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In the preceding Comment [1] it was claimed that the third-order Hamiltonian obtained in our

original paper [2] is not Hermitian for general situations when considering time-dependence and the

way of deriving the effective third-order expansion is not very rigorous. To reply the comment we

should emphasize the following three points: first of all, the third-order Hamiltonian given in our

paper is exactly Hermitian under the conditions mentioned there. Secondly, the iterative method

adopted in our paper to derive the generalized effective Hamiltonian is equivalent to the Dyson series,

and its correctness can thus be guaranteed. Thirdly, although the truncated effective Hamiltonian

is indeed non-Hermitian under the time-dependent situation as presented in the Comment, it corre-

sponds exactly to the non-unitary truncated Dyson series. Considering the truncated Dyson series

has been extensively utilized in the time-dependent perturbation theory, in our opinion, the non-

Hermitian truncated effective Hamiltonian can still be treated as an approximation of the effective

Hamiltonian.

In 2000, James proposed an effective Hamiltonian

method in the appendix of his paper [3], which provides

us an efficient tool to solve many interesting questions

related to light-matter interactions with large detuning.

Such a method was extensively cited and was later re-

ferred to as James’ effective Hamiltonian method. This

method is usually applicable to deal with the following

Hamiltonian in the interaction picture

ĤI(t) =
∑

m

(

ĥmeiωmt + ĥ†
me−iωmt

)

, (1)

where the operators ĥm are generally independent of

time. By formally solving the Schrödinger equation gov-

erned by Eq. (1) and resorting to the iterative method,

one can arrive at an effective Hamiltonian under the

Markovian approximation,

Ĥ
(2)
eff =

1

ih̄
ĤI(t)

∫ t

0

ĤI(t
′)dt′. (2)

If all the frequencies ωm are distinct, substituting Eq.

(1) into Eq. (2) yields the following effective Hamiltonian

under the rotating wave approximation in which all the

terms containing exp[±i(ωm−ωn)] are neglected because

ωm − ωn is still large enough to meet the rotating wave
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approximation

ĤI(t) =
∑

m

1

h̄ωm

[ĥm, ĥ†
m]. (3)

If the condition that all the frequencies ωm are dis-

tinct is not satisfied, which means two or more frequen-

cies, say ωm andωn, are close in quantity, which means

|ωm − ωn| ≪ ωm, ωn, the terms containing exp[±i(ωm −

ωn)] are not negligible because ωm − ωn is small and the

rotating wave approximation cannot be satisfied. In this

case the resultant effective Hamiltonian might be non-

Hermitian. To overcome such problems James and his

colleagues improved the original James’ effective Hamil-

tonian method by using a time-averaged filter operation

[4, 5].

In our paper [2] we gave a generalized version of James’

effective Hamiltonian method [3] by using the iterative

method and obtained an effective Hamiltonian of the

form

Ĥeff(t) = Ĥ
(2)
eff (t) + Ĥ

(3)
eff (t) + · · ·+ Ĥ

(n)
eff (t) + · · · , (4)

where Ĥ
(2)
eff (t) takes the form of Eq. (2) and Ĥ

(3)
eff (t) takes

the following form

Ĥ
(3)
eff =

(

1

ih̄

)2

ĤI(t)

∫ t

0

ĤI(t1)

∫ t1

0

ĤI(t2)dt2dt1. (5)

For more details and the form of nth order Ĥ
(n)
eff (t) read-

ers can refer to our paper [2].
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As shown in Ref. [2], the effective Hamiltonian ex-

pressed in Eq. (4) is equivalent to the Dyson series [6].

So the iterative method adopted to derive the Eq. (4)

is no problem and the correctness of our results can be

guaranteed. As one knows, the Dyson series is extensively

employed in many fields such as quantum mechanics and

quantum theory of fields, and the truncated sum of the

Dyson series is also a basis for time-dependent perturba-

tion theory. From this point of view, one can reasonably

recognize the truncated sum of the front items in Eq. (4)

as an approximation of the effective Hamiltonian.

