 6, 9, 10) implies that
even in the Markovian regime, for times t < 1/(2ΓFGR),
the dynamics can be significantly influenced by the non-
Markovian corrections. These non-Markovian effects
manifest at times much longer than expected. In the
studied Markovian models, the environment bandwidth
is chosen as κ = 0.2ωS ≈ 18ΓFGR, hence one would ex-
pect that non-Markovian corrections occur at times com-
parable to t ∼ 1/κ ∼ 0.06ΓFGR. Surprisingly, the results
for single and two emitters suggest a contribution which
influences the dynamics at much longer times.

Remarkably, the presented results suggest that the

non-Markovian linear coefficients fNM (t), Γ↓
ij (t) (Eqs.

(8) and (4)) accurately capture the dynamics of weakly
driven dissipative emitters and the short-time dynamics
of strongly driven emitters.

V. Experimental realization

The major experimental challenge in the study of
driven open system dynamics is the requirement for pre-
cise characterization, understanding and possible control
of the environment. Namely, the environment in the ex-
periment should precisely correspond to the theoretical
model. This requires sufficiently slow dephasing of the
environment and system due to unaccounted or unchar-
acterized noise. In practice, in order to observe most
of the analysed phenomena it is sufficient to limit the
dynamics to times up to ∼ 3/ΓFGR. Therefore, experi-
mental platforms enabling loss rates of γ ∼ 0.1ΓFGR are
well suited for the task. An additional desirable property
is the ability to tune the system-environment coupling to
the range of the environment’s bandwidth gSE ∼ ∆ωE ,
and maintain large Rabi-frequencies gSL ∼ ΓFGR, while
keeping the loss rates low. Several platforms meet these
requirements, enabling the simulation of the environmen-
tal effect in a controllable manor and allowing for high-
accuracy investigation of the non-Markovian effects. The
leading platforms are (i) Engineered dielectric materials
[91, 180], (ii) cold atoms in state dependent optical lat-
tices [160, 161] and (iii) cavity QED [7, 162].

Patterning the structure of dielectric material enable
control of the refractive index and engineering the dis-
persion relation of the confined photonic modes [91, 180].
In this platform, a single system harmonic mode can be
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FIG. 10. Two emitter Markovian dynamics: (a) Monochro-
matic drive (b) Gaussian pulse and a non-driven system.
Model parameters: |ψS (0)⟩ = |e⟩1 ⊗ |e⟩2, ∆ = 10−4ωS ,
∆ωE = κ = 0.2ωS , ΓFGR = 2πg2SED (ωS) = 9 · 10−2κ.

realized by introducing a point defect within a periodic
dielectric material. The defect creates an effective highly
tubable nano-cavity for the propagating light modes in
the material. Alternatively, a 1D (and 2D) tight-binding
model environment, studied in Sec. IIID, can be realized
by a series of defects forming a coupled resonator opti-
cal waveguide [181]. Couplings and system environment
parameters are readily tuned by modifying the refractive
index of the photonic crystal by mechanical means[182],
thermooptic [183] and electrooptical [184] effects.

Non-linear open systems can be readily realized by cou-
pling solid-state, quantum dots, or natural atoms to a
photonic crystal [19, 91, 185]. A suitably designed re-
fractive index then enables mimicking the environment’s
spectral density function. Notably, to simulate the en-
vironment’s influence, it is sufficient to reproduce its
spectral density or density of states within a limited
frequency range on the order of the emitter linewidth,
∼ [ωS − nΓFGR, ωS + nΓFGR], where n is a small inte-
ger. [16]. This simplification allows the large tunability
of the spectral properties of photonic crystals to be used
to simulate the effects of band-less environments. Finally,
for a 1D and 2D models the drive is realized by apply-
ing external lasers perpendicular to the photonic crystal’s
surface [64, 186].

Coupling strengths of order gSE ∼ 10 GHz, and a
bandwidth of J = ∆ωE ∼ 5 THz in the optical regime
has been achieved [21]. As expected, inside the band the
emitter decay is indeed Markovian (gSE/∆ωE ∼ 10−3),
nevertheless, non-Markovian dynamics emerge near the
band edge (1D) or van Hove points (2D and 3D), where
the group velocity vanishes and the density of states di-
verges [90, 187]. Rabi-frequency of the order of gSL ∼
ΓFGR have been obtained, allowing to saturate the tran-
sition [188]. The primary source of decoherence is the
emission to free space, which can be low as γ ∼ 5 MHz
[21], reaching the desired dynamical regime ΓFGR ≫ γ
with gSE ∼ ∆ωE .

In the cold atom realization, two metastable states
of a natural atom interact with different optical lat-
tice potentials. A thorough analysis provided in Refs.
[90, 160, 161], here we summarize the main features of the
proposal. The primary system is realized by an atomic
state which interacts with a strong laser, manifesting a
deep lattice potential. This results in localized Wiener
states at each potential well and inhibits tunneling to
near by sites. The bosonic environment is realized by
a second state, interacting with a shallow lattice poten-
tial which enables transition between neighboring sites.
Importantly, the atomic density and magnetic fields are
tailored to suppress any interaction between the atoms.
Moreover, the atomic motion is confined to the lowest
Bloch band in the collisional blockade regime, where at
most a single atom occupies a potential site. The sys-
tem environment coupling is controlled by laser driven
direct optical or two-photon Raman transitions. Cou-
pling strengths of the order of the tunneling rates can be
achieved gSE ∼ J = ∆ωE ∼ 10 KHz, while the strong
driving regime can be reached using Rydberg atoms,
manifesting Rabi-frequencies of the order of gSL ∼ 10
MHz [11].

