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We compare several definitions of entropy production rate introduced in the literature from a
large variety of situations and motivations, and then analyze their relations with memory effects.
Considering a relevant experimental example of a qubit interacting with a single bosonic mode
playing the role of a finite bath, we show that all definitions of entropy production coincide at
weak coupling. In the strong coupling regime, significant discrepancies emerge between the different
entropy production rates, although some similarities in the overall behaviour remain. However,
surprisingly, two of these definitions—one based on local quantities of the system and the other on
non-local quantities—coincide exactly, even in the case of strong coupling. Finally, a high degree of
correspondence is observed when memory effects characterized by P-divisibility are compared with
the sign of all entropy production rates in the case of weak coupling. Such correspondence degrades
at strong coupling, leading us to extend the concept of entropy production to the dynamical map.
We show a perfect equivalence between the sign of this enlarged concept of entropy production and
P-divisibility, both numerically and analytically, in the case of phase-covariant master equations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The concept of entropy production is central to both
classical and quantum thermodynamics [1]. It is closely
related to the irreversibility of the local system dynamics
and to the information lost in the bath [1–3], and is also
associated with the arrow of time [4–7]. From a practical
viewpoint, the entropy production also determines and
often limits our ability to perform operations and tasks
such as cooling a system [8], extracting work [9], erasing
information [10, 11], measuring time [12, 13], and con-
trolling fluctuations [14], to mention a few.

More recently, several studies have suggested a close
relation between entropy production and memory ef-
fects [3, 15–19], often refereed to as non-Markovian ef-
fects, in reference to classical dynamics. In Ref. [19],
the authors establish the conditions in classical systems
for which a negative entropy production rate implies non-
Markovianity, and raises the question of its quantum ver-
sion. Indeed, one of the difficulties in the quantum case
is the non-unique characterization of non-Markovianity,
which stems from the inability to extend the classical
notion straightforwardly to quantum systems [20]. For
open quantum dynamics, the intuitive relation between
entropy production and memory effects can be traced
back to a measure of memory effects such as the BLP
criterion [21], which relies on the contractivity of the dy-
namical map. More precisely, when the map is contrac-
tive, i.e. when the trace distance between two arbitrary
initial states decreases monotonically in time, there is
a monotonic loss of information from the system to the
bath, which is interpreted as the absence of memory ef-
fect. Otherwise, information flows back from the bath to
the system. In Ref. [15], the authors provide an upper
bound on contractivity in terms of system-bath correla-
tions.
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On the other hand, many definitions of entropy pro-
duction are based on the contractivity of the pseudo-
distance (the relative entropy) between an arbitrary ini-
tial state and a specific state, such as the steady state
(for weak coupling time-independent dissipator) [22–24],
or the instantaneous steady state (for strong coupling
and time-dependent dissipator) [25], or even the joined
uncorrelated state of the system and the initial state of
the bath [2]. This contractivity is analogous to the BLP
criterion, and therefore suggests, to explore the precise
link between memory effects and entropy production, as
studied in [3, 16–18]. It can be shown that negative
entropy production rates lead to memory effects, and
more precisely to Non-Markovianity (defined as non CP-
divisibility, see below for a description and [26]). The
reverse implication is not true, and potential alternative
witnesses of memory effects are introduced such as the
purity [16], and the influence of the form of the instanta-
neous steady state of the map [17]. These previous works
also raised the key issue of which definition of entropy
production should be used. This problem was studied
in [27], where two definitions of entropy production, the
traditional one [22–24] and the Esposito definition [2]–
tailored for strong coupling between system and bath–
are compared. Interestingly, the two solutions exhibit
very different behaviour, except in the case of very weak
coupling and high temperature.

In this paper, we propose to pursue efforts in this di-
rection using a simple but relevant model consisting of a
qubit interacting with a single-bosonic-mode bath. Such
a model combines strong coupling and finite bath, two
characteristics that are currently receiving a lot of at-
tention due to their complexity and close proximity with
experimental situations. In the first part of the paper, we
compare several definitions of entropy production, rang-
ing from traditional to more recent ones that are specifi-
cally designed for strong coupling and finite baths. In
a second part, we investigate the relation to memory
effects. The main result is that, at vanishing or small
coupling, all definitions of entropy production coincide.
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However, in the strong coupling regime, important dis-
crepancies emerge, even though the global behaviour re-
mains similar. Furthermore, we observe that two defini-
tions of entropy production exactly coincide. Finally, we
show numerically the equivalence between P-divisibility
and the sign of the entropy production rate of the dynam-
ical map, which is an extension at the map level of the
concept of entropy production. This equivalence is then
proven mathematically for a large class of open quantum
systems governed by a phase-covariant dynamics [28, 29].

These results provide a broad physical interpretation of
some of the suggested entropy production definitions and
of the concept of P-divisibility. More generally, our study
establishes a direct equivalence between the presence of
memory effects and the sign of an entropy-production-
related quantity.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
vide the different definitions of entropy production used
in this work. Our illustrative example is introduced in
Sec. III. A systematic numerical comparison of entropy
production rates is proposed in Sec. IV. Section V focuses
on the link between entropy production and memory ef-
fects. The analytical proof of the equivalence between
P-divisibility and the positivity of the map entropy pro-
duction is presented in Sec. VI. Conclusion and prospec-
tive views are given in Sec. VII. Additional results are
described in the Appendices.

II. ENTROPY PRODUCTION

In this section, we introduce the main characteristics of
the different definitions of entropy production considered
in our study. We start with the traditional definition [22–
24], which is valid when the quantum system A of interest
interacts weakly with a thermal bath B at temperature
TB (inverse temperature βB = 1/kBTB). The entropy
production is defined as

Σ(t) := ∆SA − βBQ(t), (1)

where ∆SA is the variation of von Neumann entropy
SA(t) := −Tr[ρA(t) ln ρA(t)] of the system, and Q(t) is
the heat exchanged with the bath,

Q(t) :=

∫ t

0

duTr[ρ̇A(u)HA(u)]. (2)

The rate of entropy production is given by

σ(t) = ṠA(t)− βBQ̇(t), (3)

where ṠA(t) is the time-derivative of von Neumann en-

tropy of the system and Q̇(t) is the rate of heat exchanged
with the bath. Interestingly, the definition (3) of the
entropy production rate σ(t), inspired from its classi-
cal counterpart, coincides with the formal definition from
open quantum system theory [22, 24],

σ(t) = − d

dt
D[ρA(t)|ρeqA ], (4)

where ρeqA is the equilibrium state of the open dynamics
and D[σ|ρ] := Tr[σ(lnσ − ln ρ)] is the relative entropy.
To be more precise, the coincidence occurs when ρeqA is
equal to the thermal state at the inverse bath tempera-
ture βB , which is usually the case in the weak coupling
regime. Additionally, we can mention that σ(t) can also
be expressed as the amount of information lost in the
bath (still in the weak coupling regime),

σ(t) = İA:B +
d

dt
D[ρB(t)|ρB(0)], (5)

where IA:B := SA(t) + SB(t) − SAB(t) is the mutual

information between A and B, so that İA:B corresponds
to the rate of creation of correlations between A and B.
However, in the strong coupling regime, the defini-

tion (4) is expected to become invalid, partly because
the instantaneous thermal state does not always coincide
with the instantaneous steady state (when it exists). To
go beyond these limitations, many definitions of entropy
production were suggested in the literature, depending
of the context and the chosen viewpoint. We introduce
some of them below. A summary is given in Tab. I.

• We start with one of the most accepted definition,
valid in strong coupling thermal baths, [2]:

σEs(t) := ṠA(t) + βBĖB(t), (6)

where ĖB(t) = Tr[ρ̇B(t)HB ] is the rate of the en-
ergy of the bath. When the system and the bath
are initially uncorrelated, the integral of the rate is
guaranteed to be always positive, ∆SA+βB∆EB ≥
0. However, one limitation is that it only applies
when the bath is initially in a thermal state. This
implies that the energy variation of the bath is con-
sidered to be pure heat.