We should point out that, under the condition
[

ĤI(t1), ĤI(t2)
]

6= 0 for arbitrary time t1 and t2, the

truncated sum of the Dyson series is usually non-unitary

[7]. However, such a non-unitary character does not mean

that the Dyson series is useless. On the contrary, it

has been successfully utilized in quantum mechanics and

quantum theory of fields. Correspondingly, the terms

Ĥ
(n)
eff (t) (n = 2, 3, · · · ) and thus their truncated sum in

Eq. (4) might be non-Hermitian under the same con-

dition
[

ĤI(t1), ĤI(t2)
]

6= 0. Nonetheless, we think the

truncated sum of the front items in Eq. (4) can still be

treated as an approximation of the effective Hamiltonian

considering the fruitful application of the truncated sum

of the Dyson series.

In the Comment the authors showed that the third-

order effective Hamiltonian (15) in our paper [2] is not

Hermitian under the general situations when considering

time-dependence. This result is not surprising according

to the above discussion. But the way they [1] reasoned

from Eq. (6) to Eq. (8) is misleading because the trun-

cated sum of the Dyson series does not meet the unitary

evolution requirement expressed in Eq. (7) any more. In

addition, even under the unitary evolution, that is, the

Eq. (7) is met, it seems that one cannot deduce the Eq.

(8) directly from H
(3)†
eff = H

(3)
eff , which implies

ĤI(t)

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2ĤI(t1)ĤI(t2) =

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2ĤI(t2)ĤI(t1)ĤI(t). (6)

Considering ĤI(t) is in the left of the left side while

in the right of the right side of the Eq. (6) and
[

ĤI(t), ĤI(t1)
]

6= 0 and
[

ĤI(t), ĤI(t2)
]

6= 0, one can-

not directly obtain ĤI(t1)ĤI(t2) = ĤI(t2)ĤI(t1) from

Eq. (6). Thus, the result Eq. (8) in the comment [1] is

not correct, neither are the following analyses.

Moreover, we should point out that the third-order ef-

fective Hamiltonian (15) in [2] is exactly Hermitian under

the situation that all of the frequencies ωm are distinct

as stated in our paper [2]:“we mainly focus on the third-

order case and limit ourselves to the case that all of the

frequencies ωm are distinct and the algebraic sum of any

three frequencies, including two same ones, is equal to

zero or distinct from zero”, the Hermiticity of the third-

order effective Hamiltonian (15) in [2] was also proved in

the appendix under the conditions mentioned.

The third-order Hamiltonian expressed in Eq. (19) in

the comment was derived by using the time-averaged

dynamics method developed in Ref. [4], which can avoid

the non-Hermitian effective Hamiltonian, but this does

not mean our result is not correct. In fact, our iterative

method is equivalent to that of the Dyson series, and

the non-Hermitian character of the truncated effective

Hamiltonian is just corresponding to the non-unitary

character of the truncated Dyson series. The third-order

effective Hamiltonian (15) in Ref. [2] is exactly Hermi-

tian under the conditions mentioned in our paper, and

thus it can be safely used to solve problems which meet

these conditions.

In addition, as an approximate method, the third-order

effective Hamiltonian corresponding to the third-order

perturbation theory can be regarded as Hermitian when

the algebraic sum of any three frequencies infinitely ap-

proaches to zero, but not equal to zero. Because the co-

efficients of the term and its Hermitian part in Ĥ
(3)
eff are

approximately equal under such a condition. For exam-

ple, in Sec. IV of the comment [1] the authors obtain

Eq. (25) according to our paper [2], where terms with

δ = ∆1 + ∆2 − ω approaching to zero in the exponent

are kept and the other rapid oscillating terms are all ne-

glected according to the rotating wave approximation.

After substituting the relation δ = ∆1 +∆2 −ω into Eq.



3

(25), one may find

ζeff ≈ ζ′eff and ξeff ≈ ξ′eff (7)

when δ is close to zero. Therefore, the effective time-

dependent Hamiltonian (25) can be regarded as Hermi-

tian. Under the condition mentioned in our paper [2],

i.e., δ = 0, the both give the same results.

By the way, in the comment [1] the Eq. (26) is not

very exact, the correct form is

Ĥ
(2)
0 =

g22
∆2

â†âσ̂ee−
g21
∆1

â†âσ̂gg−
λ2

ω
+

(

g21
∆1

−
g22
∆2

)

ââ†σ̂ii,

which lacks the last term that the authors discard. More-

over, the Eq. (27) is not very exact, which can be further

simplified, and the correct form is

Ĥ = Ĥ
(2)
0 + geff

(

â†σ̂ge + âσ̂eg

)

.

