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Open quantum systems undergo decoherence, which is responsible for the transition from quantum
to classical behavior. The time scale in which decoherence takes place can be analyzed using upper
limits to its rate. We examine the dynamics of open chaotic quantum systems governed by random
Lindblad operators sourced from Gaussian and Ginibre ensembles with Wigner-Dyson symmetry
classes. In these systems, the ensemble-averaged purity decays monotonically as a function of time.
This decay is governed by the decoherence rate, which is upper-bounded by the dimension of their
Hilbert space and is independent of the ensemble symmetry. These findings hold upon mixing
different ensembles, indicating the universal character of the decoherence rate limit. Moreover, our
findings reveal that open chaotic quantum systems governed by random Lindbladians tend to exhibit
the most rapid decoherence, regardless of the initial state. This phenomenon is associated with the
concentration of the decoherence rate near its upper bound. Our work identifies primary features
of decoherence in dissipative quantum chaos, with applications ranging from quantum foundations
to high-energy physics and quantum technologies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Any quantum system is embedded in a surrounding
environment. The system-environment interaction re-
sults in the build-up of quantum correlations and leads
to quantum decoherence, a process critical for compre-
hending the quantum-to-classical transition [1-4]. While
decoherence is generally viewed as a fast process, the
rate at which it occurs remains a topic of debate [5]. A
thorough understanding of decoherence rates is relevant
to quantum foundations as well as quantum technolo-
gies, including quantum metrology, control, simulation,
and computation, among others. Early theoretical stud-
ies focused on quantum Brownian motion [6, 7]. In the
high-temperature limit, when the dynamics is governed
by dephasing in real space, an elegant formula due to
Zurek estimates the decoherence rate D of a wavepacket
in terms of its dispersion Az in the coordinate repre-
sentation in units of the de Broglie wavelength A\gg, i.e.,
D o< (AX/Agg)? [6, 8]. This expression follows from the
explicit time dependence of the off-diagonal coherences of
the density matrix describing the quantum state of the
open system [6].

An important step forward relied on a rigorous basis-
independent definition of the decoherence rate for Marko-
vian open quantum systems, in which the quantum state
fulfills a master equation of the Gorini-Kossakowski-
Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) form [9, 10]. The short-
time behavior of the purity, the linear entropy, and the
fidelity identify the decoherence rate in terms of the co-
variance of the Lindblad operators [7, 11-18]. Zurek’s
formula for quantum Brownian motion is obtained as a
special case [7, 14]. The availability of a universal ex-
pression for Markovian open systems has made possible
the study of scenarios characterized by extreme decoher-
ence [15] and the exploration of the fundamental limits
to the pace of decoherence, leading to the introduction

of decoherence rate limits [13-15].

Exploring open chaotic quantum systems offers novel
insights into decoherence [15, 19, 20]. According to
the Bohigas-Giannoni-Schmit conjecture, any Hamilto-
nian quantum system that displays chaotic behavior in
its classical limit is expected to have spectral statistics
described by random matrix theory [21]. In physics, ran-
dom matrix theory was introduced by Wigner to charac-
terize the spectral density of heavy nuclear atoms [22, 23].
Ensuing work by Dyson developed a symmetry classifica-
tion distinguishing complex Hermitian, or real symmet-
ric, and quaternion self-dual random matrices [24-27].
This classification, known as the threefold way, led to the
identification of orthogonal (O), unitary (U), and sym-
plectic (S) ensembles. When they are associated with
a Hamiltonian probability density function of the form
P(H) o exp(—trH?/2) they are known as Gaussian en-
sembles and labeled as GXE (X = O, U, S) according to
the threefold way. More elaborated classification schemes
have been put forward [28]. To date, random matrix the-
ory has found extensive applications across various do-
mains of physics, and notably, in chaotic quantum sys-
tems [29-31]. Random matrix Hamiltonians constitute a
paradigmatic framework for the description of complex
isolated systems.