The dominant sources of noise are scattering events
induced by the trapping lasers and residual relaxation
during the Raman transitions. These can be reduced to
as low as γ ∼ 1 Hz [11, 189, 190], reaching the desirable
decoherence regime γ/ΓFGR ∼ 10−3.

The well established field of cavity QED can also be
employed to analyze the non-Markovian effects of the
drive within the rotating wave approximation [7, 162,
191]. Specifically, the mapping between the reduced dy-
namics of bosonic environments, initially in a Gaussian
state, and the dynamics of a system coupled to dissipative
pseudo-modes [100, 164] (Sec. IVA) enables straight-
forward simulation of the driven open system dynamics,
employing atoms or ions coupled to leaky cavities. The
simplest case of emitters interacting with a Lorentzian
spectral density environment, studied in Sec. IV, is real-
ized by the standard QED setup, involving trapped emit-
ters within a dissipative cavity. Coherent control is re-
alized by directing lasers at the emitters. The strong
coupling regime, gSE ∼ κ = ∆ωE , is achieved by using
Rydberg atoms, confined in a high finesse cavity or near
a whispering-gallery mode cavity, while suppressing the
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emission to other electromagnetic modes (κ is the cavity
linewidth).

State-of-the-art optical cavities as the Fabry-Pérot
(whispering-gallery mode cavities) achieve linewidths of
κ ∼ 1−10 kHz [192] (100 kHz–1 MHz) with optimal cou-
pling gSE ∼ 100 MHz (∼ GHz), Rabi frequencies up to
gSL ∼ 10 MHz for Rydberg atoms and free-space emis-
sion as low as γ ∼ 3 MHz (10 MHz) [162, 193, 194].
For modest values of gSE = 10κ = 100 MHz, one ob-
tains γ/ΓFGR ∼ 10−2, which allows capturing the non-
Markovian effects of the drive.

Finally, circuit QED experimental setups permit prob-
ing the non-Markovian effects of the drive and the in-
terplay between coherent driving and dissipation beyond
the rotating wave approximation [101]. Namely, the
so-called ultra-strong coupling regime can be achieved,
where the coupling is engineered to be larger than the
system frequencies [195] (gSE/κ ∼ 102 − 104 with κ as
low as ∼ 10 kHz and decay rates of order γ ∼kHz, and
Rabi-frequencies up to gSL ∼ MHz [101]). Here, non-
Markovian dynamics are realized by coupling a super-
conducting LC resonators (linear system) or supercon-
ducting qubits (non-linear system) to planar supercon-
ducting resonators, such as coplanar waveguides or 3D
microwave cavities (the environment). An external drive
can be readily applied using microwave currents.

VI. Conclusions and perspective

The interplay between coherent driving, dissipation
and environmental memory effects generates a rich spec-
trum of dynamical phenomena. This study aimed to
shed light on the mechanisms that govern the evolution
of driven open quantum systems by comparing the per-
formance of Markovian and non-Markovian master equa-
tions. Grasping the intricate interplay is vital not only
for analyzing laser-induced phenomena in natural sys-
tems [26, 31, 33, 169], but also for advancing technologi-
cal applications [196]. The ability to accurately capture
these dynamics using simplified yet precise equations of
motion offer promising avenues for the precise control
and manipulation of open quantum systems [35, 78, 86].

Starting with a linear composite system, the exact
drive-dependent non-Markovian effects were examined.
Using the resolvant formalism, these corrections were di-
rectly linked to the spectral features of the environment.
Notably, this effect is independent of the environment’s
temperature and arises from the initial state of the elec-
tromagnetic field (including the laser modes). This con-
stitutes a distinct source of non-Markovianity, typically
related to the spectral features of the environment.

Collective non-Markovian effects were subsequently
studied, highlighting a novel cross-driving effect. Follow-
ing, the general form of the exact master equation for a
linear primary system, beyond the rotating wave approx-
imation, was analyzed in Sec. III B. The deduced master
equation highlights that for arbitrary quadratic compos-

ite Hamiltonians and an initial Gaussian field state, the
dissipation is independent of the drive.
An extension of the non-linear master equation, the

linear master equation, was introduced (Sec. IVB) and
compared to an exact pseudo-mode solution. The com-
parison yields several key conclusions:

(i) For an ensemble of emitters, non-Markovianity
leads to modified time-dependence of the decay
rates, bare system Hamiltonian, and external driv-
ing terms, which can be understood through a well-
established analytical treatment of a corresponding
linear system.

(ii) The non-Markovian corrections can manifest as co-
operative dissipative and driving terms, as well as
coherent interactions, in both linear and non-linear
open systems.

(iii) The excellent accuracy of the driven single and
two-emitter open system dynamics, for moderate
drives and non-Markovianity, suggests that the
back-action of the environment on the system is
only slightly affected by the non-linearity.