• In order to extend to more general situations where
the bath can be of arbitrary size and start in an
arbitrary state, the following definition was intro-
duced [30],

σEl(t) := ṠA(t) + βBĖ
th
B (t), (7)

where Ėth
B (t) = Tr

{
HB

d

dt
w[HB , βB(t)]

}
is the

variation rate of the so-called thermal energy of the
bath. We introduce the following notation,

w[HB , βB(t)] := e−βB(t)HB/Tr[e−βB(t)HB ], (8)

that is used also for system A in a straightfor-
ward manner. In the above expression, the ef-
fective inverse temperature βB(t) is defined for all
times t as the inverse temperature of the thermal
state of the same entropy as ρB(t), the state of
B at time t. In other words, βB(t) is such that
S{w[HB , βB(t)]} = S[ρB(t)]. Note that when B
is in a thermal state at temperature TB , we have
βB(t) = (kBTB)

−1.
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• Another framework has been also recently intro-
duced which is valid for arbitrary quantum system
B [25]. The initial state of B can be arbitrary as
long as not correlated with A. However, one tech-
nical difficulty is that it is based on an exact master
equation describing the local dynamics of A. As-
sume that we do have such a master equation, then
it can always be cast into the form,

ρ̇A(t) = − i

ℏ
[H̃A(t), ρA(t)] +DtρA(t), (9)

where H̃A(t) is in general a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian different from the free HamiltonianHA of A,
and Dt denotes the dissipator of minimal norm (see
[25]) resulting from the interaction with B, which is
also time-dependent in general. Then, the entropy
production is defined as

σCo(t) := (10)

−Tr
{
ρ̇A(t){ln ρA(t)− lnw[H̃A(t), βB ]}

}
,

where βB is the initial inverse temperature of B.
Note that in general w[H̃A(t), βB ] is not the in-
stantaneous fixed point of the dynamics, meaning
it does not satisfy Dtw[H̃A(t), βB ] = 0. This is
one inherent difficulty of strong coupling and finite
baths, i.e. the instantaneous thermal state and the
instantaneous fixed point no longer coincide. This
observation naturally leads to the last definition of
entropy production we will consider in our study.

• We substitute in Eq. (10) the instantaneous ther-
mal state by the instantaneous fixed point of the
map:

σfp(t) := −Tr{ρ̇A(t)[ln ρA(t)− ln ρfpA (t)]}, (11)

with ρfpA (t) such that Ltρ
fp
A (t) = 0, where Lt is

the generator of the open dynamics followed by
A (and which will be fully specified in Sec. III).
The authors of Ref. [25] actually updated their def-
inition (10) in a recent proposal [31] where they
choose a time-dependent effective inverse tempera-
ture βeff

B (t) of B such that w[HA(t), β
eff
B (t)] is the

instantaneous fixed point, recovering the above def-
inition (11) in the case of a quantum harmonic os-
cillator.

• Finally, it has also been pointed out that the build
up of correlations between system and bath is a
central contribution to entropy production [1–3],
and constitutes a minimal entropy production def-
inition. The correlations between A and B are de-
fined as

IA:B(t) := SA(t) + SB(t)− SAB(t). (12)

IA:B(t) starts at zero since A and B are assumed
to be initially uncorrelated, and then increases with

time due to correlations. Since the global evolution
of AB is unitary, the rate of correlation build-up is

İA:B(t) = ṠA(t) + ṠB(t). (13)

In the following, we include İA:B(t) in the compar-
ison with the other entropy production definitions.

Name Expression

σEs ṠA(t) + βBĖB(t)

σEl ṠA(t) + βBĖ
th
B (t)

σCo −Tr
{
ρ̇A(t){ln ρA(t)− lnw[H̃A(t), βB ]}

}
σfp −Tr{ρ̇A(t)[ln ρA(t)− ln ρfpA (t)]}
IA:B SA(t) + SB(t)− SAB(t)

TABLE I. Summary of the different definitions of entropy
production considered in the paper (see the text for details).

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL SYSTEM

In this section, we present the setting in which we
compare the above definitions of entropy production.
We choose a minimal bath B composed only of a single
bosonic mode and interacting via the Jaynes-Cumming
coupling with a two-level system A of free Hamiltonian
HA = ωAσ+σ−. The total Hamiltonian is therefore

HAB = ωAσ+σ− + g(σ+a+ σ−a
†) + ωBa

†a, (14)

with σ+ := |1⟩⟨0|, σ− := |0⟩⟨1|, and |1⟩, |0⟩ denote re-
spectively the excited and ground states of the Pauli ma-
trix σz. We assume that the initial state of B is a ther-
mal state at inverse temperature βB , namely ρB(0) =
w(HB , βB) and HB = ωBa

†a. Note that the Jaynes-
Cumming coupling is usually obtained after the Rotat-
ing Wave Approximation (RWA), which is not expected
to be valid in strong coupling, precisely the regime we
intend to explore. The RWA is only important here for
computing the entropy production σCo, which requires
knowledge of the exact master equation describing the
open dynamics. As shown in [32], this equation can be
derived in the case of the Jaynes-Cumming Hamiltonian.

With respect to the strong coupling limitation of the
RWA, one can always rewrite the coupling term in the

form g(σ+a + σ−a) = gσx
a+ a†

2
+ gσy

i(a− a†)

2
, where

σx and σy are the usual Pauli matrices. Then, under
these conditions, the reduced dynamics of A,

ρ̇A = TrB(ρ̇AB) = − i

ℏ
TrB([HAB , ρAB ]), (15)
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can be expressed as an exact master equation [32]:

ρ̇A(t) = LtρA := − i

ℏ
[ΩA(t)σ+σ−, ρA(t)]

+ γ1(t)

[
σ+ρA(t)σ− − 1

2
{σ−σ+, ρA(t)}

]
+ γ2(t)

[
σ−ρA(t)σ+ − 1

2
{σ+σ−, ρA(t)}

]
+

1

2
γ3(t) [σzρA(t)σz − ρA(t)] , (16)

with

ΩA(t) = −ℑ[ γ̇(t)
γ(t)

], (17)

γ(t) =

∞∑
n=0

e−nβBωB

Z
e−iωBt

×
[
cos(Ωnt/2)− i

∆

Ωn
sin(Ωnt/2)

]
×
[
cos(Ωn+1t/2)− i

∆

Ωn+1
sin(Ωn+1t/2)

]
,

Ωn =
√
∆2 + 4g2n,

γ1(t) =
α(t)β̇(t)− α̇(t)β(t)− β̇(t)

α(t) + β(t)− 1
, (18)

γ2(t) =
α̇(t)β(t)− α(t)β̇(t)− α̇(t)

α(t) + β(t)− 1
, (19)

α(t) =

∞∑
n=0

e−nβBωB

Z

[
cos2(Ωnt/2) +

∆2

Ω2
n

sin2(Ωnt/2)

]
,

(20)

β(t) =

∞∑
n=0

e−nβBωB

Z

×
[
cos2(Ωn+1t/2) +

∆2

Ω2
n+1

sin2(Ωn+1t/2)

]
,

(21)

and

γ3(t) = −1

2

[
γ1(t) + γ2(t) + 2ℜ[ γ̇(t)

γ(t)
]

]
,

with ∆ = ωA − ωB . Note that the quantity β(t) de-
fined above and the inverse temperature βB(t) of B are
different quantities.

3 6 9 12 15
gt

-0.006

-0.004

-0.002

0.002

0.004

0.006

σ

FIG. 1. Plots of the different definitions of entropy production
σEs (orange, thick), σEl (green), σCo (purple), σfp (dashed

blue), and İA:B (dot-dashed black) in a weak coupling regime,
with ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1, ωAβB = 0.3,
and g/ωA = 0.03.