Embracing a similar approach for the description of
complex open quantum systems has led to the study
of random Lindbladians [15, 16, 32-47]. The Lindbla-
dian is the generator of evolution in a Markovian quan-
tum system [10]. Ensembles of random Lindbladians fall
into different classes distinguished by their symmetries
[42, 43, 48]. We focused on the decoherence dynamics
associated with random Lindbladians. In this context,
fluctuating chaotic quantum systems, characterized by
random Lindblad operators described by random matri-
ces sampled from GUE, exhibit the fastest decoherence
rates reported to date [15]. This rate of decoherence


https://orcid.org/0009-0009-2446-6378
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1049-6700
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2219-2851

scales exponentially with the number of particles, i.e.,
it is linear in the dimension of the Hilbert space. This is
in stark contrast with the dependence found in systems
with fluctuating k-body interactions, that is polynomial
in the system size [13, 49].

The use of GUE ensembles in random Lindbladians is
associated with Hermitian Lindblad operators, without
time-reversal symmetry, when the dissipative dynamics
reduces to dephasing. What decoherence rates govern
open systems with Lindblad operators with other sym-
metries, as in the GOE and GSE, which are distinguished
by the presence and absence of spin-rotation invariance?
What is the characteristic decoherence dynamics under
Lindbladians sampled from the Ginibre ensembles of non-
Hermitian matrices [50]? Is it possible for the decoher-
ence rates to surpass those known in GUE? What is the
dependence on the initial state?

We address the posed questions by examining ran-
dom Lindblad operators using Hermitian matrices from
GXEs and non-Hermitian matrices from Ginibre ensem-
bles (GinXEs) (X = 0,U,S). Employing Haar averag-
ing in conjunction with the spectral density function and
the two-point correlation spectral function, we analyt-
ically obtain the decoherence rate averaged over these
ensembles. This decoherence rate governs the ensemble-
averaged purity decay as a function of time. Our ana-
lytical and numerical results demonstrate that the deco-
herence rate across all the examined scenarios is upper
bounded by the dimension of the system’s Hilbert space,
establishing a universal limit.

Our study further reveals that when the initial state
is uniformly sampled—from a pure state to a maximally
mixed state—across a one-parameter family, the deco-
herence rate predominantly clusters around the maximal
rate. We term this phenomenon concentration of the
decoherence rate. This suggests that quantum chaotic
open systems predominantly follow the fastest decoher-
ence pathway, irrespective of the initial state configura-
tion.

The structure of the remainder of this paper is orga-
nized as follows: In Sec. II, we introduce the definition
of the decoherence rate in the context of the short-time
behavior of purity. Sections IIT and IV (and Appendixes
A-D) detail the analytical calculation of the decoherence
rate, averaged over GXEs and GinXEs, complemented by
numerical simulations. The concentration of the decoher-
ence rate is analyzed in Sec. V. The symmetry crossover
between the GXE and GYE holds significance in the con-
text of symmetry breaking in quantum chromodynamics
[51, 52]. We briefly discuss the decoherence rate over this
symmetry crossover and conclude in Sec. VI.

II. THE DECOHERENCE RATE AND THE
RANDOM LINDBLAD OPERATOR

The master equation encodes the time evolution of the
quantum state of an open system as a first-order dif-

ferential equation in which the Lindbladian £ acts as
the generator of the evolution, i.e., pr = L(p:). In
the Markovian regime, the generator of the dynamical
semigroup admits the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-
Lindblad (GKSL) form [9, 10]
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Here, the dissipator Lp is composed of the Lindblad op-
erators L, and the damping rates v, > 0, and it involves
the anticommutator {-}. The set of Lindblad operators
characterizes the system’s dissipative dynamics, encap-
sulating the environmental influence on the system. The
formulation of these Lindblad operators can be either
Hermitian or non-Hermitian, depending on the type of
decoherence [53, 54].

