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The formalism of linear response theory can be extended to encompass physical situations where
an open quantum system evolves toward a non-equilibrium steady-state. Here, we use the framework
put forward by Konopik and Lutz [Phys. Rev. Research 1, 033156 (2019)] to go beyond unitary
perturbations of the dynamics. Considering an open system comprised of two coupled quantum
harmonic oscillators, we study the system’s response to unitary perturbations, affecting the Hamil-
tonian dynamics, as well as non-unitary perturbations, affecting the properties of the environment,
e.g., its temperature and squeezing. We show that linear response, combined with a quantum prob-
ing approach, can effectively provide valuable quantitative information about the perturbation and
characteristics of the environment, even in cases of non-unitary dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of non-equilibrium scenarios is key for the
dynamics – and thermodynamics – of quantum sys-
tems [1, 2]. Although an overarching framework to con-
sistently interpret the variety of non-equilibrium quan-
tum phenomena is hitherto missing, some light has been
shed towards understanding several aspects of this mul-
tifaceted problem. These theoretical studies come to-
gether with a strong interest in applications concerned
with transport phenomena, e.g., in quantum technolo-
gies at the nanoscale [3].

Given a non-equilibrium setting, the standard ap-
proach follows classical statistical mechanics [4], where
one applies small perturbations to the system of interest
to gather information about the system itself: depend-
ing on the nature of the perturbation, one would be able
to deduce relevant physical properties through, e.g., re-
sponse and relaxation functions or generalized suscepti-
bilities [5]. This simple, yet insightful, idea is the essence
of linear response theory; this being usually the first step
in trying to harness the otherwise complex phenomenol-
ogy of non-equilibrium systems. However, it is worth
emphasising that, when extended to quantum systems,
Kubo’s original formulation of linear response theory re-
lies on two assumptions [6, 7]: the system is isolated so
that its dynamics are unitary; furthermore, it relaxes to-
wards a thermal equilibrium state. These conditions are
not always met in practice. On one hand, closed quantum
systems are usually a crude approximation, as we should
effectively include environmental effects in the form of
dissipation and/or decoherence [8, 9]. On the other hand,
there are cases in which the system relaxes towards a non-
equilibrium steady-state (NESS). This class of states is
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obtained, for instance, when considering boundary-driven
systems, i.e., systems that are dissipatively driven by cou-
pling with two different baths at the two ends [10]. The
physical properties of the system and its bath (e.g., tem-
perature or chemical potential), as well the intra-system
and system-bath coupling will ultimately influence the
transport properties.

In this work, we aim to probe the non-equilibrium dy-
namics of a system through linear response theory. To
this end, we extend the customary domain of application
of linear response theory to include non-unitary pertur-
bations to the system dynamics. Non-unitary perturba-
tions have been considered in Ref. [11], where a method
was put forward for finding the linear response of the co-
variance matrix to a perturbation in the Gaussian chan-
nel describing its evolution. The perturbation could be
either unitary or non-unitary. Here we proceed via a dif-
ferent method where we find the linear response of an
observable of the system to a perturbation in the master
equation describing its evolution. As a paradigmatic set-
ting of boundary-driven systems, we consider a simple yet
highly non-trivial example and address two coupled har-
monic oscillators locally interacting with their own bath.
The non-vanishing interaction between the two parties
eventually leads the composite system to a NESS. Fur-
thermore, we assume that the dynamics of such a system
are described by a local master equation which does not
include memory effects, i.e., we rely on a fully Marko-
vian description of the evolution [8]. This scenario has
been analysed in Ref. [12], where, inspired by considera-
tions coming from classical statistical mechanics [13–15],
a framework for non-equilibrium quantum linear response
has been put forth. However, consistently with the orig-
inal spirit of the linear response approach, the interest is
usually limited to unitary perturbations [12, 16] — e.g.,
to the interaction Hamiltonian between the two subsys-
tems [12].

Here we use one of the two oscillators to test the effects
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of the perturbations to the bath that is locally coupled to
the other one. This configuration is fully in line with the
quantum probing paradigm, where it is customary to use
a small, simple, and controllable system interacting with
a more complex environment to infer accurate informa-
tion about environmental parameters (e.g., temperature
or spectral properties) [17–20]. In turn, the problem that
we address is closely connected with quantum estimation
theory [21–25], for which the ultimate goal is to find the
optimal measurement scheme to gain precise information
about a set of given parameters characterising the system
and its dynamics [26–30]. Interestingly, within the con-
text of non-equilibrium open quantum systems described
by Markovian dynamical maps, a close relationship be-
tween fluctuation-dissipation theorems [31] and quantum
metrology has been established [32], though limited to
the static case: such a connection allows for the descrip-
tion of the effect of a perturbation within the linear re-
sponse regime.

We first investigate the case where the probe itself is in
contact with a thermal bath; despite the thermal noise,
we are able to detect the changes to the environment in-
teracting with the main system, when a sudden quench is
applied to its temperature. In line with the general aim
of quantitatively assessing the effects of a sudden change
of the macroscopic parameters characterising the dissipa-
tion, we also consider the case where the system interacts
with a thermal squeezed bath, while we assume that the
probe is perfectly isolated. We show that linear response
extended to the case of non-unitary dynamics remains ef-
fective in providing key information on the perturbation
affecting the system and, when paired with a quantum
probing approach, offers a valuable quantitative tool for
the characterisation of the features of an environment.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II we set out the theory of linear response of open
quantum systems to small perturbations. We try to keep
our formalism as general as possible, so that both uni-
tary and non-unitary perturbations can be applied to the
system dynamics. In Sec. III we describe our first system
of interest: a pair of coupled quantum harmonic oscilla-
tors, each interacting with local thermal environments.
Given the nature of the systems and states that we con-
sider, we can solve the dynamics analytically using the
formalism of Gaussian quantum mechanics without the
need for numerical approximations. In Sec. III A we ap-
ply two simultaneous perturbations – one unitary and one
non-unitary. We then focus on the special case of a per-
turbation of the bath temperature. In III B we show that
the second oscillator can serve as a probe of the response
to a perturbation on the first oscillator. In Sec. IV, we
detach one of the two subsystems (which becomes our
probe) from the corresponding local bath, while we let
the other subsystem interact with a local squeezed ther-
mal bath. We then study the response of the probe to
perturbations on the parameter controlling the squeezing
of the bath. In Sec. V, we present our conclusions, along
with an outlook for future directions.