IV. ENTROPY PRODUCTION COMPARISON

We apply the above definitions of σEs, σEl, σCo, σfp,
and İA:B to the open quantum system introduced in
Sec. III. The initial states of A and B are thermal states
at inverse temperatures βA and βB , respectively.
In Fig. 1, we present the time evolution of the dif-

ferent definitions of entropy production in a weak cou-
pling situation. Many important observations can be
made. Firstly, all entropy production definitions coin-
cide almost exactly (although some small discrepancies
start to appear for gt ≫ 1, not shown here). This is an
interesting and rather unexpected result because of the
large diversity of such definitions. This shows that they
are essentially equivalent in the relatively weak coupling
regime where g/ωA = 0.03, even in a finite bath configu-
ration, which emphasizes their relevance. Note that some
studies [33, 34] consider that the strong coupling regime
starts when the coupling strength is larger than the bath
spectral width. In our present model, the bath spectral
width is zero, implying that no matter how small is the
coupling strength compared to ωA, it always corresponds
to strong coupling according to this criterion.
A second important observation corresponds to the

large initial peak in entropy production due to the ini-
tial out-of-equilibrium situation (A is initially far from
being in thermal equilibrium with B). Curiously, it is
followed by rapid oscillations between negative and pos-
itive entropy production rates. The timescale of these
oscillations is determined by g and the detuning ∆ (more
precisely the largest relevant Ωn, determined by the asso-
ciated Boltzmann weight e−nωBβB/Z). Such oscillations
are anti-correlated with the rate of the coupling energy
Ėint = Tr[ρ̇AB(t)VAB ], with VAB = g(σ+a + σ−a

†) (see
Fig. 7 in Appendix C). Additional information and inter-
pretation of these oscillations are provided in Appendix
C.
A third observation is the decay of the oscillations,
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3 6 9 12 15
gt
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0.06

0.08
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FIG. 2. Plots of the different definitions of entropy pro-
duction σEs (orange, thick), σEl (green), σCo (purple), σfp

(dashed blue), and İA:B (dot-dashed black), in the strong cou-
pling regime, with ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1,
ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.3.

as if an equilibration process was occurring. The latter
happens on a timescale determined by γ1(t), γ2(t), γ3(t),
and therefore by the coupling strength g. However, there
is a revival of the oscillation, for gt ≫ 1, because the
overall dynamics is quasi-periodic.

In Fig. 2, we represent the time-evolution of the differ-
ent definitions of entropy production in a much stronger
coupling regime, with g/ωA = 0.2 while the other pa-
rameters have the same values as in Fig. 1. One can
see many important differences from weak coupling (a
zoom of Fig. 2 is provided in Fig. 9 of Appendix C).
Firstly, there is a major entropy production peak around
gt ≃ 0.5, a value 10 times larger than the initial peak
at weak coupling. Secondly, there are some important
discrepancies between the different definitions of entropy
production, even though there are some similarities in
the overall behavior: all entropy definitions, including
the correlations İA:B(t), present a large initial peak, fol-
lowed by one oscillation and a transient close to zero, re-
minding of an equilibration phenomenon, before ending
on oscillation revivals. Furthermore, a closer inspection
reveals that the definitions σEs and σfp are exactly the
same. This coincidence is indeed exact, and is shown an-
alytically in Appendix E. This is a very surprising result
since σEs is a definition involving the bath, as expected
in strong coupling thermodynamics, while there is no ex-
plicit mention of the bath in the definition of σfp.

In addition to the above physical insights on entropy
production in finite bath, our results show that at weak
coupling, the comparison with memory effects can be
made with any of the definitions of entropy production
considered here. At strong coupling, there are two classes
which are emerging from the above comparisons: the Es-
posito / fixed point entropy production, σEs and σfp

(which coincide exactly), and the Elouard entropy pro-

duction / correlations, σEl and İA:B , which are numeri-
cally close, but not exactly equal. Relations with memory
effect are investigated in detail in Sec. V.

(a)

3 6 9 12 15
gt

-0.008

-0.004

0.004

0.008

σ

FIG. 3. Plots of the entropy production for several initial
states of A in the weak coupling regime with ωB/ωA = 0.6,
∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1, ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.03.
The shaded grey area corresponds to the intervals of time
where the dynamics is P-divisible (see the text for details).

V. ENTROPY PRODUCTION AND MEMORY
EFFECTS

Memory effects in non-Markovian quantum systems
can be characterized in many different ways, and consti-
tute a vast field of research [20, 26, 35]. The main criteria
are CP-divisibility, P-divisibility, and the BLP criterion
(see more details in Appendix D and [20, 26, 29, 35]).
For a two-level open system governed by a master equa-
tion of the form (16), P-divisibility can be characterized
directly in terms of the time-dependent damping rates
γ1(t), γ2(t), and γ3(t), as follows: the dynamics is P-
divisible at time t if and only if [28, 29]

|γ−(t)| ≤ γ+(t) and

if 2Γ(t) ≤ γ+(t), then γ−(t)
2 ≤ 4Γ(t)(γ+(t)− Γ(t)),

(22)

where γ±(t) := γ1(t)± γ2(t) and Γ(t) = γ3(t) + γ2(t)/2.
In Fig. 3, we use such a characterization of P-

divisibility to compute the time intervals on which the
dynamics is P-divisible, and compare it with the entropy
production in the weak coupling regime. The correspon-
dence between P-divisibility and positivity of entropy
production is almost perfect.
In Fig. 4(a), for clarity, we focus on a shorter time

interval and we plot only the entropy production σfp

(identical to σEs) for several initial states of A (from pure
states to maximally mixed states). One can see that the
correspondence between P-divisibility is actually not ex-
act and depends on the initial state. However, one can
verify that whenever the dynamics is P-divisible, the en-
tropy production for all plotted initial states is positive.
This is actually a well-known consequence of the contrac-
tivity of the relative entropy under positive maps [36]:
P-divisibility implies σfp ≥ 0 (see Appendix F for addi-
tional details). Still, the reverse is not true, as we can
clearly see in Fig. 4(a).
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(a)

0.3 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.5
gt

-0.04

-0.02

0.02

0.04

σ

(b)

0.3 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.5
gt

-0.06

-0.04

-0.02

0.02

σmap

FIG. 4. (a) Plots of the entropy production σfp for several

initial states of A and (b) plot of σfp
min, minimum of the en-

tropy production over all initial states, in the weak coupling
regime with ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβB = 0.3, and
g/ωA = 0.03. The shaded grey areas correspond to the inter-
vals of time where the dynamics is P-divisible.

Nevertheless, it seems that whenever the dynamics is
not P-divisible at time t, there exists at least one initial
state such that the associated entropy production is in-
deed negative. This leads us to introduce the minimum
of the entropy production over all initial states,

σfp
min(t) := min

ρA(0)
σfp(t). (23)

One can indeed verify in Fig. 4(b) that there is a per-
fect correspondence between P-divisibility at time t and
the positivity of the minimum of the entropy production

σfp
min. Moreover, such correspondence holds for the min-

imum of all definitions of entropy production, which is
expected because they are equivalent at weak coupling
(see Fig. 1). Additionally, in Appendix D, we also pro-
vide the comparison with CP-divisibility and BLP crite-
rion, revealing also a very close correspondence with the
minimum of entropy production. This is because such
criteria are almost equivalent in this case, as described
also in [29].