(iv) Open system dynamics involving memory effects
may be significantly affected by drive-dependent
non-Markovian effects. This is manifested by a
large magnitude of fNM (Sec. III, Figs. 1 and
4).

(v) In the analyzed non-linear systems, the dissipative
decay rates are only negligibly affected by the drive.

(vi) Even within the Markovian parameter regime,
when the bandwidths of the laser pulse and en-
vironment are comparable, non-Markovian effects
lead to observable phase shifts (Sec. IVD).

(vii) Non-Markovian effects can influence the relative ac-
curacy of the evolution for times well beyond the
typical decay time of environmental correlations.

(viii) For multiple non-driven emitters, the excellent ac-
curacy of the LME provides a way to analytically
investigate the multi-excitation regime.

The exceptional accuracy of the LME, at short times
and within the Markovian regime (sections IVC and
IVG), is especially relevant for information process-
ing tasks including quantum error correction. A typ-
ical quantum information procedure involves applying
control fields to a quantum device (the primary sys-
tem), weakly coupled to its surrounding environment,
between repeated measurements [197]. To suppress er-
rors, the measurements must be performed at time inter-
vals which are small relative to the typical decoherence
time (τmeas < 1/ΓFGR). Crucially, after each set of mea-
surements, the composite system-environment state col-
lapses to a product state, before the inevitable emergence
of new system-environment correlations. In this context,
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the analyzed short-time dynamics may correspond to the
evolution between two subsequent measurements of a re-
alistic quantum device. As a result, the accurate short-
time description of the LME can be harnessed to engineer
improved quantum gates, which account for the environ-
mental noise [86].

To illuminate the nature of interference between co-
herent driving and dissipation, we compared in Sec.
IVF the performance of the Floquet, Adiabatic, and
Time-Dependent master equations with the LME and its
Markovian limit, the optical Bloch master equation. We
found that the Markovian master equations incorporat-
ing the drive into the dissipation process (FME, AME,
and TDME) deviate substantially from the exact solu-
tion. This comparison supports the conclusion that even
for relatively strong driving, within the standard quan-
tum optics regime, the dissipation remains independent
of the drive.

The experimental considerations involved in realizing
the drive-related open system phenomena were detailed
in Sec. V. Analog simulation of open system dynamics
proves to be a challenging task due to the inevitable in-
teraction of the environment and primary system with
uncontrolled sources of noise. Nevertheless, a number of
state-of-the-art devices enable experimental confirmation
of the proposed dynamical effects.

An extension of the present analysis to finite-
temperature thermal environments can be is achieved by
using the general relation of the non-Markovian kinetic
coefficients in Appendix A1. The present analysis is how-
ever limited by the implicit application of the rotating
wave approximation, leading to the considered Hamil-
tonian form. The analysis is therefore valid under the
condition gSL ≪ ωS [198].
Finally, there are several possible extensions of the

present analysis that are of significant interest. Future
work may focus on including higher-order corrections of
the non-linearity to the linear master equation and gener-
alization to multi-level (beyond two-level) systems. Al-
ternatively, the interplay between the counter rotating
terms and coherent driving should be investigated [55].
Furthermore, the linear master equation can be applied
to characterize the non-Markovian influence of environ-
mental spectral features and laser pulses on collective
phenomena such as superradiance [199, 200] and subra-
diance [201], the quantum state of emitted light [93, 202–
206], and dispersive interactions between quantum emit-
ters [73, 90].
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A. Non-Markovian master equation of linear
systems

1. Non Markovian kinetic coefficients

Considering a bosonic composite system, including a
set of system modes coupled to a bosonic environment,
initially in a thermal state with inverse temperature β.
The decay rates and coherent parameters are the ele-
ments of the following matrices

Γ↓ (t) = V̇ − ẆW−1 (V + I)− (V + I)
(
ẆW−1

)†
(A1)

Γ↑ (t) = V̇ − ẆW−1V − V
(
ẆW−1

)†
Ω (t) =

i

2

[
ẆW−1 −

(
ẆW−1

)†]
,

with

V (t) = T (t)nBE (E)T † (t) (A2)

T (t) = −i

∫ t

0

dτW (t− τ)Re−iEτ , (A3)

where nBE = 1/ (exp (βE)− 1), (E =
diag (ω1, . . . , ωNE

)) is a diagonal matrix including
the thermal populations, given by the Bose-Einstein
distribution and R is the coupling matrix, determined
by Eq. (16).

For a fermionic composite system the Γ↓ is slightly
modified

Γ↓ (t) = −V̇ + ẆW−1 (V − I) + (V − I)
(
ẆW−1

)†
.

(A4)

while the form of Γ↑ and Ω remains identical. In ad-
dition, nBE (E) in (A2) is replaced by a Fermi-Dirac
distribution.