II. LINEAR RESPONSE IN OPEN QUANTUM
SYSTEMS

In this Section, we will review the formalism of linear
response for open quantum systems. In particular, we
will explicitly show that the linear response of a generic
observable to a perturbation can be written in terms of
the steady-state of the system and the observable of in-
terest, written in the Heisenberg picture, where the time-
evolution is solely controlled by the unperturbed dynam-
ics [12]. Since our aim is to investigate how the system
responds whenever we perturb either the unitary or the
non-unitary part of the dynamics, we will write the rele-
vant equations in a general form. Thus we will work at
the level of superoperators, with the Liouvillian of the
dynamics expressed as the sum of a unitary part and a
dissipator in the standard Lindbladian form [8, 33–35].
The dynamics of the system are described by the Marko-
vian master equation

ρ̇(t) = Lρ(t) , (1)

where the Liouvillian L can be expanded (to first order)
as

L = L0 + ϵ(t)L1 +O(ϵ2) , (2)

where L0ρ(t) = −i[H0, ρ(t)] +Dρ(t) with H0 the unper-
turbed Hamiltonian and D the system’s dissipator. Also,
ϵ = ϵ(t) is the time-dependent parameter controlling the
perturbation. Following lines similar to those in Ref. [12],
we assume that, for a fixed value of ϵ, the dynamics pos-
sess a stationary state ρϵ, i.e., Lρϵ = 0, that can be
expressed as

ρϵ = ρ0 + ϵρ1 +O(ϵ2) , (3)

where ρ0 is the steady-state of the unperturbed dynamics
[36], and ρ1 its linear (in ϵ) correction due to the pertur-
bation. It is worth emphasising that ρϵ is not necessarily
an equilibrium state. When that is the case and the
perturbation is unitary, we recover the standard Kubo
formalism of linear response [7].

Moreover, in general, the state at some time t can be
expressed as

ρ(t) = ρ0 + π1(t) , (4)

where π1(t) has to be traceless in order for ρ(t) to be a
physical state. By substituting Eq. (4) into Eq. (1) and
integrating over time we arrive at the final result

π1(t) =

∫ τ

0

dt ϵ(t)eL0(τ−t)L1ρ0 , (5)

to first order in ϵ [12, 37]. It follows that the linear re-
sponse of a generic observable A can be written as

∆A(τ) = ⟨A⟩τ − ⟨A⟩0 =

∫ τ

0

dt ϵ(t)RA(τ − t) , (6)
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the system investigated in Sec. III. It con-
sists of two coupled quantum harmonic oscillators, interacting
with their local thermal baths at two different temperatures,
T1 and T2. We study the response of one of the two subsys-
tems when we apply a sudden quench either to the coupling
constant (i.e., λ → λ + ϵ) or to the number of excitations in
the first bath (i.e., n1 → n1 + ϕ).

where ⟨A⟩0 is the unperturbed expectation value and
RA(t) = Tr[AeL0tL1ρ0] is the linear response function.
Note that this response function can be expressed as

RA(t) = Tr[eL
∗
0t[A]L1ρ0] ≡ Tr[AH(t)L1ρ0] , (7)

where L∗
0 is the dual of the generator L0 of the unper-

turbed dynamics, and AH(t) evolves according to the ad-
joint master equation [38]

ȦH(t) = i[H0, AH(t)] +D∗ [AH(t)] (8)

that encompasses the dual dissipator D∗[·] [8].

III. SYSTEM IN CONTACT WITH LOCAL
THERMAL BATHS

First, let us consider a system of two coupled quan-
tum harmonic oscillators, each interacting with a local
thermal bath, as depicted in Fig. 1. The unperturbed
Hamiltonian of this system reads

H0 = ω1a
†
1a1 + ω2a

†
2a2 + λ(a1a

†
2 + a2a

†
1) , (9)

where ω1 is the frequency of the first harmonic oscilla-
tor and ω2 is that of the second, which is detuned by a
quantity δ, i.e., ω2 ≡ ω1+δ. The interaction between the
two oscillators, controlled by the coupling strength λ, is
modelled so as to preserve the total number of excitations
across the closed system.

The open dynamics of the unperturbed system are gov-
erned by the master equation

ρ̇ = L0(ρ) = −i[H0, ρ] +
∑
j=1,2

Dj [ρ] , (10)

where each local dissipator reads (j = 1, 2)

Dj [ρ] = γ (nj + 1)

(
ajρa

†
j −

1

2
{a†jaj , ρ}

)
+ γ nj

(
a†jρaj −

1

2
{aja†j , ρ}

)
.

(11)

Each Dj [ρ], defined in terms of the local creation and an-
nihilation operators a†j and aj , is the sum of two terms:
the first describes the incoherent loss of excitations, while
the second describes incoherent pumping. Here, γ is the
damping rate (assumed to be the same for both oscil-
lators), while the mean number of excitations for the
j-th thermal bath at inverse temperature βj = 1/Tj is
nj = [exp(βjωj)− 1]

−1.
Given that the Liouvillian of the unperturbed dynam-

ics is quadratic in the creation and annihilation opera-
tors, we can employ the methods of Gaussian quantum
mechanics to solve the dynamics exactly. This is a valid
approach as far as we restrict our considerations to Gaus-
sian states and, as we will do in the following, to pertur-
bations that are also quadratic forms of the operators of
the oscillators. Hence we only need to study the evolu-
tion of the first and second moments of the dimension-
less position and momentum operators xi = (ai+a†i )/

√
2

and pi = (ai − a†i )/(i
√
2). Given the vector of quadra-

tures Y ≡ (x1, p1, x2, p2), and starting from Eq. (10), it is
straightforward to check that the first moments Ȳi ≡ ⟨Yi⟩
are damped to zero [39]. Therefore, if we assume – with-
out loss of generality – the first moments to be initially
zero, the system dynamics will be solely determined by
the second moments. This is a customary assumption,
e.g., when one considers optomechanical set-ups, where
the Gaussian modes always represent zero-mean fluctua-
tions around some semi-classical steady-state [40, 41].