However, this relation is lost at strong coupling as can
be seen in Fig. 5: there exist times (around gt = 1.35,
gt = 7.65 and gt = 14) for which the dynamics is not P-

divisible, and still σfp
min(t) > 0. It means that the relation

(a)

3 6 9 12 15
gt

-0.04

-0.02

0.02

σmin

(b)

1 2
gt

-0.04

-0.02

0.02

σmap

FIG. 5. (a) Plot of σfp
min, minimum of the entropy production

over all initial states, in the strong coupling regime g/ωA =
0.3, near to resonance, ωB/ωA = 0.99, ∆/ωA = 0.01, and cold
bath ωAβB = 3. (b) Zoom of plot (a) on a region where the

equivalence between P-divisibility and the sign of σfp
min fails.

The blue dashed line corresponds to the plot of σmap, the
map entropy production defined in the main text in Eq. (24).
Note that the minimum over all states in the definition of
σmap is obtained numerically by a discrete parameterization
of the Bloch ball. However, for some instant of times, this
minimum cannot be accessed numerically. Instead we perform
an analytical analysis to obtain it. See Appendix B for more
details.

between P-divisibility and the entropy production σfp
min

is more subtle. From the P-divisibility criterion (22) de-
rived in [29], it appears that P-divisibility is a property
which depends only on the instantaneous generator Lt,
and not on the integrated dynamics from 0 to t. However,

σfp
min(t) does depend on the integrated dynamics from 0

to t, that we denote Λt,0,

σfp
min(t) =

min
ρA(0)

{
− Tr

{
LtΛt,0ρA(0)

[
ln Λt,0ρA(0)− ln ρfpA (t)

]}}
,

This observation suggests to introduce the map entropy
production, as an extension of the entropy production to
the map, as

σmap(t) := min
ρA

{
− Tr

{
LtρA

[
ln ρA − ln ρfpA (t)

]}}
≤ σfp

min(t). (24)
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Note that σmap depends only on the instantaneous gen-

erator Lt and is a natural lower bound of σfp
min. We see

in Fig. 5(b) a perfect correspondence between the sign
of the map entropy production σfp

map and P-divisibility.
To confirm this numerical result, we demonstrate ana-
lytically such equivalence in the case of phase-covariant
dynamics, and present the main points of the proof in
Sec. VI. This highlights an important link between, first,
irreversibility and lack of memory effect, and secondly,
between negative entropy production rate and memory
effects.

VI. EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN
P-DIVISIBILITY AND NON-NEGATIVITY OF

σmap

Based on the numerical results performed in the case
of a qubit interacting with a single bosonic mode, the
goal of this section is to prove rigorously the equivalence
between P-divisibility and non-negativity of σmap. How-
ever, in the proof, we consider not only this example,
but also a more general two-level open quantum sys-
tem with phase-covariant dynamics [28, 29], where we
neglect all the nonsecular terms of the master equation.
In other words, it means that we consider a master equa-
tion of the form (16) with arbitrary time-dependent co-
efficients ΩA(t) and γi(t), i = 1, 2, 3. For convenience,
we introduce the notations γ±(t) := γ1(t) ± γ2(t), and
Γ(t) := γ3(t) + γ+(t)/2.

Let (x(t), y(t), z(t)) = (Tr[ρAσx],Tr[ρAσy],Tr[ρAσz])
be the Bloch coordinates of the density operator ρA(t)
of the system. We introduce the modulus r of the Bloch
vector with r2(t) = x2(t) + y2(t) + z2(t). In a specific
rotating frame, the dynamics of the Bloch coordinates are
governed by the following set of differential equations [29,
37]

ẋ = −Γ(t)x,

ẏ = −Γ(t)y,

ż = γ−(t)− γ+(t)z.

Starting from Eq. (11), straightforward computations
show that, for all t such that r(t) ̸= 1,

σfp(t) = −ṙ(t)L(r(t)) + ż(t)L(γ∞(t)), (25)

where L(x) = arctanh(x) =
1

2
ln

(
1 + x

1− x

)
and γ∞(t) =

γ−(t)

γ+(t)
. Note that the entropy might be infinite for pure

states r = 1. Infinite values can be avoided when ṙ|r=1 =
0.

From now on we consider only the case where γ∞(t) is
constant, which is assumed to be positive,

γ∞(t) = z∞ ≥ 0. (26)

The case γ∞(t) a negative constant yields the same re-
sults. We then get,

σfp = Γℓ2f(r) + γ+(z∞ − z) (z∞f(z∞)− zf(r)) , (27)

where f(r) ≡ 1

r
L(r) =

1

2r
ln

(
1 + r

1− r

)
is strictly in-

creasing from 1 to +∞, and ℓ(t)2 = x(t)2 + y(t)2. As
expected we see that σfp is invariant under rotations
around the z-axis and therefore only depends upon z and

ℓ =
√
x2 + y2.

We now consider σfp as a function of the parame-
ters (ℓ, z) defined within the Bloch ball B = {(ℓ, z) :
ℓ2 + z2 ≤ 1}. This differs from considering the entropy
production obtained by allowing the evolution to run for
a time t, where only the points (ℓ(t), z(t)) attained by
trajectories at time t would be taken into account. Ac-
cording to Eq. (24), the map entropy production can be
defined as

σmap(t) = inf
(ℓ,z)∈B

σfp(t).

We shall prove the following result (see Appendix A).

Theorem 1. For any t ≥ 0, σmap(t) ≥ 0 if and only if
the dynamics is P-divisible at time t.

It is already known in full generality that P-divisibility
at time t implies σfp(t) ≥ 0 for all initial states (see
Appendix F and [36]). However, the reverse has not been
proven. Here we present a direct proof for a class of
two-level quantum systems, which has the advantage of
identifying trajectories where the non-negativity of σfp

and therefore P-divisibility might fail to occur.
The structure of the proof is as follows. The mathe-

matical details are given in Appendix A. We first argue
that in order for σfp to be non-negative we must have
Γ ≥ 0 and γ+ ≥ 0, which is also a necessary require-
ment for P-divisibility. Under these conditions we show
that the positivity of σfp might fail only inside a subset
of B called the critical zone C. The proof then goes on
by studying the sign of σfp along the horizontal slices
z = cste of B. It turns out that the sign of σfp along
these slices is given by the sign of ṙ|r=1, which is directly
related to P-divisibility (see [29]). This eventually proves
that σmap ≥ 0 ⇒ P-divisibility. The converse is obtained
by directly computing the sign of σ for a P-divisible dy-
namical map at time t.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have established a precise link be-
tween two key phenomena in open quantum dynamics,
i.e. memory effects and irreversibility. Irreversibility is
quantified by entropy production, which is well under-
stood for systems weakly coupled to an infinite bath, but
still present a lack of consensus for strong coupling and
finite bath situations. The first part of the paper was
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therefore dedicated to the comparison between several
suggestions of entropy production definitions. The model
we consider is a challenging situation combining a mini-
mal bath (a single bosonic mode) with strong coupling.
We have shown that all definitions of entropy produc-
tion considered in this paper coincide at weak coupling,
highlighting their relevance, while important discrepan-
cies appear at strong coupling. We have also analytically
shown that two definitions coincide exactly (see the proof
in Appendix E): the widely used definition σEs based on
the energy variation of the bath [2], and a definition based
on the instantaneous fixed point of the map, σfp. This is
a surprising coincidence because, conversely to σEs, σfp

depends only on local quantities of the system.

Regarding memory effects, many measures exist, in-
cluding CP-divisibility, P-divisibility, and the BLP cri-
terion. At weak coupling, they mostly coincide (see Ap-
pendix D and [29]), and we have found a very good corre-
spondence with entropy production. More precisely, the
dynamics is P-divisible at time t if and only if entropy
production is positive for all initial states.

However, as expected, the three figures of merit exhibit
significant differences at strong coupling. We find that
only P-divisibility shows a close correspondence with the
entropy production based on the fixed point σfp. Still,
the correspondance is not as perfect as for weak coupling
and there exist small time intervals on which the dy-
namics is not P-divisibible but the entropy production is
positive for all initial states. A perfect equivalence is ob-
tained by introducing σmap, a notion of entropy produc-
tion at the map level, inspired from the local character of
P-divisibility. We show that the dynamics is P-divisible
whenever σmap is positive. This numerical observation is
also confirmed by a rigorous proof valid for a large class
of phase-covariant dynamics.