2. Markovian dynamics

The Markovian decay rates are obtained by first ap-
plying the Sokhotski-Plemelj theorem: limη→0+

1
x±iη =

∓iπδ (x) + P
(
1
x

)
, and preforming the so-called single

pole approximation, replacing the self-energy dependence
on the frequency by its value at resonance Σ (E+) ≈
Σ (ωS + i0+) [16]. The procedure leads to the following
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matrix elements

[∆0]ij = P
∑
k

ηikη
∗
jk

ωS − ωk
(A5)

[Γ0]ij = 2π
∑
k

ηikη
∗
jkδ (ωS − ωk) , (A6)

of the Hermitian coherent and non-coherent Markovian
dynamical contributions ∆0 and Γ0. Overall, the Marko-
vian propagator is given by (Eq. (27))

W (t) ≈ exp [−i (M +∆0) t− iΓ0t/2] . (A7)

3. Block matrix inversion formula

For a square block matrix

M =

[
A B
C D

]
(A8)

and invertable matrices, A and Q = A −BD−1C, the
inverse matrix is given by

M−1 =

[
Q−1 −Q−1BD−1

−D−1CQ−1 D−1 +D−1CQ−1BD−1

]
.

(A9)

B. Beyond the rotating wave approximation

The following section briefly describes the construction
in Ref. [92] and provides a detailed analysis of the gen-
eralization of the non-Markovian master equation for a
driven linear system coupled to a Gaussian bosonic en-
vironment by a bi-linear coupling. Einstein summation
notation is applied throughout this section.

The reduced dynamics of a system for such a composite
system is governed by a completely positive Gaussian
superoperator Mt, satisfying

ρS (t) = MtρS (0) .

Diosi and Ferialdi deduced the most general form of the
superoperator

Mt = T exp

(
−
∫ t

0

dτSj
∆ (τ)

∫ τ

0

dsBj (τ, s)

)
,

with

Bj (τ, s) = DRe
jk (τ, s)Sk

∆ (s) + 2iDIm
jk (τ, s)Sk

c (s) ,

using the notation

Sj
∆ ≡ Sj

L − Sj
R , Sj

c ≡
(
Sj
L + Sj

R

)
/2 , (B1)

where Sj
L,R act on ρS from the right and from the left,

respectively. Here DRe and DIm are the real symmetric

and imaginary antisymmetric parts of the environment’s
correlation function

Djk = trE (Ej (τ)Ek (s) ρE (0)) .

Sj (τ) and Ej (τ) are the system and environment inter-
action operators in the interaction picture, (equivalent to
the Heisenberg picture relative to the free dynamics).
In order to derive the associated dynamical generator

Lt ≡ ṀtM−1
t , satisfying

ρ̇S (t) = LtρS (t) ,

Ferialdi [92] employs Wick’s theorem and the Cauchy

identity for the product of two series to express Ṁt in
terms of Mt. The derivation leads to the dynamical gen-
erator (master equation) of the form

ρ̇S (t) = −Sj
∆ (t) {

∫ t

0

ds1Ajk (t, s1)S
k
∆ (s1)

+ 2iBjk (t, s1)S
k
c (s1)}ρS (t) , (B2)

where

Ajk (t, s1) = DRe
jk (t, s1) +

∞∑
n=1

αn
jk (t, s1) (B3)

Bjk (t, s1) = DIm
jk (t, s1) +

∞∑
n=1

βn
jk (t, s1) (B4)

with

αn
jk (t, s1) (−1)

n {
∫ t

s1

ds2

∫ t

0

dt2b
n,l
j (t2, s2)D

Re
lk (s2, s1)

+

∫ s1

0

ds2

∫ t

0

dt2a
n
jk (t2, s2) (B5)

βn
jk (t, s1) (−1)

n {
∫ t

s1

ds2

∫ t

0

dt2b
n,l
j (t2, s2)D

Im
lk (s2, s1) ,

(B6)

and

a1j,j2 (s1, s2) = Bj (t, s1)Bj2 (t2, s2) , (B7)

anj,j2 (s1, s2) =

∫ t

0

dtn+1

∫ tn+1

0

dsn+1{a1jk (s1, tn+1)

×an−1
kj2

(sn+1, s2)+an−1
jk (s1, sn+1)S

k
∆ (tn+1)Bj2 (t2, s2)}

(B8)

b1,j2j (s2, t2) = Bj (t, s1)S
j2
∆ (t2) (B9)
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bn,j2j (s1, t2) =

∫ t

0

dtn+1

∫ tn+1

0

dsn+1b
1,k
j (s1, tn+1)

× bn−1,j2
k (sn+1, t2) (B10)

for n ≥ 2. The contraction is defined as

Bj1 (t, s1)S
jm

∆ (tm) =
[
Sjm
∆ (tm) , Bj1 (t, s1)

]
θ (tm − s1) ,

(B11)
where θ is the unit-step function.
Importantly, the difference between the driven and

non-driven system interaction terms, Eqs. (11) and (13)
respectively, is only the scalar term C̄j . Hence, the con-
traction (Eq. (B11)) does not depend on the drive. In

turn, a1j,j2 and b1,j2j (s2, t2) (Eqs. (B7), (B9)) do not de-

pend on the drive. Equations (B8), (B10), (B5) and (B6)
then imply that Ajk and Bjk are also independent of the
drive.

Returning to the derivation of the master equation,
utilizing Eq. (13) we next express S∆ (s1) and Sc (s1) in
terms of the interaction operators at time t

Sk
∆ (s1) = Ck

q (t− s1)S
q
∆ (t) + C̃k

q (t− s1) Ṡ
q
∆ (t) (B12)

Sk
c (s1) = Ck

q (t− s1)S
q
c (t) + C̃k

q (t− s1) Ṡ
q
c (t) + C̄k (t) .