The second moments are encoded in the covariance
matrix (CM) σ, whose entries are defined as σij =
1
2 ⟨{Yi, Yj}⟩ − ⟨Yi⟩⟨Yj⟩. The time-evolution is thus ex-
pressed in the Lyapunov form as σ̇ = ασ + σαT + D,
where α and D are the drift and diffusion matrices, re-
spectively. While the former bears dependence upon
both the unitary and the non-unitary (dissipative) part of
the dynamics, the latter only depends on the non-unitary
part, describing the effect of thermal noise due to the in-
teraction between the system and the environment. In
order to obtain the linear response of an observable A of
the system as given in Eq. (6), we need the steady-state
of Eq. (10) and the Heisenberg-evolved observable AH(t).
The steady-state ρ0 is completely characterized by the so-
lution to ασ + σαT = −D, which can be found to read
as [cf. Appendix A for the details of the calculations]

σ0 = ζ

(
Ξ1 Θ
ΘT Ξ2

)
, (12)

where ζ = (γ2 + δ2)/(4λ2 + γ2 + δ2), Ξi =
diag (B + ni + 1/2, B + ni + 1/2) and

Θ = C

(
−δ −γ
γ −δ

)
(13)

with B = 2λ2(n1 + n2 + 1)/(γ2 + δ2), and C = λ(n1 −
n2)/(γ

2 + δ2). While, in general, the coupling between
the two oscillators results in a non-thermal steady-state,
in the limit λ → 0, we have B → 0, C → 0, and ζ → 1,
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thus recovering the case of two independent quantum har-
monic oscillators, each relaxing towards the correspond-
ing thermal state.

We start by considering the observable A1 = β1ω1a
†
1a1.

The corresponding adjoint master equation [cf. Eq. (8)]
leads to a set of coupled differential equations, whose
solution gives us

(a†1a1)(t) = f(t)a†1a1 + j(t)a†2a2

+ p(t)a1a
†
2 + q(t)a†1a2 + s(t). (14)

The explicit forms of the functions f(t), j(t), p(t), q(t),
and s(t) are given in Appendix B.

A. Two perturbations: coupling strength and
temperature

Given the unperturbed dynamics in Eq. (10), we in-
vestigate the response to two perturbations, Lϵ

1 and Lϕ
1 :

the former is a sudden quench in the coupling strength λ
between the two harmonic oscillators, while the latter is
a quench in the number of excitations n1 of the first bath.
Note that the linear response to a Hamiltonian perturba-
tion of the coupling strength has been thoroughly studied
in Ref. [12]. The perturbed master equation reads

ρ̇ = L0ρ+ ϵ(t)Lϵ
1ρ+ ϕ(t)Lϕ

1ρ . (15)

We take Lϵ
1ρ = −i[HP , ρ], where HP is a beamsplitter-

like Hamiltonian perturbation of the form [42]

ϵ(t)HP = ϵ θ(t)(a1a
†
2 + a2a

†
1) , (16)

where ϵ > 0, and θ(t) is the Heaviside step function.
We obtain the linear response of observable A1 due to

to the Hamiltonian perturbation Lϵ
1 as

∆Aϵ
1(τ) = i ϵ

∫ τ

0

dtTr
[
[HP , A1(τ − t)]ρ0

]
. (17)

Since A1(τ − t) = β1ω1(a
†
1a1)(τ − t), we can use Eq. (14),

and rewrite the expectation values in terms of entries of
the steady-state CM from Eq. (12). We get

∆Aϵ
1(τ) =

2∆nλβ1ω1ϵ

z2(γ2 + z2)

∫ τ

0

dtG(τ − t)e−γ(τ−t), (18)

where we have introduced the kernel function

G(t) = γ
[
4λ2 cos(zt) + δ2

]
+ (γ2 + δ2)z sin(zt) (19)

with ∆n = n2 − n1 and z2 = δ2 + 4λ2.
Consider now a quench in the temperature of the en-

vironment of the first oscillator through a perturbation
in n1 described by

ϕ(t)Lϕ
1ρ = γ ϕ(t)

[
a1ρa

†
1 −

1

2

{
a†1a1, ρ

}
+ a†1ρa1 −

1

2

{
a1a

†
1, ρ
}]

,

(20)

where ϕ(t) = ϕ θ(t), with ϕ > 0. The corresponding
linear response is

∆Aϕ
1 (τ) =

∫ τ

0

dt ϕ(t)Tr
[
A1(τ − t)Lϕ

1ρ0

]
. (21)

After some algebra, we find

∆Aϕ
1 (τ) = β1ω1γϕ

∫ τ

0

dt f(τ − t) , (22)

with f(t) = e−γt[δ2 + 2λ2 + 2λ2 cos(zt)]/z2 [cf. Ap-
pendix B]. Finally, the linear response to a combination of
perturbations to both the coupling strength of the inter-
action and the temperature of the first oscillator’s bath is
obtained by simply adding the two aforementioned con-
tributions. Therefore, the linear response (of the energy
of the first oscillator) to both perturbations is

∆A1(τ) =
∑
k=ϵ,ϕ

∆Ak
1(τ) , (23)

where ∆Aϵ
1(τ) and ∆Aϕ

1 (τ) are given by Eqs. (18) and
(22), respectively.

In Fig. 2, we show this response as a function of time
for a certain choice of the parameters of the system (see
caption) and with perturbation strengths ϵ = 0.1ω1 and
ϕ = 0.1. We can also compare the linear response result
with the exact dynamics of the perturbed system. In
order to do so, we consider the steady-state ρ′0 reached
asymptotically by the system when setting the coupling
strength to λ+ ϵ and the average number of excitations
in the bath of the first oscillator to n1+ϕ, i.e., taking the
perturbations into account. The difference between this
new steady-state and the original unperturbed steady-
state shall be referred to as the perturbed value of the
energy response of the oscillator. We first calculate the
expectation value of A1 over the steady-state ρ′0, i.e.,
⟨A1⟩∞ρ′

0
= limt→∞ β1ω1Tr[a†1a1(t)ρ

′
0], as we are looking

for asymptotic conditions. The invariance of the steady-
state under the dynamics allows us to remove the time
dependence, thus leaving

⟨A1⟩∞ρ′
0
= β1ω1Tr[a†1a1ρ

′
0] =

β1ω1

2
[(σ′

11)0 + (σ′
22)0 − 1] ,

(24)
where (σ′

ij)0 are the elements of the CM associated with
ρ′0. From this, we need to subtract the expectation value
calculated over the unperturbed steady-state, for which
ϵ = ϕ = 0, i.e., ⟨A1⟩∞ρ0