Furthermore, it is obvious that by applying a unitary

transformation with Û = exp
[

−iĤ
(2)
0 t

]

on the Hamil-

tonian (28) one cannot directly obtain Eq. (29), which

has discarded many terms without any assumptions and

approximations.

At last, the authors make some misunderstandings and

mistakes about James’ work [4, 5]. For example, follow-

ing the Sec. II D of Ref. [5] due to Ref. [4], the authors

give an addition part III B in their comment [1]. At the

beginning of this part they take ĤI = 0 into Eq. (A6)

in Ref. [5] to find Eqs. (20)–(23) in the comment [1],

which lacks the generality, this just shows a special con-

dition for Hamiltonians with harmonic time dependence.

Without loss of generality, from Eq. (A6) one may get

L3[ρ] =
[

Ĥ
(3)
eff , ρ

]

+

{

B̂ − B̂†

2
, ρ

}

+D3[ρ], (8)

where the effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(3)
eff =

B̂ + B̂†

2
(9)

with

B̂ = ĤI Û2 − ĤI Û2 − ĤI Û1 Û1 + ĤI Û1 Û1,

and the decoherence terms

D3[ρ] =ĤIρÛ
†
2 − ĤIρÛ

†
2 − Û2ρĤI + Û2ρĤI

+ ĤI Û1ρÛ
†
1 − ĤI Û1ρÛ

†
1 − ĤI Û1ρÛ

†
1

− ĤI Û1ρÛ
†
1 + 2ĤI Û1ρÛ

†
1 − Û1ρÛ

†
1 ĤI

+ Û1ρÛ
†
1ĤI + Û1ρÛ

†
1ĤI + Û1ρÛ

†
1 ĤI

− 2Û1ρÛ
†
1 ĤI − ĤIρÛ

†
1 Û

†
1 + ĤIρÛ

†
1 Û †

1

+ Û1Û1ρĤI − Û1 Û1ρĤI .

(10)

are different from those in the comment [1]. By apply-

ing the above general result to a class of harmonic time-

dependent Hamiltonians, one will find that Eq. (9) leads

to Eq. (18) in the comment.
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I. REPORTS OF THE REFEREE AND REPLY

A. Reports

Re: AHK1043

Reply to “Comment on “Generalized James’ effective

Hamiltonian method’” by Wenjun Shao, Chunfeng Wu,

and Xun-Li Feng

Dear Dr. Feng,

The above manuscript has been reviewed by one of our

referees. Comments from the report appear below.

These comments suggest that the present manuscript

is not suitable for publication in the Physical Review.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. *** ***

Managing Editor

Physical Review A

————————————————————————–

Report of the Referee – AHK1043/Shao

————————————————————————–

After reading the revised comment paper again, I was

unsure whether the authors of the reply have read it.

As far as I can see, the authors of the comment paper

acknowledge that the original method does produce Her-

mitian Hamiltonian for time independent cases. This is

clear in the abstract “...here we show that the third-order

Hamiltonian obtained in [1] is not Hermitian for general

situations when we consider time-dependence.” and in

the main text “In [1], it was proved that the Hamilto-

nian is Hermitian for a particular case where the effective

Hamiltonian is independent of time, but not in general.”.

I could not find where the comment paper “ignored the

conditions” and claimed that the result is wrong. I think

it is fair to point out that the time-dependent Hamilto-

nian is not Hermitian and there’s a way to fix it. This

does not mean that the result of the original paper is

wrong in its regime of validity.

As the current reply does not bring in new physics

or arguments (other than those already explained in the

comment paper), I cannot recommend the reply paper

for publication in Physical Review A.

B. Reply

Dear Editor,

In the referee’s report it was emphasized that the au-

thors of the comment paper acknowledge the original

method does produce Hermitian Hamiltonian for time

independent cases. But the fact is not the case, for ex-

ample, in the abstract “...here we show that the third-

order Hamiltonian obtained in [1] is not Hermitian for

general situations when we consider time-dependence.”