(B13)
Substitution of Eqs. (B12) and (B13) into Eq. (B2) leads
to the interaction picture master equation

ρ̇S (t) =

(
Γjk (t)S

j
∆ (t)Sk

∆ (t) + ΘjkS
j
∆ (t) Ṡk

∆ (t)

− iΞjk (t)S
j
∆ (t)Sq

c (t)− iΥjk (t)S
j
∆ (t) Ṡk

c (t)

− iΦj (t)S
j
∆ (t)

)
ρS (t) , (B14)

where

Γjk (t) = −
∫ t

0

ds1Ajl (t, s1) Cl
k (t− s1) (B15)

Θjk (t) = −
∫ t

0

ds1Ajl (t, s1) C̃l
k (t− s1) (B16)

Σjk (t) = 2

∫ t

0

ds1Bjl (t, s1) Cl
k (t− s1) (B17)

Υjk (t) = 2

∫ t

0

ds1Bjl (t, s1) C̃l
k (t− s1) . (B18)

Φj (t) = 2

∫ t

0

ds1Bjl (t, s1) C̄l (t− s1) . (B19)

Finally, utilizing relation (B1) and transforming back to
the Schrödinger picture leads to the main result of Sec.
III B (Eq. (14))

ρ̇S (t) = −i [HS0 +Hd (t) , ρS (t)]− iΦj (t)
[
Sj , ρS (t)

]
+ Γjk (t)

[
Sj ,
[
Sk, •

]]
+Θjk (t)

[
Sj
[
Ṡk, •

]]
− iΣjk (t)

[
Sj , {Sk, •}

]
− iΥjk (t)

[
Sj{Ṡk, •}

]
. (B20)

C. Example of open system dynamics of a linear
system

1. Detailed dynamical solution for a single modes
coupled to a 1D photonic crystal

The present appendix briefly describes the solution for
the single emitter non-equilibrium Green function W (t)
Eq. (33). The procedure closely follows the analysis
given in Ref. [90], see also Part III of Ref. [16] for an
introductionary overview. We work in th interaction pic-
ture relative to the bath’s central frequency ωE . One
begins by continuing the integral to the complex plane

− 1

2πi

∫
C

e−izt

z − ωS − Σ1D (z)
dz , (C1)

where the single emitter self energy Σ1D is given in
Eq. (34). The integrand is characterized by a contin-
uous spectrum for z ∈ [−2J, 2J ] and two real poles in
the band gaps: one at Re (z) < −2J and the other at
Re (z) > 2J . The standard contour, including an arc in
the bottom part of the complex plane cannot be used
since the square root in Σ1D exhibits branch points at
z = ±2J . These are circumvented by introducing two
branch cuts from [±2J, 0] to [±2J,∞] correspondingly,
and a contour which by pass these branch cuts. More-
over, the integrand exhibits a discontinuous jump when
crossing the real axis in the regime Re (z) ∈ [−2J, 2J ].
This is cured by an analytical continuation to the second
Riemann surface in the transition to this region. The
analytical continuation gives rise to the contribution of
a complex pole to the integral. Overall, three kinds of
dynamical contributions are identified: Real poles, asso-
ciated with matter-light bound states, which give rise to
a coherent oscillation at the frequencies of the poles. The
complex pole contributes an exponential decay, and the
two branch cuts lead to a polynomial decay, scaling as
1/t3.

The significance of each contribution depends on the
coupling strength g and detuning ∆ = ωS − ωE . For in-
stance, the real poles will significantly influence the dy-
namics if they are near ∆. While the branch cuts and
complex poles significantly contribute to the dynamics
near the band edge and within the band, correspond-
ingly.
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2. Detailed dynamical solution for two modes
coupled to a 1D photonic crystal

In this section we present a solution for the propa-
gator U associates with Hamiltonian (35). The reflec-
tion symmetry enables decoupling H into two commut-
ing parts, each representing the dynamics of a collective
system mode coupled to a distinct environment. The
mathematical analysis is similar to the one presented
in Refs. [90, 135]. We introduce the collective sys-

tem and environment modes a± = (a1 ± a2) /
√
2 and

bk± = N±
[(
eikr ± e−ikr

)
bk +

(
e−ikr ± eikr

)
b−k

]
, with

N± = 1/
(
2
√
1± cos (2kr)

)
, with r = jSa, satisfying

the canonical bosonic commutation relations. In terms
of the collective modes the Hamiltonian separates to two
commuting terms H =

∑
α=± Hα, with

Hα = ωSa
†
αaα +

∑
k>0

ωkb
†
kαbkα +

∑
k>0

gkαaαb
†
kα + h.c ,

(C2)

and gkα = g
√
2 (1 + α cos (2kjSa)) /L. As a result, the

dynamical solution reduces to the calculation of the as-
sociated propagator elements

a± (t) = W± (t) a± (0) +
∑
k

T±k (t) b±k . (C3)

The non-equilibrium Green functions of the collective
modes, are calculated utilizing Eqs. (17), (19), (20) and
(21)

W± (t) = − 1

2πi

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iEtG±

(
E + i0+

)
dE . (C4)

T±k =
gk±
2πi

∫ ∞

−∞

e−iEt

z − ωk
G±

(
E + i0+

)
dE , (C5)