= β1ω1

2 [(σ11)0 + (σ22)0 − 1]. Us-
ing the CM given in Eq. (12) we can find the explicit
form of the perturbed value of the energy response of the
first oscillator, and compare it with the long time limit
of Eq. (23). It is straightforward to show that the two
expressions coincide to first order in ϵ and ϕ, consistently
with the linear response theory approximation. In Fig. 2,
we clearly see that the perturbations cause oscillations in
the steady-state response. The amplitude of such oscil-
lations is damped over time, until the linear response
converges to the perturbed value as t → ∞.
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Perturbed value (coupled) Perturbed value (uncoupled)

FIG. 2. Plot of the dimensionless energy response of the first
oscillator (with A1 = β1ω1a

†
1a1) to a step perturbation to

both the coupling strength λ, and the number n1 of exci-
tations of the first bath. The dynamics are simulated for
the following values of the parameters: δ = 10ω1, λ = 5ω1,
γ = 0.5ω1, ϵ = 0.1ω1, ϕ = 0.1, β1ω1 = 0.1, and β2ω1 = 0.001.
The steady-state response converges to the perturbed value.
The equilibrium response shows what happens in the limit
of decoupled oscillators (λ → 0), while the unitary response
(γ → 0) reflects the case where the system is closed.

We also consider the case of λ → 0 where the oscilla-
tors are uncoupled and only interact with their own local
bath. As each oscillator is in its own equilibrium state
just before they are perturbed, we refer to this as the
equilibrium response. Additionally, the case in which the
system evolves unitarily can be recovered from Eq. (23)
by taking γ → 0. As expected, in this limit, we obtain
reversible dynamics, so that the linear response displays
recurrences over time, which essentially follow the energy
flowing back and forth from one oscillator to the other.

We now analyse a special case of the previous scenario,
where we perturb only the temperature of the first bath,
while we keep the coupling strength constant. Hence,
the response is given by Eq. (22), or, equivalently, by
setting ϵ = 0 in Eq. (23). The results are plotted in
Fig. 3. In this case, where the perturbation affects only
temperature, the linear response fully captures the exact
dynamic response, which is calculated in Appendix. D.
The equilibrium response here is identical to the equi-
librium response in the case of two perturbations, con-
sistently with the fact Eq. (18) vanishes for λ → 0,
reducing the case of two perturbations to just the re-
sponse to the quench in temperature. In the equilib-
rium scenario, we have f(t) = e−γt, thus Eq. (22) yields
∆A0

1(τ) = β1ω1ϕ(1− e−γτ ), which, as τ → ∞, converges
to the asymptotic value ∆A0

1(∞) = β1ω1ϕ. This is the
maximum response possible, and it occurs when λ → 0,
i.e., when the oscillators are uncoupled. By contrast,
whenever we switch on the coupling between the two os-
cillators, i.e., λ ̸= 0, the response of the first oscillator is

2 4 6 8 10

2

4

6

8

10

Steady-state response Equilibrium response

Perturbed value (coupled) Perturbed value (uncoupled)

FIG. 3. Plot of the linear response of the dimensionless energy
of the first oscillator (with A1 = β1ω1a

†
1a1), for the case of a

step perturbation to the number of excitations n1 of the bath
locally interacting with it. The plots are obtained with the
following choice of the various parameters: δ = 10ω1, λ =
5ω1, γ = 0.5ω1, ϕ = 0.1, β1ω1 = 0.1, and β2ω1 = 0.001. The
steady-state response approaches the coupled perturbed value
(λ ̸= 0), whilst the equilibrium response (λ → 0) approaches
its own perturbed value for the case where the oscillators are
not coupled.

comparatively smaller, as – through the interaction with
the second oscillator – the first oscillator additionally ex-
periences the effects of the second bath.

B. Second oscillator as a probe of a perturbation

Let us now consider the effect of a perturbation to the
temperature of the first bath on the energy of the sec-
ond oscillator. In order to do so, we apply a quench to
the number of excitations in the first bath, and inves-
tigate the possibility of gaining information about this
perturbation through the second oscillator, thus probing
the environment of one subsystem through the response
of the other. The linear response is once more given by
Eq. (21) with A2 = β2ω2a

†
2a2 replacing A1.

The response shown in Fig. 4 is qualitatively similar to
that in Fig. 3, but the magnitude is smaller due to the
fact that β2ω2 < β1ω1. Furthermore, the perturbation
is now mediated by the first harmonic oscillator, which
is the one whose bath is perturbed. As can be deduced
from Fig. 4, whenever the coupling between the two os-
cillators is nonzero, the perturbation applied to the first
oscillator affects the second one. As a result, the value
of the coupling strength λ determines the response of the
second oscillator. We provide evidence of this by explor-
ing the limit λ → 0, which corresponds to the equilibrium
response. As we discussed in Sec. III, the equilibrium re-
sponse of the first oscillator, shown in Fig. 3, approaches
the maximum value ∆A0

1(∞) = β1ω1ϕ, whilst the equi-
librium response of second oscillator is zero [cf. Fig. 4].
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0.0

0.5

1.0
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2.5

Steady-state response Equilibrium response Perturbed value

FIG. 4. Plot of the response of A2 = β2ω2a
†
2a2 to a step

perturbation to n1. The plots are obtained with the following
choices: δ = 10ω1, λ = 5ω1, γ = 0.5ω1, ϕ = 0.1, β1ω1 = 0.1,
and β2ω1 = 0.001. The steady-state response approaches the
perturbed value, whilst, as expected, in the limit of decoupled
oscillators (i.e., λ → 0), we obtain a vanishing equilibrium
response.

For a finite value of the coupling constant λ, i.e., when
we look at the steady-state response, the perturbation
non-trivially affects the system response.