In the main text of the comment “In [1], it was proved

that the Hamiltonian is Hermitian for a particular case

where the effective Hamiltonian is independent of time,

but not in general.” In our understanding, these com-

ments indeed negate the conclusions of our paper based

on an exaggerated condition of time-dependent Hamilto-

nian. So it is absolutely necessary to clarify such a point

in a reply.

Moreover, the referee did not think the comment pa-

per “ignored the conditions” and claimed that the result

is wrong and the referee thought “...This does not mean

that the result of the original paper is wrong in its regime

of validity.” Our response is, that being the case, why did

the authors write this comment paper based on exagger-

ated conditions beyond our original paper, instead of a

regular paper as suggested in our early response: “There-

fore, we think that this manuscript cannot be accepted

for publication in Phys. Rev. A as a comment. Other-

wise, the result presented in Sec. III of the manuscript is

interesting and can be regarded as an extension of Ref.

[2]. So, it might be considered for publication in Phys.

Rev. A as a regular article if the following questions are

well addressed. ”

In conclusion, as stated in our initial response, we

believe that since our original paper was correct in the

claimed conditions, the current comment paper loses its

legitimacy for publication because the conditions of our

original paper was exaggerated, so we still recommend

that this work be published as a regular paper. If it is

still published in the current version, our reply should

be allowed to be published.

Sincerely yours,

The authors
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II. REPORTS AND REPLIES

A. Reports

Dear Dr. Feng,

We acknowledge receipt of your letter. What you

write about the Comment is, respectfully, immaterial;

you have had a chance to state your position before

the Comment underwent anonymous review, it has now

been reviewed and recommended for publication, and

that is that. You should, instead, focus on the content

of your Reply. If you disagree with the judgment of the

referee, then you should explain your reasons for doing

so. This should not be a statement about the alleged

(un)fairness of the process, since publishing a Comment

without a Reply is perfectly in line with our policies; see,

e.g., the final sentence of the appended memo. Instead,

you should focus on explaining in what way the Reply

adds something new to the discussion.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. *** ***

Managing Editor

Physical Review A

Email: pra@aps.org

https://journals.aps.org/pra/

————————————————————————–

Dear Dr. Feng,

In order to proceed with consideration of this

manuscript, we require a more complete resubmittal

letter indicating in detail your responses to the referee

report(s) and the changes made to the manuscript, if

any. We await your response.

Yours sincerely,

*** ***

B. Reply

Dear editor,

In the new reply we bring in new arguements, which

mainly contains two points. One is the non-Hermiticity

of the third-order effective Hamiltonian. Our generalized

effective Hamiltonian derived by the iterative method is

equivalent to the Dyson series, whose correctness can

thus be guaranteed. Although the truncated effective

Hamiltonian is indeed non-Hermitian under the time-

dependent situation as presented in the Comment, it

corresponds exactly to the non-unitary truncated Dyson

series, which has been extensively utilized in the time-

dependent perturbation theory, in our opinion, the non-

Hermitian truncated effective Hamiltonian can still be

treated as an approximation of the effective Hamiltonian.

Besides, as an approximate method, the third-order ef-

fective Hamiltonian can be regarded as Hermitian after

rotating wave approximation, because the effective coef-

ficient/coupling rate and its Hermitian part are approxi-

mately equal. The other is the deriving of Eq. (8), which

cannot be directly obtained from Eq. (6). The result can

be easily found by taking a commutation relation for dif-

ferent time t1 and t2.

We think the added new discussion can can fulfill the

requirement and should be published.

Yours sincerely,

The authors

The new manuscript is attached on arXiv:

2312.05732v2, https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.05732v2
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III. REPORTS AND REPLIES

A. Reports

Re: AHK1043

Reply to “Comment on “Generalized James’ effective

Hamiltonian method’” by Wenjun Shao, Chunfeng Wu,

and Xun-Li Feng

Dear Dr. Feng,

Your Reply referenced above has been reviewed again

by the previous referee. In view of the fact that the ref-

eree is still negative, we subsequently sent the Reply also

to a new referee for an additional opinion. Comments

from both reports are appended below.

We regret that in view of these comments we cannot

accept the paper for publication in the Physical Review.