More than indicating that P-divisibility and σfp are
respectively the most relevant figures of merit for mem-
ory effects and irreversibility, this result highlights an
important link between irreversibility and lack of mem-
ory effects. Conversely, it provides an interpretation of
negative entropy production rates in terms of memory
effects.

Finally, this paper opens many perspectives, such as
whether our conclusions remain valid in other systems
and situations, and in particular what happens if the
bath is initially out-of-equilibrium. Additionally, it raises
the question of how to precisely characterise weak and
strong coupling in finite bath situations, and invites fur-
ther studies on the relation between memory effects and
irreversibility in open quantum dynamics, combining the
viewpoints of open quantum systems and quantum ther-
modynamics. It should also be pertinent to study these
issues for control quantum systems [38–42].
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Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1

Notation: in this appendix, the fixed point entropy
production is denoted for simplicity by σ(t) ≡ σfp(t).

1. Specific trajectories and the critical zone

First, we study specific trajectories in the Bloch ball
B. It is easily checked that the trajectories in the plane
z = z∞ at a given time t remain in this plane for all
times. Hence, the sign of σ is the same as that of Γ (see
Eq. (27)). Likewise, the trajectories along the z- axis
(ℓ = 0) stay on this axis and σ = γ+K with K ≥ 0.
Hence, the sign of σ is the same as the sign of γ+.
We deduce that if the system is not P-divisible be-

cause one of the coefficient rates becomes negative, then
these trajectories result in negative entropy production.
Therefore, σmap(t) ≥ 0 ⇒ γ+(t) ≥ 0,Γ(t) ≥ 0.

Lemma 1. Assume that γ+(t) ≥ 0 and Γ(t) ≥ 0. The
entropy production σ(t) might fail to be non negative only
if 0 ≤ z(t) < z∞ and r(t) ≥ z∞.

The set

C = {(ℓ, z) ∈ B : 0 ≤ z < z∞ and r ≥ z∞}

is called the critical zone as shown in Fig. 6.

Proof From Eq. (27) we can write σ as

σ(t) = 2ΓA+ γ+(B + C), (A1)

where

A =
ℓ2

2
f(r), B = (z−z∞)zf(r), C = −(z−z∞)z∞f(r∞).

Recall that, as mentioned in the main text, σ(t) is the
fixed point entropy production extended to the entire
Bloch ball. This means that in Eq. (A1), differently from
Eq. (27), the parameters (ℓ, z) are arbitrary inside the
Bloch ball B = {(ℓ, z) : ℓ2 + z2 ≤ 1}, which is different
from considering the entropy production obtained by al-
lowing the evolution to run for a time t, where only the
points (ℓ(t), z(t)) attained by trajectories at time t would
be taken into account.
In Eq.(A1) we have A ≥ 0. The study can be divided

into the following cases:.
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FIG. 6. Schematic illustration of the critical zone C (in blue)
in the (y, z)- plane.

1. z − z∞ ≥ 0. Then r ≥ z ≥ z∞ ≥ 0, B ≥ 0, C ≤ 0
and B + C ≥ 0.

2. z − z∞ ≤ 0. Then C ≥ 0 and z ≤ z∞.

(a) z ≤ 0. Then B ≥ 0 and B + C ≥ 0.

(b) z ≥ 0. Then B ≤ 0.

i. r ≤ z∞. Then B + C ≥ 0.

ii. r ≥ z∞. This writes ℓ2 + z2 − z2∞ ≥ 0,
i.e., ℓ2 + (z − z∞)(z + z∞) ≥ 0. Hence,
ℓ2 ≥ (z∞ − z)(z + z∞) ≥ 0. This gives

A + B ≥ f(r)

2
(z∞ − z)

2 ≥ 0. Therefore,

A+B ≥ 0.

Examining the different cases shows that, whenever (ℓ, z)
is outside the critical zone, we have that 0 ≤ σ.□

Notice that A+B+C ≥ 0 in any case. In particular, if
the evolution is CP-divisible at time t, we have 2Γ ≥ γ+.
Then σmap ≥ γ+(A+B + C) ≥ 0.

2. Study of the sign of ṙ

Since the time t is fixed, we can drop it. Straightforward
computations give

ℓ̇ = −Γℓ,

ż = γ+(z∞ − z),

ṙ =
1

r

(
−Γℓ2 + żz

)
,

σ = −ṙL(r) + żL(z∞).

We study how these functions behave with respect to the
parameter ℓ, which means that we fix the coordinate z
and examine the functions over horizontal slices of the
Bloch ball. To remain within the Bloch ball, the param-

eter ℓ must stay within the interval 0 ≤ ℓ ≤
√

1− z2,
but ℓ belongs to [0,+∞[ in general.

Lemma 2. Suppose that γ+,Γ ≥ 0 and that 0 ≤ z ≤
z∞. There exists a unique ℓ̂ = ℓ̂(z) ≥ 0 such that the
function ℓ 7→ ṙ(ℓ) is positive and strictly decreasing over

ℓ ∈ [0, ℓ̂], ṙ(ℓ̂) = 0, and the function ℓ 7→ ṙ(ℓ) is negative

and strictly decreasing over ℓ ∈ [ℓ̂,+∞].

Proof By differentiating with respect to ℓ we get that
d

ℓ
ṙ(ℓ) has the same sign as −Γ(ℓ2 + 2zż)− zż.

Since γ+ ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ z ≤ z∞, we have żz ≥ 0.
Since Γ ≥ 0, we deduce that the function ℓ 7→ ṙ(ℓ) is
strictly decreasing over [0,+∞[, from ṙ(0) = ż ≥ 0 to
lim

ℓ→+∞
ṙ(ℓ) = −∞ (unless Γ(t) = 0, in which case the

function is constant). We thus conclude that there exists

a unique ℓ̂ such that ṙ(ℓ̂) = 0. Solving for ṙ = 0, we get

ℓ̂ =

√
żz

Γ
.

On the interval [0, ℓ̂] over which ṙ(ℓ) ≥ 0, the map
ℓ 7→ −Γℓ2 + żz is non-negative and it is also strictly de-

creasing. Since ℓ 7→ 1

r(ℓ)
is also non-negative and strictly

decreasing, we conclude that the map ℓ 7→ ṙ(ℓ) is strictly

decreasing over [0, ℓ̂]. □

From the proof we have ℓ(z) =

√
żz

Γ
if Γ ̸= 0. Let us

determine the conditions under which (ℓ̂(z), z) belongs to
the critical zone C.

Lemma 3. Suppose that γ+,Γ ≥ 0 and that 0 ≤ z ≤ z∞.

Set r̂(z)2 ≡ ℓ̂(z)2 + z2. Then r̂(z) ≥ z∞ if and only if

2Γ < γ+ and z ∈ [z+, z∞], (A2)

where z+ = z∞
Γ

γ+ − Γ
. In particular, if 2Γ ≤ γ+, then

r̂(z) ≥ z∞ for all z ∈ [0, z∞].

Proof For 0 ≤ z ≤ z∞, the inequality r̂(z) ≥ z∞ is
equivalent to

−Γz2∞ + γ+z∞z + (Γ− γ+)z
2 ≥ 0.

If γ+ = Γ, then the inequality holds if and only if z ≥
z∞. If γ+ ̸= Γ, we get a second-degree polynomial in z
whose sign is easy to determine. The discriminant of the
polynomial is

∆ = z2∞(2Γ− γ+)
2 ≥ 0.
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The roots are thus

z± = z∞
−γ+ ± (2Γ− γ+)

2(Γ− γ+)
=

 z− = z∞

z+ = z∞
Γ

γ+ − Γ
.