The difference between the perturbed value for cou-
pled and uncoupled oscillators in Fig. 3 is related to the
perturbed value of the second oscillator in Fig. 4 as

∆A0
1(∞)−∆Aλ

1 (∞) = β1ω1(β2ω2)
−1 ∆Aλ

2 (∞) , (25)

where ∆Aλ
j (∞) is the perturbed value of the energy of

the jth oscillator (j = 1, 2) for a coupling strength λ. As
∆A0

1(∞) = β1ω1ϕ, we find

ϕ =
∑
j=1,2

(βjωj)
−1 ∆Aλ

j (∞) . (26)

This expression allows us to calculate the perturbed value
of one of the oscillators if we know that of the other. This
means that we can use the second oscillator as a probe
to gain information about the response to a perturbation
to the bath of the first. The degree to which the second
oscillator mimics the first is determined by the coupling
strength λ. We can add an additional line to the plots
in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 to show the behaviour as λ −→ ∞ ,
illustrated in Fig. 5. Comparing Fig. 5 (a) and (b), we
see that when λ −→ ∞ , the energy response of the first
oscillator approaches a value of β1ω1ϕ/2, while – in the
same limit – the response of the second oscillator tends
towards β2ω2ϕ/2. This shows that in the limit of infinite
coupling strength, the energy of both oscillators increases
by a factor proportional to ϕ/2. This can be interpreted
as an instance of equipartition of energy between the two
parties of the composite system.

(a)

2 4 6 8 10

2

4

6

(b)

2 4 6 8 10

1

2

3

4

5

Steady-state response Perturbed value

Infinite coupling response Limit of infinite coupling response

FIG. 5. Plots of dimensionless energy response to a step per-
turbation in the number of excitations n1 in the first bath,
showing also the response for λ −→ ∞ (infinite coupling re-
sponse), and the limit of this behaviour as τ −→ ∞ . The plots
are obtained for δ = 10ω1, λ = 5ω1, γ = 0.5ω1, ϕ = 0.1,
β1ω1 = 0.1, and β2ω1 = 0.001. Panel (a) shows the response
of the first oscillator (A1 = β1ω1a

†
1a1), while panel (b) refers

to the second oscillator (A2 = β2ω2a
†
2a2).

IV. SYSTEM INTERACTING WITH A SINGLE
SQUEEZED THERMAL BATH

We now investigate a system comprised of two coupled
quantum harmonic oscillators, one of which is connected
to a squeezed thermal bath, as shown in Fig. 6. The envi-
ronment is characterized by two parameters, i.e., its tem-
perature T and the squeezing parameter s, which can be
written in polar form as s = reiθ. The unitary dynamics
of this system are described by the Hamiltonian H0 given
by Eq. (9). In this scenario, the unperturbed dynamics
are governed by the following master equation [43]

ρ̇ = L0ρ = −i[H0, ρ] +
∑
i=1,2

Di[ρ] , (27)
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𝑇, 𝑠

𝑀
𝑀 + 𝜂

𝑡=0𝑥

𝑝
𝑥

𝑝

FIG. 6. Sketch of the second scenario: two coupled quan-
tum harmonic oscillators, one of which is interacting with a
squeezed thermal bath characterized by temperature T and
squeezing s. We investigate the response of the system di-
rectly interacting with the bath through the second system,
which serves as a probe, when applying a sudden quench to
parameter M , i.e., M → M + η.

where the dissipator – acting only on the first system –
comprises the superoperators

D1[ρ] = γ(N + 1)

(
a1ρa

†
1 −

1

2
{a†1a1, ρ}

)
+ γ N

(
a†1ρa1 −

1

2
{a1a†1, ρ}

)
, (28)

D2[ρ] = γM

(
a†1ρa

†
1 −

1

2
{a†1

2
, ρ}
)
+ h.c. , (29)

with N = n
(
cosh2 r + sinh2 r

)
+ sinh2 r, M =

− cosh r sinh reiθ (2n+ 1), and n = [exp(βω1)− 1]
−1 is

the average number excitations in the bath at inverse
temperature β = T−1. The parameters M and N are not
mutually independent as the condition |M |2 ≤ N(N +1)
must be enforced in order to ensure positivity of the den-
sity matrix [8].

As in the case discussed in Sec. III, we need to find the
steady-state ρ0 or, equivalently, the corresponding CM.
To do so, we follow a slightly different approach compared
to that discussed in Sec. III. The core idea is to remap –
resorting to a standard set of correspondence rules [44] –
the master equation from Eq. (27) into a Fokker-Planck
equation for the characteristic function of our two-mode
system, defined as

χ(α1, α2, t) ≡ Tr {D1(α1)⊗D2(α2)ρ} , (30)

where Di(αi) ≡ exp
(
αia

†
i − α∗

i ai

)
is the displacement

operator associated to the i-th mode [43, 45]. The steady-
state characteristic function χ0(α1, α2) is then found by
imposing the condition χ̇ = 0. By inspection, from
χ0(α1, α2) one can construct the steady-state CM, i.e.,
Σ0, written in terms of the annihilation and creation op-

erators. In general, the entries of Σ are defined as

Σij =
1

2
⟨{Xi, X

†
j }⟩ − ⟨Xi⟩⟨X†

j ⟩ , (31)

with X = (a1, a
†
1, a2, a

†
2). Note that Σ and σ are related

by the transformation σ = ΛΣΛ†, where Λ is defined as
Λ ≡

⊕
i=1,2 Λi with

Λi =
1√
2

(
1 1
−i i

)
. (32)

The details of the derivation of the steady-state CM are
given in the Appendix C, whereas here we state the final
result, i.e.,

Σ0 =


N + 1

2 D 0 E∗

D∗ N + 1
2 E 0

0 E∗ N + 1
2 F

E 0 F ∗ N + 1
2

 , (33)

where the explicit form of the coefficients D,E, and F
is provided in Appendix C. These coefficients ultimately
depend on the physical parameters characterising the dy-
namics of the system. In particular, in the limit λ → 0,
both E and F vanish, as one can immediately check
through Eqs. (C6) and (C7). In other terms, when the
two oscillators are uncoupled, the steady-state is given
by a block-diagonal CM in the form

Σeq
0 = ΣND ⊕ΣD, (34)

where the steady-state CM associated with the first
mode, i.e.,

ΣND =

(
N + 1

2 D
D∗ N + 1

2

)
, (35)

is non-diagonal due to the squeezing of the associated
bath, whereas the second mode converges to the diagonal
CM ΣD = diag (N + 1/2, N + 1/2). Furthermore, in the
limit M → 0, we have that the coefficient D vanishes and
the system relaxes towards a global thermal state.