G± (z) =
1

z − ωS − Σ± (z)
, (C6)

and Σ± are the resolvents and self-energies of the col-
lective modes. By comparing Eq. (35) with the general
form Eq. (3) and utilizing Eq. (23) one obtains an ex-
plicit form for the self-energy

Σ± (z, n12) = Σ1D (z)± Σ̄12 (z, n12) , (C7)

where Σ1D is the single mode self-energy given in Eq.
(34) and

Σ̄12 (z, n12) =
g2

L

∑
k

eikn12

z − ω (k)

→
∫ π

−π

dk
eikn12

z + 2J cos (ka)

= ±i
g√

4J2 − z2

[
± z

2J
∓ i

√
1−

( z

2J

)2]n12

. (C8)

Here ± correspond to the case where Re (z) ≶ 0 and
n12 = 2jSa is the relative distance between the system
modes [90] (see also [135] for an alternative form). The
transition to the second line involves taking the contin-
uum limit.
The integral of Eqs. (C4) and (C5) are evaluated by

contour integration techniques described in [90, 135] and
Appendix C 1. In terms of the original modes we have

W (t) = Xdiag (W+,W−)X (C9)

X =
1√
2

[
1 1
1 −1

]
. (C10)

The matrix T (t) is most conveniently defined in terms
of its operation on the pair of Fourier operators bk, b−k;

T (t) : {bk, b−k}T → (Xdiag (T+k, T−k)X) {bk, b−k}T .

Overall, the solution for W (t) determines the decay

rates Γ↓
ij ,Γ

↑
ij , dispersive shifts Ωij (Eq. (A1)) and driving

term ki (Eq. (7)) of the exact master equation Eq. (4).
Alternatively, the reduced dynamics can also be de-

duced from Eqs. (28) and (19). Introducing the operator
valued vectors a = {a−jS , ajS}T and lattice momentum
dependent vector of operators b̄ = {b−π/a, . . . , bπ/a}T ,
the Heisenberg picture dynamics of the system can be
concisely expressed as

a (t) = W (t)a (0) + T (t) b̄ (0)

− i

∫ t

0

W (t− s)f (s)ds . (C11)

a. Non-Markovian driving term

The form of the non-Markovian driving term fNM can
be written in a simple form. Utilizing Eq. (C9) one
obtains

fNM ≡ Xf̄NM (C12)

where f̄NM = {f̄NM+, f̄NM−}T , and

f̄NM± (t) =

∫ t

0

W± (t− τ) f̄± (τ)

− Ẇ±
(
W−1

±
) ∫ t

0

W± (t− τ) f̄± (τ) dτ . (C13)

D. Markovian Master equations

1. Time-dependent master equation

The following section concisely presents the time-
dependent master equation (TDME), originally proposed
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in Ref. [107]. A combined approach, utilizing the pro-
jection operator technique along with a rescaling of the

time by the system environment interaction leads a mas-
ter equation of the form

d

dt
ρS (t) = −i [HS (t) +HLS (t) , ρS (t)] +

∑
α,β

∑
p

γαβ,p (t)

[
Lβ,p (t) ρS (t)L†

α,p (t)−
1

2
{L†

α,p (t)Lβ,p (t) , ρS (t)}
]

,

(D1)

corresponding to a system-environment interaction term
HI =

∑
α Aα ⊗ Bα, with self-adjoint system and envi-

ronment interaction operators Aα and Bα. The Lindblad
jump operators are given by

Lα,p (t) = US (t) |m0⟩ ⟨mt|Aα |nt⟩ ⟨n0|U†
S (t) , (D2)

defined in terms of the instantaneous system eigenstates,
{|mt⟩} (of HS (t)) and isolated system time-evolution op-
erator, which satisfies

iU̇S (t) = HS (t)US (t) . (D3)

The Lamb shift Hamiltonian reads

HLS (t) =
∑
α,β

∑
p

Sα,β,p (t)L
†
α,p (t)Lβ,p (t) ,

and the decay rates and Lamb shift frequency are given
by the half-Fourier transform of the environmental cor-
relation functions∫ ∞

0

dxRαβ (x) e
ix(En(t)−Em(t)) =

1

2
γα,β,p (t)+iSαβp (t) ,

(D4)

Rαβ (x) = trE
(
eiHEtBαe

−iHEtBβρth
)

,

where p = (n,m) indexes the transition between the in-
stantaneous eigenstates of HS (t), while {En (t)} are the
corresponding instantaneous eigensvalues. The deriva-
tion required that the correlation function decay faster
than 1/ta, with a > 0.
To simplify Eq. (D1) all the terms corresponding the

same Linblidiand term are gathered together

d

dt
ρS = −i [HS (t) +HLS (t) , ρS ]

+
∑
p

Γp (t)

[
Lp (t) ρS (t)L†

p (t)−
1

2
{L†

p (t)Lp (t) , ρS (t)}
]

,

(D5)

where

Γp (t) =
∑
αβ

γαβ,p ⟨mt|Aβ |nt⟩ ⟨nt|Aα |mt⟩ , (D6)

and

Lp (t) = US (t) |m0⟩ ⟨n0|U†
S (t) . (D7)

In the studied exemplary model (Sec. IVF) the iso-
lated system dynamics, including the free dynamics and
drive, are governed by the general Hamiltonian