(A3)
Suppose that Γ > γ+, then z+ < 0 and the polynomial is
negative for all z ∈ [0, z∞]. Suppose that Γ < γ+, then
z+ > z− ⇐⇒ 2Γ > γ+. We finally obtain the following
statements. If 2Γ > γ+ then the polynomial is negative
for all z ∈ [0, z∞]. If 2Γ < γ+ then the polynomial
is negative for all z ∈ [0, z+], then positive for all z ∈
[z+, z∞]. The interval is reduced to {z∞} if 2Γ = γ+.□
We have to consider now the condition ℓ̂ ≤ ℓ1 =√
1− z2. This condition easily implies that ṙ|r=1 ≤ 0.

It has been shown in [29] that the condition ṙ|r=1 ≤ 0 for
all r is equivalent to P-divisibility.

3. P-divisibility is necessary

Suppose that the evolution is not P-divisible. If this
occurs due to one of the coherence rates being negative,
then we can conclude that σmap < 0. Suppose now that
both coherence rates are non-negative. Since the evolu-
tion is not P-divisible, there exists z such that ṙ|r=1 > 0.
Examining the formula for σ, we get, for this value of
z, lim

ℓ→ℓ1
σ = −∞. We conclude that σmap < 0. We thus

have shown that

σmap ≥ 0 ⇒ P-divisibility.

4. P-divisibility is sufficient

Now suppose that the evolution is P-divisible at time
t. Since γ+(t) ≥ 0 and Γ(t) ≥ 0, we know that σ ≥
0 everywhere outside the critical zone C. We therefore
consider the situation where

2Γ < γ+ and z ∈ [0, z∞]. (A4)

In the P-divisibility case, we can also assume that 2Γ ≥
αγ+, where α = 1 −

√
1− z2∞ (recall that γ− = z∞γ+).

Recall that, since we are in the critical zone, z ∈ [0, z∞]

and for each such z, ℓ∞ =
√
z2∞ − z ≤ ℓ ≤ 1. For each

point (ℓ, z), the value of −ṙ increases with Γ, so does σ.
We conclude that the values of σ are bounded from below
by those of σm obtained by taking Γ =

α

2
γ+. Hence we

restrict to this case, and σm has the same sign as

sm =
αℓ2

2r
L(r) + (z∞ − z)

(
L(z∞)− z

r
L(r)

)
= α

r2 − z2

2r
L(r) + (z∞ − z)

(
L(z∞)− z

r
L(r)

)
=

L(r)

r

((
1− α

2

)
z2 − z∞z +

α

2

)
+
L(r)

r

α

2
(r2 − 1) + (z∞ − z)L(z∞).

It is easily checked that the coefficient
(
1− α

2

)
z2−z∞z+

α

2
is non-negative for all z. Moreover, the function ℓ 7→

L(r)

r

((
1− α

2

)
z2 − z∞z +

α

2

)
is strictly increasing. We

then consider the second term

A =
L(r)

r

α

2
(r2 − 1) + (z∞ − z)L(z∞).

As a function of ℓ we get

dA

dℓ
=

α

2

dr

dℓ

d

dr

(
L(r)

r
(r2 − 1)

)
.

We find that
dA

dℓ
has the sign of B = L(r)− r

1 + r2
. We

have

dB

dr
=

4r2

(1− r4)(1 + r2)
≥ 0.

We conclude that the function B(r) is strictly increasing
from B(0) = 0, hence the function ℓ 7→ A(ℓ) is strictly
increasing. We deduce that the function ℓ 7→ sm(ℓ) is
also strictly increasing. Moreover, we have

sm(ℓ∞) =
L(z∞)

z∞

(α
2
(z2∞ − z2) + (z∞ − z)2

)
≥ 0.

Hence, for all ℓ ≥ ℓ∞, sm(ℓ) ≥ 0, we conclude that
σmap ≥ 0. The condition of P-divisibility is therefore
sufficient.

Appendix B: Finding the sign of σmap

In this section, we provide a brief overview of
the analytical analysis used to determine the sign of
the minimum in the definition of map entropy pro-

duction, σmap(t) = min
ρA

{
σ̃fp[ρA]

}
, with σ̃fp[ρA] :=

−Tr
{
LtρA

[
ln ρA − ln ρfpA (t)

]}
, the fixed point entropy

production extended to the whole Bloch ball. For a state
ρA with Bloch coordinates x, y, and z, we denote by θ and
φ the usual spherical angles, and we recall the notation

for the norm of the Bloch vector, r :=
√
x2 + y2 + z2.

With these parameters, l2 = x2 + y2 = r2 sin2 θ and
Eq. (A1) becomes

σ̃fp[ρA] = Γ(t)rL(r) sin2 θ

−γ+(t)(r cos θ − z∞)[L(z∞)− cos θL(r)].

(B1)

This can be recast as a function of X := cos θ,

g(X) := σ̃fp[ρA] = ΓrL(r)(1−X2)

−γ+(rX − z∞)[L(z∞)−XL(r)].

(B2)
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The function g is a simple polynomial function of X. If
γ+ − Γ > 0 (γ+ − Γ < 0), g is convex (concave), with a
minimum (maximum) at

X0 :=
γ+[rL(z∞) + z∞L(r)]

2rL(r)(γ+ − Γ)
. (B3)

If γ+ > 0, then X0 < 0, while X0 > 0 if γ+ < 0. In par-
ticular, for the region on which the numerical minimiza-
tion is not tractable (around the time gt = 1.26) in the
plot of Fig. 5(b) of the main text, γ+(t) is positive. Since
X := cos(θ), the acceptable values of X are therefore be-
tween -1 and 1. Then, for values of r such that X0 ≤ −1,
the minimum of σ̃fp[ρA] is reached for X = −1. Substi-
tuting in g, we obtain g(−1) = γ+(r+z∞)[L(z∞)+L(r)]),
which is always positive.

However, for values of r such that X0 ≥ −1, the mini-
mum of σ̃fp[ρA] is reached for X = X0, which leads to

g(X0) = −1

4

γ2
+[rL(z∞) + z∞L(r)]2

rL(r)(γ+ − Γ)
+ ΓrL(r)

+γ+z∞L(z∞). (B4)

For r → 1, L(r) → ∞, so that

g(X0) ∼
r→1

(
Γ−

γ2
+z

2
∞

4(γ+ − Γ)

)
L(r) < 0. (B5)

Additionally, one can verify that for the parameter set-
tings of Fig. 5(b), X0 ≥ −1 for r → 1. We conclude
that the minimum of σ̃fp[ρA] over all state is negative,
so that the map entropy production σmap is negative at
gt = 1.26. The same analytical reasoning can be repro-
duced for any instant of time.

Appendix C: Additional results

In this section we present some additional results in
Figs. 7, 8, and 9 to illustrate some points mentioned in
Sec. IV on the comparison between the different entropy
productions.

Figure 7 presents the plots of the correlation build-up
rate İA:B and the time-derivative of interaction energy
Ėint(t) = Tr[ρ̇AB(t)VAB ], in a weak coupling regime. We
observe a clear anti-correlation between the oscillations of
the two quantities. Therefore, a decrease in the coupling
energy is accompanied by an increase in correlation and a
loss of local information, expressed as a positive entropy
production. Note that the integrated interaction energy
is always negative, as is typical in correlated systems (see
Appendix A of [43]), so that a decrease of interaction en-
ergy results in an increase in absolute value. Conversely,
an increase in coupling energy is followed by a decrease
in correlations and an increase in local information.

Figure 8 shows that the oscillations of the coupling
energy Ėint(t) are related to the oscillations of ṗA(t) =
⟨1|ρA(t)|1⟩, which themselves follow the exchanges of
quanta of energy between A and B. This makes sense

3 6 9 12 15
gt

-0.006

-0.004

-0.002

0.002
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.