This concludes our review of your manuscript; no further

revisions of the manuscript can be considered.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. *** ***

Managing Editor

Physical Review A

Email: pra@aps.org

https://journals.aps.org/pra/

Follow us on Twitter @PhysRevA

P.S. We regret the delay in obtaining these reports.

————————————————————————–

Second Report of the First Referee – AHK1043/Shao

————————————————————————–

I’m afraid that I still do not see any new physics

or arguments. The main point now seems to be that

the method is equivalent to the truncated Dyson series

method, but this is already mentioned in the comment

paper. I still fail to see the merit in publishing the

manuscript, but perhaps a new set of eyes are needed

in this case.

Just one comment. I do not quite follow the argument

below Eq. (6). Doesn’t the condition hold if the

Hamiltonian at two different time commute?

————————————————————————–

Report of the Second Referee – AHK1043/Shao

————————————————————————–

Non-unitary evolution due to non-Hermitian effective

Hamiltonians is an issue and this is why the Comment

paper tries to fix the problem. While the authors of the

Reply claim that the non-Hermitian nature of their effec-

tive Hamiltonians is “no problem”, they fail to provide

strong reasons to justify their view. Specifically, when

time evolution of quantum states is a topic of interest

(for example in quantum optics), an accurate description

of the states must require unitary evolution. I think that

the argument based on truncated Dyson series in the Re-

ply does not really address the issue. Since the Reply

does not bring in something sufficiently meaningful and

worthwhile to the discussion, I do not recommend its

publication.

Finally, I would like to add a remark:

In the Reply the authors are indeed correct that Eq.

8 of the Comment paper cannot be obtained from the

condition H effˆ3+= H effˆ3, although Eq. 8 guarantees

H effˆ3+= H effˆ3. I think that this is a minor problem

that does not affect the main part of the Comment paper,

but the authors of the Comment paper should be alerted.

B. Reply

Dear Editor,

Thank you for the correspondence. And we also thank

the referees for their efforts to give us the review report.

But we cannot fully agree with their comments on our

reply manuscript.

Now let us clarify the main point of our reply. The logic

in our reply manuscript is very simple: Firstly, in our

original paper, it was shown that the iterative method

adopted in our paper to derive the generalized effective

Hamiltonian is equivalent to the Dyson series; Secondly,

the truncated sum of the Dyson series, although it is

sometimes non-unitary, is the basis of the time-dependent

perturbation theory and has been extensively and suc-

cessfully employed in many fields such as quantum me-

chanics and quantum theory of fields. That is to say, the

non-unitary character of the truncated Dyson series does

not mean that the Dyson series is useless. Thirdly, sim-

ilar to the truncated sum of the Dyson series, we think,

although it might sometimes result in non-Hermitian ef-

fective Hamiltonian, our effective Hamiltonian method

can be accepted as an approximation method as long as

reasonable results can be obtained. We believe no ap-

proximation method is completely perfect and we think
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the non-Hermitian feature is not fatal as an approxima-

tion method in particular in the small detuning case (In

fact, in the actual applications the terms with large de-

tunings are generally ignored according to the rotating

wave approximation) and in the resonant case, the resul-

tant effective Hamiltonian turns out to be exactly Her-

mitian. However, the main point of the comment paper

is basically against the above logic. In the following we

will talk about this in response to the referees’ unfair

comments.

In the Second Report of the First Referee

1. The Referee: I’m afraid that I still do not see any

new physics or arguments.

Our response: we think, as a reply to the comment, it

is sufficient to point out how our logic described above

was ignored and misinterpreted by the comment paper.

The authors of the the comment actually exaggerated the

influence of non-unitary and non-Hermitian. As an ap-

proximation method, the non-Hermitian feature in our

method which is just corresponding to the non-unitary

character in the truncated sum of the Dyson series is not

fatal. Isn’t this new physics or arguments?

2 The Referee: The main point now seems to be that

the method is equivalent to the truncated Dyson series

method, but this is already mentioned in the comment

paper.