HS (t) = δ (t)σz +Ωx (t)σx +Ωy (t)σy ,

with instantaneous eigen energies E± (t) =

±
√

δ2 (t) + |Ω (t) |2 , and corresponding eigenstates

|+t⟩ = cos

(
θ (t)

2

)
|1⟩+ eiϕ(t) sin

(
θ (t)

2

)
|0⟩ (D8)

|−t⟩ = − sin

(
θ (t)

2

)
|1⟩+ eiϕ(t) cos

(
θ (t)

2

)
|0⟩ ,

where θ = atan
(

|Ω|
δ

)
. Here, Ω = {Ωx,Ωy}T , or alterna-

tively Ω = |Ω|eiϕ. The considered system-environment
interaction (Eq. (38)) can be expressed as

HI =
∑
k

(
gkσ+bk + g∗kσ−b

†
k

)
= σxBx + σyBy . (D9)

with

Bx =
1

2

(
B +B†)

By = − i

2

(
B† −B

)
. (D10)

Substituting Eq. (D10), (D4), (D6) and (D7) into Eq.
(D5) leads to

d

dt
ρS (t) = −i [HS (t) +HLS (t) , ρS (t)]+D(TD) (t) [ρS (t)] ,

(D11)
where

D(TD) (t) [ρS (t)] =
∑

k=0,−

Γk (t)

[
Ξk (t) ρS (t) Ξ†

k (t)−
1

2
{Ξ†

k (t) Ξk (t) , ρS (t)}
]

, (D12)
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with

Ξz (t) = US (t) (|+0⟩ ⟨+0| − |−0⟩ ⟨−0|)U†
S (t) (D13)

Ξ− (t) = US (t) |−0⟩ ⟨+0|U†
S (t) .

The decay rates are evaluated for an environment at zero
temperature, for which∫ ∞

0

dxRBB† (x) eixωnm(t) =

=
1

2
γnm (t) + iSnm (t)

= πJ̃ (ωnm (t)) + iP
∫ ∞

0

dω
J̃ (ω (t))

ωnm (t)− ω (t)
, (D14)

with ωnm (t) = (En (t)− Em (t)) /ℏ. Due to the orig-
inal transformation to a rotating frame with respect
to the laser carrier frequency, the spectrum and spec-
tral density function of the environment (due to a
shift of the density of states) are shifted with re-

spect to the original frame, ∆k ∈ [−ωL,∞), J̃ (ω) =(
g2SLκ/π

)
/
[
(ω − (η − ωL))

2
+ κ2

]
. Overall, we obtain

the decay rates

Γ− (t) = cos4 (θ (t) /2) 2πJ (E+ (t)− E− (t))

Γz (t) =
π

4
sin2 (θ (t)) J (0) . (D15)

The Lamb shift term reads

HLS (t) = S (E+ (t)− E− (t)) cos4 (θ (t)/2) , (D16)

where S is evaluated by contour integration

S (ω) = P
∫ ∞

−ωL

J̃ (ω̃)

ω − ω̃
dω̃ ≈ P

∫ ∞

−∞

J̃ (ω̃)

ω − ω̃
dω̃

=
g2SL (ω − (η − ωL))

(ω − (η − ωL))
2
+ κ2

. (D17)

2. Adiabatic master equation

The adiabatic master equation was religiously derived
by Albash and Lidar [77], and can also be obtained by
taking the adiabatic limit of the Time-dependent master
equation, Appendix D1. In the adiabatic limit Eq. (D3)
can be solved by instantaneous diagonalization

U
(adi)
S (t) =

∑
m

e
∫ t
0
Em(τ)dτ+θm(t) |mt⟩ ⟨m0| , (D18)

where {θm (t)} are the Berry phases. The decay remain
the same as in the TDME (Eq. (D15)), while the Lind-
blad jump operators effectively become

L(adi)
p (t) = |mt⟩ ⟨nt| .

In the studied model, this corresponds to a replacement

Ξz → Ξ(adi)
z = |+t⟩ ⟨+t| − |−t⟩ ⟨−t| (D19)

Ξ− → Ξ
(adi)
− = |−t⟩ ⟨+t| .

3. Floquet master equation

The Floquet master equation for a two level, Eq. (38),
has been studied extensively [76, 159, 207]. Here, we
focus and summarize the rigorous derivation presented
Elouard et al. [163]. The derivation starts by express-
ing the system interaction operators in the interaction
picture in terms of Fourier components

σ± (t) = Ũ†
S (t)σ±ŨS (t) = eiωLt

∑
ω=0,±Ω

σ± (ω) eiωt ,

(D20)
with σ± (0) = gSL

Ω Σz, σ± (−Ω) = ∓Ω±∆
2Ω Σ− and σ± =

±Ω±∆
2Ω Σ+, where Σz = |+⟩ ⟨+| − |−⟩ ⟨−|, Σ− = Σ†

+ =

|−⟩ ⟨+|, Ω =
√
∆2 + 4g2SL and |±⟩ = ±

√
Ω±∆√
2Ω

|e⟩ +
√
Ω∓∆√
2Ω

|g⟩ are the so-called “dressed state” which con-

stitute eigenstates of the system Hamiltonian in the ro-
tating frame

H̃S (t) =
∆

2
σz + gSL (σ+ + σ−) .