{A:B} , E
.

int

FIG. 7. Plots of the correlation build-up rate İA:B (in or-

ange) and the time-derivative of interaction energy Ėint(t) =
Tr[ρ̇AB(t)VAB (in blue), in weak coupling, with ωB/ωA = 0.6,
∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1, ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.03.
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FIG. 8. Plots of the time-derivative of interaction energy
Ėint(t) = Tr[ρ̇AB(t)VAB (in blue) and the time-derivative of
the excited populations of A ṗA(t) = ⟨1|ρ̇A(t)|1⟩ (in red), in
weak coupling, with ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1,
ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.03.

because during an exchange of quanta, the imbalance
between ωA and ωB is compensated by a contribution
from the interaction energy. Therefore, the oscillations
of ṗA(t) generates the oscillations of Ėint(t).
Figure 9 provides a zoom of Fig. 2 of the main text,

containing the plots of the different definitions of entropy
production σEs, σEl, σCo, σfp, and İA:B , in the strong
coupling regime.

Appendix D: Comparison between the entropy
production, CP-divisibility and the BLP criterion

In this section we present some results to highligh the
relation between entropy production and CP-divisibility
(Fig. 10) and the BLP criterion (Fig. 11). We consider
the minimum over all initial states of all entropy produc-
tion definitions.
Firstly, we recall briefly the meaning of these criteria.
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FIG. 9. Zoom of the plot presented in Fig. 2, section IV, for
the different definitions of entropy production: σEs (orange,

thick), σEl (green), σCo (purple), σfp (dashed blue), and İA:B

(dot-dashed black), in strong coupling, with ωB/ωA = 0.6,
∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβA = 1.1, ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.3.

Memory effect characterizations consider the divisibility
properties of the dynamics. More precisely, the most
general dynamics of a quantum system is described by a
quantum map [44], which are CPTP maps (Completely
Positive Trace Preserving maps). A quantum map Λ(t, 0)
describing the time evolution of a quantum system from
0 to t, is said to be CP-divisible (P-divisible) if for all
t′ ∈ [0; t], the intertwined map Λ(t, t′) describing the evo-
lution from t′ to t is completely positive (positive). We
recall here that the dynamics is CP-divisible at time t
if and only if all decay rates in the master equation are
positive at this same instant of time t [20, 26, 29, 35].
This criterion is used to obtain the plot in Fig. 10.

Another well-known memory effect characterization is
the BLP criterion [21], which measures the contractivity
of the dynamics, interpreted as a backflow of information.
There is no backflow of information (interpreted as the
absence of memeory effects) if and only if

d

dt
||Λt,0(ρ1 − ρ2)||1 ≤ 0 ∀t, (D1)

for any states ρ1 and ρ2, where ||X||1 := Tr[
√
X†X] de-

notes the trace norm, and Λt,0 is the map describing the
open dynamics of the system from 0 to t. The BLP cri-
terion (D1) means that the map Λt,0 is contractive for
arbitrary pair of states. For a qubit whose open dynam-
ics is described by the general master equation (16), it is
shown in [29] that the BLP criterion (D1) is equivalent
at any time t to,

γ1(t) + γ2(t) ≥ 0,

γ3(t) +
γ1(t) + γ2(t)

2
≥ 0. (D2)

This criterion is used to obtain the plot in Fig. 11 .
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FIG. 10. Plots of σfp
min, minimum of the entropy produc-

tion over all initial states, in the weak coupling regime with
ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.03.
The shaded red areas correspond to the intervals of time
where the dynamics is P-divisible.
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FIG. 11. Plots of σfp
min, minimum of the entropy produc-

tion over all initial states, in the weak coupling regime with
ωB/ωA = 0.6, ∆/ωA = 0.4, ωAβB = 0.3, and g/ωA = 0.03.
The shaded blue areas correspond to the intervals of time
where there is no back flow of information according to the
BLP criterion (see the text for details).

Appendix E: Analytical proof of σEs = σfp

From Eq. (6) and (11), one can see that we have to

compare βB(0)ĖB and Tr[ρ̇A(t) ln ρ
fp
A (t)].
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1. Explicit expression of βB(0)ĖB

We can re-write βB(0)ĖB as

βB(0)ĖB = βB(0)Tr[ρ̇AB(t)HB ]

= −iβB(0)Tr{[HAB , ρAB(t)]HB}
= −iβB(0)Tr{ρAB(t)[HB , HAB ]}
= −iβB(0)gωBTr[ρAB(t)(σ−a

† − σ+a)]

= −iβB(0)gωB

×Tr[ρAB(0)U
Sch†(t)(σ−a

† − σ+a)U
Sch(t)]

= −iβB(0)gωB

×Tr[ρAB(0)U
†(t)(e−it∆σ−a

† − eit∆σ+a)U(t)]

(E1)

with ∆ := ωA−ωB , and U(t) is the join evolution, in the
interaction picture, given by [32],

U(t) = c(n̂+ 1)|1⟩⟨1|+ d(n̂+ 1)a|1⟩⟨0|
−a†d†(n̂+ 1)|0⟩⟨1|+ c†(n̂)|0⟩⟨0|, (E2)

with

c(n̂) = eit∆/2
[
cos

(√
∆2 + 4g2n̂

t

2

)

−i∆
sin
(√

∆2 + 4g2n̂ t
2

)
√
∆2 + 4g2n̂

]
(E3)

and

d(n̂) = −2igeit∆/2
sin
(√

∆2 + 4g2n̂ t
2

)
√

∆2 + 4g2n̂
, (E4)

and n̂ := a†a. Assuming that ρSB(0) = ρA(0) ⊗ ρB(0),
one obtains

βB(0)ĖB = −igωBβB(0)

{
p1(0)Tr

[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
c†(n̂+ 1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1) + a†d†(n̂+ 1)ac†(n̂)

)
− h.c.

]
−Tr

[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
a†d†(n̂+ 1)ac†(n̂)

)
− h.c.

]
+c10(0)Tr

[
ρB(0)

(
e−it∆c(n̂)a†c(n̂+ 1) + eit∆a†d†(n̂+ 1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1)

)]
− h.c.

}
. (E5)

We describe each term in the above expression.

• Starting with the term Tr
[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
c†(n̂ +

1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1) + a†d†(n̂+ 1)ac†(n̂)
)
− h.c.

]
:

We assume that the initial state of B is diagonal,

ρB(0) =
∑
n

pn|n⟩⟨n|, where {|n⟩}n is the Fock

state basis, and {pn}n is a probability distribution
left unspecified for now. We also use the following
identity (which can be directly shown from Eq. (E3)
and (E4)), c†(n̂)a†d†(n̂+1) = b†d†(n̂+1)c†(n̂+1).
Finally, we can show:
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Tr
[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
c†(n̂+ 1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1) + a†d†(n̂+ 1)ac†(n̂)

)
− h.c.

]
= Tr

[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
c†(n̂+ 1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1) + c†(n̂)a†d†(n̂+ 1)a

)
− h.c.

]
= Tr

[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
c†(n̂+ 1)aa†d†(n̂+ 1) + a†d†(n̂+ 1)c†(n̂+ 1)a

)
− h.c.

]
=

∞∑
n=0

pne
it∆
[
c∗(n+ 1)(n+ 1)d∗(n+ 1) + nd∗(n)c∗(n)

]
− c.c

= 2i

∞∑
n=0

pn

[
(n+ 1)Im

(
eit∆c∗(n+ 1)d∗(n+ 1)

)
+ nIm

(
eit∆c∗(n)d∗(n)

)]
= 2i

∞∑
n=1

n(pn + pn−1)Im
(
eit∆c∗(n)d∗(n)

)
= −2i

∞∑
n=1

n(pn + pn−1)Im
(
e−it∆c(n)d(n)

)
= −2i

∞∑
n=1

n(pn + pn−1)Im
[
− 2ig

(
cosΩnt/2− i

∆

Ωn
sinΩnt/2

) sinΩnt/2

Ωn

]
= 4ig

∞∑
n=1

n(pn + pn−1)
1

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
, (E6)

where c(n) and d(n) simply mean that we substi-
tute in Eq. (E3) and (E4) the operator n̂ by the
integer n, and we introduce the frequency Ωn :=√
∆2 + 4g2n.