A. Perturbation to bath squeezing

Given this system, we apply the linear response formal-
ism outlined in Sec. II to study the effect of a perturba-
tion to the squeezing of the first bath. More concretely,
the perturbation is described by the superoperator

Lη
1ρ = γ η(t)

(
a†1ρa

†
1 −

1

2

{
a†1

2
, ρ
})

+ h.c. . (36)

We restrict our attention to the case of a sudden pertur-
bation, which we model through the step-like function
η(t) = η θ(t) (η ∈ C). The link between M and N entails
that a step-like perturbation on the former will in turn
cause a similar perturbation on the latter of the same
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FIG. 7. Plot of the dimensionless energy response of the sec-
ond oscillator to a step perturbation in the squeezing (M)
of the bath attached to the first oscillator. Curves are ob-
tained for the following choice of the physical parameters:
δ = 10ω1, λ = 5ω1, γ = 0.5ω1, ϕ = 0.1, βω1 = 0.1. The
steady-state response converges to the perturbed value. The
equilibrium response shows that the energy of the second os-
cillator is unchanged when the oscillators are not coupled (i.e.,
when λ → 0).

form as Lϕ
1 from Eq. (20). The values of η and ϕ are

related as

η = −2eiθϕ cosh r sinh r

cosh2 r + sinh2 r
, (37)

under the assumption that the squeezing parameter s =
reiθ is not directly affected by the perturbation. The
linear response is obtained by accounting for both the
perturbations in Eq. (20) and Eq. (36), i.e.

∆A2(τ) =

∫ τ

0

dtTr
[
A2(τ − t)

(
Lϕ
1 + Lη

1

)
ρ0

]
. (38)

As we aim to use the second oscillator as a probe, we
choose the observable A2(t) = (a†2a2)(t) to determine the
linear response in dimensionless units. The calculation
of the time-evolution of A2(t) for this situation follows
lines analogous to those previously illustrated, leading to

(a†2a2)(t) =f̃(t)a†1a1 + [g̃(t)a†1a2 + h.c.] + j̃(t)a†2a2 + l̃(t),
(39)

where f̃(t), g̃(t), j̃(t), and l̃(t) are defined in Appendix B.
Plugging Eq. (39) into Eq. (38), we find that the contri-

bution coming from Lη
1 is zero, hence the linear response

reduces to

∆A2(τ) =

∫ τ

0

dtTr
[
A2(τ − t)Lϕ

1ρ0

]
, (40)

which is of the same form as that used in Sec. III, pro-
vided that the time-evolution of A2(τ − t) is obtained
from Eq. (39), and the steady-state ρ0 is deduced from

the CM in Eq. (33). The linear response is finally given
by

∆A2(τ) = γ

∫ τ

0

dt ϕ(t)f̃(τ − t) , (41)

which is plotted in Fig. 7.
The perturbed value of the energy of the second oscilla-

tor is given by ϕ = ∆N , where the change in N is caused
by the perturbation of the parameter M . At long times,
the measurement of the change in the energy of the sec-
ond oscillator gives a value for ϕ. Hence we can deduce
the change in squeezing, η = ∆M , of the bath attached
to the first oscillator from Eq. (37). This shows that we
can use the second oscillator as a probe of the pertur-
bation to the squeezing of the bath interacting with the
first oscillator.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We have used the formalism of linear response theory
to investigate both unitary and non-unitary perturba-
tions around non-equilibrium steady-states of an open
quantum system consisting of two coupled harmonic os-
cillators. We have calculated the response to simultane-
ous perturbations to the coupling strength between the
two oscillators (i.e., a unitary perturbation), and to the
temperature of the thermal bath (i.e., a non-unitary per-
turbation). We also looked at the effect solely determined
by the temperature perturbation, investigating the re-
sponse of both the oscillators to this. We found that
such an approach is effective in probing perturbations to
the dynamics of the system, including in situations where
the latter is affected with a non-equilibrium bath.

The approach presented in this paper shows how to
extend the theory of quantum linear response to non-
unitary perturbations affecting the dynamics of open sys-
tems. Our study calls for a mathematically consistent
formalism able to microscopically account for such per-
turbations. This would allow quantitative analysis of
more general scenarios where the dynamical equations
go beyond the usual Markovian approximation, encom-
passing, e.g., strong-coupling and memory effects.
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Appendix A: Steady-state covariance matrix for the
first case

For the system described in Sec.III, we find the steady-
state using the method set out in Appendix C of Ref. [11]
to transform some classes of Lindbladian master equa-
tions into dynamical equations for the first and second
moments. Let us consider a Lindbladian master equa-
tion in the form

ρ̇ = −i [H0, ρ] +
∑
k

(
LkρL

†
k − 1

2

{
L†
kLk, ρ

})
, (A1)

where the Hamiltonian H0 is quadratic in the quadrature
operators, i.e., it can be written in the following matrix
form

H0 =
1

2
YGYT , (A2)

where Y is the vector of quadratures, while the Lindbla-
dian operators are linear, i.e., Lk = cTkY

T . It is imme-
diate to see that the master equation given by Eq. (10)
fulfils these requirements, provided that we rewrite the
relevant quantities in terms of the quadratures xi and
pi, which are related to the set of creation and annihila-
tion operators, a†i and ai, by a linear transformation, as
outlined in Sec. III. Therefore, the free Hamiltonian of
Eq. (9) reads

H0 =
ω1

2
(x2

1 + p21) +
ω1 + δ

2
(x2

2 + p22) + λ(x1x2 + p1p2) .

(A3)

The latter can be brought in the form of Eq. (A2) by
taking Y ≡ (x1, p1, x2, p2) as vector of the quadratures,
and

G =

ω 0 λ 0
0 ω 0 λ
λ 0 ω + δ 0
0 λ 0 ω + δ

 . (A4)

Comparing the unperturbed master equation in Eq. (11)
with the general form in terms of the jump operators,
i.e., Eq. (A1), we can identify the jump operators as

L1 = a1
√
γ(n1 + 1) ; L2 = a†1

√
γn1 ;

L3 = a2
√
γ(n2 + 1) ; L4 = a†2

√
γn2 .

(A5)

Following Ref. [11], we seek the vectors ck such that Lk =
cTkY

T ; they are given by

cT1 =

√
γ(n1 + 1)

2
(1, i, 0, 0) ; cT2 =

√
γn1

2
(1,−i, 0, 0) ;

cT3 =

√
γ(n2 + 1)

2
(0, 0, 1, i) ; cT4 =

√
γn2

2
(0, 0, 1,−i) .