The master equation in the rotating frame with respect
to the driving frequency ωL is of the form

ρ̃ (t) = −i
[
H̃S , ρ̃ (t)

]
+D(FME) [ρ̃ (t)] , (D21)

where

D(FME) = D0 +D1 +D2 (D22)

with

D0 = (γ0,↓ + γ0,↑)DΣz,Σ−z

D1 = γ1,↓DΣ−,Σ+ + γ1,↑DΣ+,Σ−

D2 = γ2,↓DΣ−,Σ+
+ γ2,↑DΣ+,Σ−

and kinetic coefficients

γ0,↓ =
g2SL

Ω2
Γ (ωL) (N (ωL) + 1)

γ0,↑ =
g2SL

Ω2
Γ (ωL) (N (ωL))

γ1,↓ =
(Ω +∆)

2

4Ω2
Γ (ωL +Ω) (N (ωL) + 1)

γ1,↑ =
(Ω +∆)

2

4Ω2
Γ (ωL +Ω) (N (ωL))

γ2,↓ =
(Ω−∆)

2

4Ω2
Γ (ωL − Ω) (N (ωL) + 1)

γ2,↑ =
(Ω−∆)

2

4Ω2
Γ (ωL − Ω) (N (ωL)) .

E. Two emitter non-equilibrium Green function

In the following section we evaluate the non-
equilibrium Green function (matrix)W (t) for two modes
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a1 and a2 coupled to a bosonic environment, character-
ized by a Lorentzian spectral density. The Green func-
tion governs the dynamics of the modes. Hence, for an
environment initially in the a vacuum state it satisfies[

⟨a1 (t)⟩
⟨a2 (t)⟩

]
= W (t)

[
⟨a1 (0)⟩
⟨a2 (0)⟩

]
. (E1)

This relation enables evaluating W by using the Heisen-
berg equations of motion of the pseudo-mode solution.
Since the pseudo-mode (Sec. IVA) provides an accurate
simulation of the system expectation values, we calculate
the dynamics using the pseudo-mode solution of a non-
driven system and deduce the Green function. In the
pseudo-mode framework, the operator dynamics of the
studied model are governed by (Eq. (40))

dO

dt
= i [HSR, O] + 2κD‡

c,c†
[O] (E2)

with HSR (t) = ωS

∑
i=1,2 a

†
iai +

∑
i=1,2 fi (t) a

†
i +

f∗
i (t) ai. Defining the rotating operators vector ṽ (t) =

eiωLt{a1 (t) , a2 (t) , c (t)}T one obtains ˙̃v = −iMṽ, with

M =

 ∆1 0 λ
0 ∆2 λ
λ λ η′

 (E3)

and η′ = η − ωL − iκ. The solution for ṽ is readily
obtained in terms of the propagator exp (−iMt)

W̃ (t) = [exp (−iMt)]1:2,1:2 =

[
W̃11 W̃12

W̃21 W̃22

]
(E4)

with

W̃11 (t) = W̃22 (t) =
1

2
e−it∆ + 2λ2×(

eit(−∆−η′+χ)/2

8λ2 + (∆− η′) (∆− η′ + χ)

+
e−it(∆+η′+χ)

8λ2 − (∆− η′) (−∆+ η′ + χ)

)
(E5)

W̃12 (t) = W̃21 (t) = −1

2
e−it∆ + 2λ2×(

eit(−∆−η′+χ)

8λ2 + (∆− η′) (∆− η + χ)

+
e−it(∆+η′+χ)

8λ2 − (∆− η′) (−∆+ η′ + χ)

)
, (E6)

and χ =

√
(∆− η′)

2
+ 8λ2. Finally, in the non-rotated

frame, we have W (t) = e−iωLtW̃ (t).

F. Additional figures of driven open non-linear
systems

FIG. 11. Comparison of Markovian master equations: for a
monochromatic laser (a) and Gaussian pulse (b). Notation:
gSL = 0.1, 1, 3.6ΓFGR of LME correspond to pink up directed
triangle markers, black continuous and red dashed lines; OBE:
blue circle markers, red continuous and black dashed lines;
FME: purple diamonds, light brown continuous and orange
dashed lines. AME: small white square markers (appear on
top of the purple diamonds), wide continuous orange and cyan
dashed lines. For the monochromatic laser the TDME coin-
cides with the AME, while for the Gaussian pulse the re-
sults for gSL = ΓFGR of the LME and OBE overlap with the
gSL = 10−7ωS markers. In Panel (b) the red down directed
triangular markers and the purple dashed lines correspond to
gSL = 0.1ΓFGR and gSL = 3.5ΓFGR, respectively. Model pa-
rameters: ∆ = 10−4ωS , ΓFGR ∼ g2SED (ωS) ≈ 1.7 · 10−3ωS ,
∆ω = κ = 0.2ωS , η = ωS and an initial composite state
|ψ (0)⟩ =

[
(|g⟩+ |e⟩) /

√
2
]
⊗ |vac⟩.
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FIG. 12. Two emitter non-Markovian dynamics. Model pa-
rameters: |ψS (0)⟩ = |e⟩1 ⊗ |e⟩2, ∆ = 10−4ωS , ∆ωE = κ =
0.03ωS , ΓFGR = 2πg2SED (ωS) = 0.55κ.
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