• Next, the term −Tr
[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
a†d†(n̂ +

1)ac†(n̂)
)
− h.c.

]
:

Using the same identity as above, we have:

− Tr
[
ρB(0)e

it∆
(
a†d†(n̂+ 1)ac†(n̂)

)
− h.c.

]
= −eit∆Tr

[
ρB(0)a

†d†(n̂+ 1)c†(n̂+ 1)a
]
+ c.c.

= −2i
∞∑

n=0

pnIm
(
eit∆nd∗(n)c∗(n)

)
= 2i

∞∑
n=0

npnIm
(
e−it∆d(n)c(n)

)
= −4ig

∞∑
n=1

npn
1

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
(E7)

• Finally, the last term Tr
[
ρB(0)

(
e−it∆c(n̂)a†c(n̂ +

1) + eit∆a†d†(n̂ + 1)aa†d†(n̂ + 1)
)]

− h.c. is equal

to zero for initial state diagonal state of B.

Altogether, we find

βB(0)ĖB = 4g2ωBβB(0)

∞∑
n=1

[
p1(0)n(pn + pn−1)− npn

] 1

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2

= ωBβB(0)

∞∑
n=1

[
p1(0)(pn + pn−1)− pn

]Ω2
n −∆2

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
. (E8)

We recall that the above expression is valid for any initial diagonal state ρB(0).
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2. Explicit expression of Tr[ρ̇A(t) ln ρ
fp
A (t)]

We now assume that B is initially in a thermal state
ρB(0) = Z−1e−HB/kBTB . From the structure of the exact
master equation (16) followed by ρA(t), we can easily
deduce that the instantaneous fixed point is

ρfpA (t) = pfp1 (t)|1⟩⟨1|+ pfp0 (t)|0⟩⟨0|, (E9)

with pfp1 (t) =
γ1(t)

γ1(t) + γ2(t)
and pfp0 (t) =

γ2(t)

γ1(t) + γ2(t)
.

Then, we have

Tr[ρ̇A(t) ln ρ
fp
A (t)] = ṗ1(t) ln

γ1(t)

γ2(t)
. (E10)

From the master equation (16), one obtains ṗ1(t) =
−(γ1(t) + γ2(t))p1(t) + γ1(t). Integrating the differential
equation and using Eq. (18) and (19) of γ1(t) and γ2(t),
we obtain p1(t) = [α(t)+β(t)−1)p1(0)+1−α(t). One can

also show the identity γ1(t) + γ2(t) = − α̇(t) + β̇(t)

α(t) + β(t)− 1
,

leading to

ṗ1(t) =
[
(α̇(t) + β̇(t))p1(0)− α̇(t)

]
(E11)

and

ln
γ1(t)

γ2(t)
= ln

(
α(t)β̇(t)− β(t)α̇(t)− β̇(t)

−α(t)β̇(t) + β(t)α̇(t)− α̇(t)

)
.(E12)

Then, from Eq. (20) and (21), we can show:

α̇(t) =

∞∑
n=1

pn
∆2 − Ω2

n

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
(E13)

β̇(t) =

∞∑
n=1

pn−1
∆2 − Ω2

n

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
, (E14)

from which follows the identities:

α̇(t) = e−ωBβB β̇(t)

α(t)β̇(t)− α̇(t)β(t) = Z−1β̇(t) (E15)

with Z = 1/(1−e−ωBβB ) and the notation βB = 1/kBTB .
This implies

ln
γ1(t)

γ2(t)
= ln

(
α(t)β̇(t)− β(t)α̇(t)− β̇(t)

−α(t)β̇(t) + β(t)α̇(t)− α̇(t)

)
= −ωBβB ,

(E16)
leading to

Tr[ρ̇A(t) ln ρ
fp
A (t)] = −ωBβB

[
(α̇(t) + β̇(t))p1(0)− α̇(t)

]
.

(E17)

Using Eq. (E13) and (E14), we finally arrive at

Tr[ρ̇A(t) ln ρ
fp
A (t)] = ωBβB

∞∑
n=1

[
p1(0)(pn + pn−1)− pn

]
×Ω2

n −∆2

Ωn
cos

Ωnt

2
sin

Ωnt

2
, (E18)

which is precisely the expression found above for βBĖB .
In conclusion, for B initially in a thermal state, we in-

deed have σEs = σfp. Note that the relation (E16) is
only valid for B initially in a thermal state, so the hy-
pothesis of initial thermality of B is necessary to have the
equality σEs = σfp (but A can be initially in arbitrary
state).

3. Important consequence

Equation (E16) reveals that γ+(t)/γ−(t) is indeed con-
stant, which implies that the instantaneous fixed point

ρfpA (t) is also constant and actually equal to

ρfpA = w

[
HA,

ωB

ωA
βB

]
. (E19)

It is worth mentioning that this result is valid only when
B is initially in a thermal state (at inverse temperature
βB).

Appendix F: P-divisibility implies positivity of σfp

The entropy production based on the instantaneous

fixed point ρfpA (t) is defined as Eq. (11),

σfp := −Tr{ρ̇A(t)[ln ρA(t)− ln ρfpA (t)]}. (F1)

Note that when B is initially in a thermal state, ρfpA (t)
is actually time-independent (see Sec. E 3). Introducing
Λ(t, 0), the map describing the evolution of A from 0 to
t, we can rewrite the above expression as

σfp := − lim
dt→0

1

dt

{
Tr{Λ(t+ dt, 0)ρA(0)

[
ln Λ(t+ dt, 0)ρA(0)

− ln ρfpA (t)
]
− Tr{ρA(t)

[
ln ρA(t)− ln ρfpA (t)

]}
, (F2)

Then, assuming Λ(t, 0) is P-divisible at time t + dt, we
have,

σfp := − lim
dt→0

1

dt

{
Tr{Λ(t+ dt, t)ρA(t)

[
ln Λ(t+ dt, t)ρA(t)

− lnΛ(t+ dt, t)ρfpA (t)
]
− Tr{ρA(t)

[
ln ρA(t)

− ln ρfpA (t)
]}

≥ 0, (F3)

which is always positive by using the contractivity prop-
erty of the relative entropy under positive maps [36]. Im-
portantly, in the above equation, we have used the fact

that ρfpA (t) is the instantaneous fixed point at time t so

that Λ(t+ dt, t)ρfpA (t) = ρfpA (t).
The above proof can be straightforwardly adapted to

the fixed point entropy production extended to the Bloch

ball, σ̃fp[ρA] := −Tr
{
LtρA

[
ln ρA − ln ρfpA (t)

]}
. This

implies that the map entropy production σmap is positive
for the instant of times for which the map is P-divisible.
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covariant qubit dynamics and divisibility, Lobachev. J.
Math. 41, 617 (2020).
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[40] M. Lapert, E. Assémat, S. J. Glaser, and D. Sugny, Un-
derstanding the global structure of two-level quantum
systems with relaxation: Vector fields organized through
the magic plane and the steady-state ellipsoid, Phys. Rev.
A 88, 033407 (2013).

[41] V. Mukherjee, A. Carlini, A. Mari, T. Caneva, S. Mon-
tangero, T. Calarco, R. Fazio, and V. Giovannetti, Speed-
ing up and slowing down the relaxation of a qubit by

optimal control, Phys. Rev. A 88, 062326 (2013).
[42] Q. Ansel, E. Dionis, F. Arrouas, B. Peaudecerf,
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