(A6)

The vectors ck allow us to construct the matrix

CC† =
∑
k

ckc
†
k

=



γ(2n1+1)
2 − iγ

2 0 0

iγ
2

γ(2n1+1)
2 0 0

0 0 γ(2n2+1)
2 − iγ

2

0 0 iγ
2

γ(2n2+1)
2


. (A7)

The drift matrix α is obtained via [11]

α = −iΩ
(
G− Im(CC†)

)
, (A8)

where Im(M) denotes the imaginary part of a matrix M,
and Ω is the symplectic matrix given by Ω = Ω1 ⊕Ω2,
where

Ωj = i

(
0 1
−1 0

)
, j = 1, 2 . (A9)

Substituting Eqs. (A4) and (A7) into Eq. (A8) yields

α =

−γ
2 ω 0 λ

−ω −γ
2 −λ 0

0 λ −γ
2 ω + δ

−λ 0 −(ω + δ) −γ
2

 . (A10)

The matrix D is given by [11]

D = ΩRe(CC†)Ω , (A11)

where Re(M) denotes the real part of a matrix M. Sub-
stituting Eq. (A7) into (A11), the matrix D turns out to
be

D =
γ

2

2n1 + 1 0 0 0
0 2n1 + 1 0 0
0 0 2n2 + 1 0
0 0 0 2n2 + 1

 . (A12)

Once the matrices α and D have been obtained, we
can determine the steady-state CM, σ0, by solving ασ+
σαT +D = 0, which gives

σ0 = ζ


B + n1 +

1
2 0 −δC −γC

0 B + n1 +
1
2 γC −δC

−δC γC B + n2 +
1
2 0

−γC −δC 0 B + n2 +
1
2

 ,

(A13)

where ζ =
γ2 + δ2

4λ2 + γ2 + δ2
, B =

2λ2(n1 + n2 + 1)

γ2 + δ2
, and

C =
λ(n1 − n2)

γ2 + δ2
. This matrix can be easily brought in

the more compact form of Eq. (12).
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Appendix B: Time-evolution of observables

By following the derivation performed in Ref. [12], in
this Appendix, we will explicitly show how to derive the
time-evolution of the observable a†1a1 in the Heisenberg
picture, under the dynamics of the first system with local
thermal baths. As shown in Ref. [12], starting from the
adjoint master equation in Eq. (8), we obtain a set of
10 coupled differential equations, which can be recast in

matrix form as

v̇(t) = M · v(t) +w , (B1)

where

v(t) =
(
a†1a1(t), a

2
1(t), a

†
1

2
(t), a†2a2(t), a

2
2(t),

a†2
2
(t), a1a2(t), a1a

†
2(t), a

†
1a2(t), a

†
1a

†
2(t)

)T
, (B2)

w = (n1γ, 0, 0, n2γ, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)
T
, (B3)

and M is the 10× 10 matrix

M =



−γ 0 0 0 0 0 0 iλ −iλ 0
0 −2iω1 − γ 0 0 0 0 −2iλ 0 0 0
0 0 2iω1 − γ 0 0 0 0 0 0 2iλ
0 0 0 −γ 0 0 0 −iλ iλ 0
0 0 0 0 −2iω2 − γ 0 −2iλ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 2iω2 − γ 0 0 0 2iλ
0 −iλ 0 0 −iλ 0 −iω12 − γ 0 0 0
iλ 0 0 −iλ 0 0 0 −i∆ω − γ 0 0
−iλ 0 0 iλ 0 0 0 0 i∆ω − γ 0
0 0 iλ 0 0 iλ 0 0 0 iω12 − γ


, (B4)

with ω12 = ω1 + ω2 and ∆ω = ω1 − ω2. For time-
independent w, integration yields

v(t) = etMv(0)−
(
1− etM

)
M−1w . (B5)

Taking the first entry of the vector v gives the time-
evolution of a†1a1 as

a†1a1(t) = f(t)a†1a1 + j(t)a†2a2 + [p(t)a1a
†
2 + h.c.] + s(t) ,

(B6)

where the functions in Eq. (B6) are defined as

f(t) = e−γt
(
δ2 + 2λ2 + 2λ2 cos zt

)
/z2,

j(t) = 2λ2e−γt (1− cos zt) /z2,

p(t) = λe−γt (−δ + iz sin zt+ δ cos zt) /z2

s(t) =
e−γt

z2(γ2 + z2)

{[
(γ2 + z2)

(
δ2n1 + 2λ2(n1 + n2)

)
− z2eγt

(
n1(γ

2 + δ2) + 2λ2(n1 + n2)
)]

+ 2γλ2(n1 − n2)(γ cos zt− z sin zt)

}
, (B7)

with z2 = δ2 + 4λ2.
We use a very similar method to find the time-

evolution of the observable a†2a2 for the second system,
interacting with a squeezed bath, as detailed in Sec. IV.
We find that

(a†2a2)(t) = f̃(t)a†1a1 + [g̃(t)a†1a2 +h.c.] + j̃(t)a†2a2 + l̃(t),
(B8)

where the functions f̃(t), g̃(t), j̃(t), and l̃(t) are defined
as
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f̃(t)=
8λ2

ξ
e−

γt
2

[
cosh

(
t

2

√
ζ2+ξ

2

)
− cosh

(
t

2

√
ζ2−ξ

2

)]
,

g̃(t) =
λ√
2 ξ

[
− i

e−[ γ2 +
1
4

√
2(ζ2−ξ)]t√

ζ2 − ξ

(
16λ2 + ξ − (γ − 2iδ)

(
γ − 2iδ −

√
2(ζ2 − ξ)

))

+
e−[ γ2 −

1
4

√
2(ζ2−ξ)]t√

ζ2 − ξ

(
16λ2 + ξ − (γ − 2iδ)

(
γ − 2iδ +

√
2(ζ2 − ξ

))

+ i
e−[ γ2 −

1
4

√
2(ζ2+ξ)]t√

ζ2 + ξ

(
− 16λ2 + ξ + (γ − 2iδ)

(
γ − 2iδ +

√
2(ζ2 + ξ)

))

− i
e−[ γ2 +

1
4

√
2(ζ2+ξ)]t√

ζ2 + ξ

(
− 16λ2 + ξ + (γ − 2iδ)