Our response: We seriously doubt whether the ref-

eree have carefully read both the comment and our reply

manuscript. The fact is that the authors of the comment

almost ignored the equivalence between our method and

the truncated Dyson series method, the following lists

from the comment paper can tell us the truth:

(1) In the abstract: This however, is not a very rig-

orous way of deriving the effective third-order expan-

sion for an interaction Hamiltonian with harmonic time-

dependence. In fact, here we show that the third-order

Hamiltonian obtained in [1] is not Hermitian for gen-

eral situations when we consider time dependence. Its

non-Hermitian nature arises from the foundation of the

theory itself.

We cannot agree with such a point, and we think our

derivation is rigorous and the non-Hermitian character

can be accepted as an approximation method.

(2) In order to obtain a contradictory equation (8),

the authors of the comment paper supposed the unitary

time evolution described in Eqs. (6) and (7). Apparently,

they ignored the truncated Dyson series is actually non-

unitary in the case discussed in the comment paper.

(3) In the end of page 2 to page 3: However, this

approach raises serious questions because truncating the

Dyson series to obtain the desired order of effective in-

teraction results in non unitarity [26].

We do not agree with this point, as mentioned above,

we do not think the non-Hermitian feature in our method

and the non-unitary character in the truncated sum of

the Dyson series are so serious, at least the latter was

proven to be a successful approximation method.

3 The referee: Just one comment. I do not quite follow

the argument below Eq. (6). Doesn’t the condition hold

if the Hamiltonian at two different time commute?

Our response: It is very obvious that the Hamiltonian

does not commute at two different time when taking the

detailed Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) in the comment. On the

other hand, the second referee agreed our argument at

the end of the review report.

So we think it is extremely unfair to give the judge

failing to see the merit in publishing the manuscript. we

agree with the referee for the remark: but perhaps a new

set of eyes are needed in this case.

In the Report of the Second Referee

1 The Referee: Non-unitary evolution due to non-

Hermitian effective Hamiltonians is an issue and this is

why the Comment paper tries to fix the problem.

Our response: As mentioned above, our generalized ef-

fective Hamiltonian is equivalent to the truncated Dyson

series, thus the non-unitary time evolution is just equiva-

lent to the non-Hermitian effective Hamiltonian. In fact,

they are the same thing and there is no causal relation-

ship. We admit that the authors of the comment pro-

vided a method which solved non-Hermitian problems,

but this is also an approximation method. In our opin-

ion, as approximation methods all have shortcomings.

The non-Hermitian feature in our method and the non-

unitary character in the truncated sum of the Dyson se-

ries are not fatal especially when the detunings are small.

About such a point, we have clearly clarified above.

2 The Referee: While the authors of the Reply claim

that the non-Hermitian nature of their effective Hamilto-

nians is “no problem”, they fail to provide strong reasons

to justify their view.

Our response: In our reply manuscript we never

claimed the non-Hermitian nature of the effective Hamil-

tonians is “no problem”, what we stated is “one can rea-

sonably recognize the truncated sum of the front items
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in Eq. (4) as an approximation of the effective Hamilto-

nian.” The reason was also mentioned in the first para-

graph in page 2 “As shown in [2], the effective Hamilto-

nian expressed in Eq. (4) is equivalent to the Dyson series

[6]. So the iterative method adopted to derive the Eq.

(4) is no problem and its correctness can be guaranteed.

As one knows, the Dyson series is extensively employed

in many fields such as quantum mechanics and quantum

theory of fields, the truncated sum of the Dyson series is

also a basis for time-dependent perturbation theory.”

3 The Referee: Specifically, when time evolution of

quantum states is a topic of interest (for example in quan-

tum optics), an accurate description of the states must re-

quire unitary evolution. I think that the argument based

on truncated Dyson series in the Reply does not really

address the issue. Since the Reply does not bring in

something sufficiently meaningful and worthwhile to the

discussion, I do not recommend its publication.

Our response: It is sure that the accurate description

of the states requires unitary evolution, but neither our

method nor the method in the comment is accurate, both

methods are actually approximation method. In such ap-

proximate cases the time evolution does not require to be

unitary evolution. Otherwise, the truncated Dyson series

method would have been eliminated long ago. On the

contrary, it has been a successful method in many quan-

tum fields, mentioned in our reply manuscript. On the

other hand, our effective Hamiltonian method was proven

to be equivalent to the truncated Dyson series method, so

our method can be accepted as an approximation method

even it may result in non-Hermitian effective Hamiltoni-

ans. In the following we would like explain the validity

of our method by resorting the example in the comment

paper. By using our effective Hamiltonian method, we

can derive the third-order effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(3)
W = λg1g2

{(

1−
δâ†â

∆1 +∆2 − δ

)

σ̂eg âe
iδt

∆1(∆1 +∆2)

+
â†σ̂ge

∆1 +∆2 − δ

[

1

∆1 − δ
−

δâ†â

∆2 (∆1 +∆2)

]

e−iδt

}

.

where δ = ∆1 +∆2 − ω = ωe − ω. Because δ ≪ ∆1, ∆2,

H
(3)
W can be approximately simplified as

Ĥ
(3)
W ≈

λg1g2
∆1 (∆1 +∆2)

[(

1−
δâ†â

∆1 +∆2

)

σ̂eg âe
iδt

+â†σ̂ge

(

1−
∆1

∆2

δâ†â

∆1 +∆2

)

e−iδt

]

.

The above third-order effective Hamiltonian is not Her-

mitian because of the presence of ∆1/∆2 in the term of

the second line. On the other hand, considering δ ≪ ∆1,

∆2,
δ

∆1 +∆2
≪ 1. In the case that ∆1 and ∆2 are com-

parable and the photon number 〈â†â〉 is not very large,

the terms
δâ†â

∆1 +∆2
and

∆1

∆2

δâ†â

∆1 +∆2
have the little influ-

ence on the whole third-order effective Hamiltonian Ĥ
(3)
W .

Moreover, as δ deceases their influences reduce and when

δ = 0 Ĥ
(3)
W becomes

Ĥ
(3)
W =

λg1g2
∆1 (∆1 +∆2)

(

σ̂eg â+ â†σ̂ge

)

.

Obviously, it is Hermitian and photon number inde-

pendent in this case. Here we find another mistake ap-

pearing in the comment paper, that is, the Eq. (27) in

the comment paper is different from the above Hamilto-

nian.

Based on the above response to the referees, we

strongly suggest to accept our reply for publication.

Yours sincerely,

The authors
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IV. DECISION AND APPEAL

A. Decision

Dear Dr. Feng,

We consulted one of our Editorial Board members

regarding your appeal of the decision on this manuscript.

Please find below the report we received in response,

which upholds the rejection. In accordance with our

standard practice, this concludes the scientific review of

your manuscript.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. *** ***

Managing Editor

Physical Review A

Email: pra@aps.org

https://journals.aps.org/pra/

Follow us on Twitter @PhysRevA

————————————————————————–

Report of the Editorial Board Member – AHK1043/Shao

————————————————————————–

Having reviewed the correspondence between the au-

thors of the reply to the comment and the referees, I

agree with the editor’s decision to reject the publication

of the reply.

I will point out that my support of the rejection to

the reply is not meant to imply that the authors of the

reply are wrong in their arguments or conversely the

that the contents of the Comment on the original paper

is somehow wrong (this I suppose is for the scientific

community to decide). My recommendation is based

solely on the fact that the reply does not seem to add

any new physics (or for that matter a new point of view)

to the proceedings.

Prof. *** ***

Editorial Board Member

Physical Review A

Appeal

Dear Committee,

We thank the Editorial Board member for giving an

answer to the appeal review. It is very clear that the

iterative method used to obtain the third-order effective

Hamiltonian in our and James’ paper is correct, and there

are some new physics in our reply, in which the truncated

Dyson series can be utilized in the time-dependent per-

turbation theory.

Moreover, the comment with being second revised still

has several mistakes and minor problems. It needs to be

pointed out that if the mistakes in the comment paper

can not be corrected, it will not only be unfair to our

paper, but also seriously mislead the readers. This is a

lack of strict requirements and fairness for PRA, it will

disappoint the authors and readers of the Journal.

By the way, a reply should answer the question or

give the explanation to that the comment raises or has,

so are new physics and arguments needed? And the

referees’ reports are not to the point (makes wrong

conclusion about our work) and do not give sufficient

reasons to reject our reply. We think that the reply has

made explanation and correction to the comment, and

suggest that the reply can be accepted for publication.

Yours sincerely,

The authors