(
γ − 2iδ −

√
2(ζ2 + ξ)

))]
,

j̃(t) =
1

8
√
2ξ

[
2e

−
(

γ
2 +

1
4

√
2(ζ2−ξ)

)
t√

ζ2 − ξ

(
2γ3 − γ2

√
2(ζ2 − ξ)− 2γ

(
32λ2 + ξ − 4z2

)
+
√
2(ζ2 − ξ)

(
16λ2 + ξ − 4z2

))

+
2e

(
− γ

2 +
1
4

√
2(ζ2−ξ)

)
t√

ζ2 − ξ

(
2γ3 − γ2

√
2(ζ2 − ξ) + 2γ

(
32λ2 + ξ − 4z2

)
+
√
2(ζ2 − ξ)

(
16λ2 + ξ − 4z2

))

+
e
−
(

γ
2 +

1
4

√
2(ζ2+ξ)

)
t√

ζ2 + ξ

(
64γλ2 + 2

(√
2(ζ2 + ξ)− 2γ

) (
γ2 − 16λ2 + ξ + 4z2

))

+
e

(
− γ

2 +
1
4

√
2(ζ2+ξ)

)
t√

ζ2 + ξ

(
− 64γλ2 + 2

(√
2(ζ2 + ξ) + 2γ

) (
γ2 − 16λ2 + ξ + 4z2

))]
,

l̃(t) = n+
1

4γξ2
ne−

1
2γt

[
√
2

(√
ζ2 − ξ sinh

(
t
√
ζ2 − ξ

2
√
2

)(
γ2
(
−γ2 + 64λ2 + ξ

)
− 16z4 + 4z2

(
ξ − 2γ2

) )
−
√
ζ2 + ξ sinh

(
t
√
ζ2 + ξ

2
√
2

)(
γ2
(
γ2 − 64λ2 + ξ

)
+ 16z4 + 4z2(2γ2 + ξ)

))

− 2γ cosh

(
t
√
ζ2 − ξ

2
√
2

)(
γ2
(
γ2 − 64λ2 − ξ

)
+ 16z4 − 4z2(ξ − 2γ2)

)
− 2γ cosh

(
t
√
ζ2 + ξ

2
√
2

)(
γ2(γ2 − 64λ2 + ξ) + 16z4 + 4z2

(
2γ2 + ξ

) )]
,

(B9)

with ζ2 = γ2 − 4z2, ξ2 = (4z2 + γ2)2 − 64γ2λ2 and
z2 = δ2 + 4λ2.

Appendix C: Steady-state covariance matrix for the
second case

The dynamical system discussed in Sec. IV is governed
by a master equation that does not resemble the general
form given in Eq. (A1). Therefore, we use a different
method for finding the steady-state CM. As described in
Ref. [43], the master equation can be recast in the form
of a Fokker-Planck (FP) equation for the two-mode char-
acteristic function χ(α1, α2, t) [cf. Eq. (30)] through the
use of standard quantum optics correspondence relations.

This allows us to write Eq. (27) as

χ̇(α1, α2, t) =

 ∑
k=U,D1,D2

Fk

χ(α1, α2, t), (C1)

with

FU = i (α1ω1 + λα2) ∂α1 + i [(ω1 + δ)α2 + λα1] ∂α2 + h.c.,

FD1
= −γ

2

[
(2N + 1)|α1|2 + α1∂α1

+ α∗
1∂α∗

1

]
,

FD2
= −

(
M∗α2

1 +Mα∗
1
2
)
.

(C2)
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We consider the following ansatz for the form of the
steady-state characteristic function

χ0(α1, α2) =
1

π
√
detΣ0

exp

(
iu†X̄T

0 − 1

2
u†Σ0u

)
,

(C3)
where we have introduced u = (α1, α

∗
1, α2, α

∗
2)

T , the vec-
tor X̄0 = ⟨X⟩0 of first momenta of the steady-state, and
the steady-state covariance matrix Σ0. By solving the
algebraic equations stemming from enforcing the steady-
state condition χ̇(α1, α2, t) = 0, we find

Σ0 =


N + 1

2 D 0 E∗

D∗ N + 1
2 E 0

0 E∗ N + 1
2 F

E 0 F ∗ N + 1
2

 , (C4)

where

D =
Mγ

{
−2iλ2 + (ω1 + δ) [γ + 2i (2ω1 + δ)]

}
[−2iλ2 + (γ + 2iω1)(ω1 + δ)] [γ + 2i (2ω1 + δ)]

,

(C5)

E =
2iM∗γλ (ω1 + δ)

[2iλ2 + (γ − 2iω1)(ω1 + δ)] [γ − 2i (2ω1 + δ)]
,

(C6)

F =
2iMγλ2

[−2iλ2 + (γ + 2iω1)(ω1 + δ)] [γ + 2i (2ω1 + δ)]
.

(C7)

Appendix D: Exact dynamic response

In the case of applying one perturbation to tempera-
ture or squeezing, the linear response, ∆A(τ), is identi-
cal to the exact dynamic response, which we shall denote
∆AE(τ). We calculate the exact dynamic response in a
similar way to the calculation for the perturbed value [cf.
Eq. (24], but this time looking for the change in energy as
a function of time rather than at the steady-state. For in-
stance, to find the exact dynamic response of the energy
of the first oscillator to a perturbation in temperature,
we choose A = β1ω1a

†
1a1 and calculate

∆AE(τ) = β1ω1

(〈
a†1a1(τ, n1 + ϕ)

〉
−
〈
a†1a1(τ, n1)

〉)
.

(D1)
In the expansion of a†1a1(t) given in Eq. (B6), s(t) is the
only term that depends on n1. Hence, Eq. (D1) simplifies
to

∆AE(τ) = β1ω1 [s(τ, n1 + ϕ)− s(τ, n1)] , (D2)

which exactly matches the linear response plotted in
Fig. 3.

Similarly, for the perturbation in squeezing, note that
l̃(t) is the only term that depends on the perturbed pa-
rameter, i.e., n, in the expansion of our observed quantity
[cf. Eq. (B8)], which is A = a†2a2 in this case. Therefore,
the exact dynamic response of the second oscillator to a
perturbation in the squeezing of the first bath is given by
∆AE(τ) = l̃(τ, n+ϕ)− l̃(τ, n). Again, the linear response
perfectly reproduces this exact dynamic response.
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