The purity, denoted as P; = tr(p?), can be used to
quantify decoherence and diminishes as the quantum
state p; is increasingly mixed [55, 56]. When p; is a pure
state, P, = 1. Conversely, in a maximally mixed state,
the purity is the inverse of the Hilbert space dimension
N. The timescale governing the non-unitary nature of
the evolution can be inferred from the short-time behav-
ior of the purity, given by P,/Ph = 1—-D -t+ O (tQ)
[11, 12, 14-16], where
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is called the decoherence rate. It is exclusively gov-
erned by L£p and independent of the system Hamiltonian
[14, 15]. As already indicated, modeling complex open
quantum systems is efficient in terms of random Lind-
bladians when Lindblad operators are chosen as random
matrices subject to given symmetries [15, 16, 32-38, 40—
43, 45, 46]. In this paper, we consider L, as a random
matrix with elements drawn from Gaussian distributions,
encompassing both Hermitian and non-Hermitian scenar-
ios. In particular, we consider the Gaussian and Ginibre
ensembles. Additionally, we focus on the most widely
used Wigner-Dyson symmetry classes: the orthogonal,
unitary, and symplectic symmetries [29]. The decoher-
ence rate, when averaged across the ensemble, results in
(see details in Appendix A)

NPy — 1
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where I' = 3~ 7,. It is important to note that while the
subscript « of L,, can be reinstated in Eq. (4), this is not
necessary, as the ensemble averages across different L,
variants are identical. Furthermore, for the sake of sim-
plicity, the Lindblad operator L will be directly sampled
from GXE or GinXE. The choice of a traceless Lindblad
operator L is ensured by a shift L = L — % tr L, thereby
guaranteeing its equivalence to L (see proof in Appendix



B). Obviously, Eq. (4) is upper bounded by (D) < (D),
with

(D1) =57 @m(LTL)>—-%f<@rLT)@rL)>. (5)

The equality in (D) < (Dy) is achieved when the initial
state is pure. In subsequent sections, we will detail the

computation of the upper bound of decoherence rate in
Eq. (5) for both GXE and GinXE, respectively.

III. THE DECOHERENCE RATE WITH GXE

Consider a Hilbert space of dimension N. We de-
fine a random matrix (amn)nxny as belonging to the
Gaussian ensembles if it is a real symmetric matrix with
diagonal entries a,,,m, € N(0,02), where o represents
the standard deviation. The off-diagonal entries, i.e.,
the elements with m # n, are given by an,, = €%,
for GOE, by = ey, + iey, for GUE, and en, =
eV . +iel  +je2,. + kel for GSE, respectively. Here,
el n €N(0,06%/2) (1 =0,1,2,3), and i, j, k are the basis
elements for a quaternion. In this section, we consider
L,, directly sampled from GXE, thus LT = L.

For GUE, orthogonal polynomials are widely em-
ployed to evaluate the spectral density function
and two-point correlation function, i.e., ogur(z) =
Yo ¢i(x)? and ocue(r,y) = ocue(x)ecur(y) —
o S (@) 0 ()6 (y)da (y), where 6 () are orthog-
onal polynomials [15, 29]. However, when considering
GOE, the orthogonal polynomials transform into skew-
orthogonal polynomials, posing challenges for exact cal-
culations at finite N. We employ an approximate method
using formulas suitable for large dimensions for simplic-
ity. For example, in the limit of large dimensions, the
spectral density function of the Gaussian ensemble fol-
lows Wigner’s semicircle distribution [29]
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Consequently, the first term on the right-hand side of Eq.
(5) is expressed as

(6)
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To calculate the second term on the right-hand side of

Eq. (5), we divide it into two parts

(tr(L)*)coE = /fEQQGOE(x)der/zyQGOE(x,y)dxdy,
(8)

where 0coE(7,y) = 0cor(z)ocor(Y) + 0Gor(,y). Be-
cause of the symmetry of the spectral density function,
J zocor(z)dr = 0, we just need to consider of o (2, ),
which is expressed as follows [29]
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where r = © —y, s(r) = 7"/7202)’ I(r) = _¥’
G(r) = %d% {Sm(\iﬁ‘:) , and Si(t) is the sine integral

function. We set w = x + y, and change the integral
variable dxdy to %dwdr, obtaining
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Finally, we have
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Thus, the decoherence rate limit averaged over GOE is
proportional to the Hilbert space dimension IV, a feature
termed extreme decoherence [15].

The GUE and GSE have the same spectral den-
sity function as the GOE, given in Eq. (6), with
the only difference being the two-point correlation
function [29]. In the large dimension approximation,

they are given 2by ocuE(z,y) = ocur(r)ocur(y) —
sin o1

X 5(7}/571?) and ocse(,y) = oase(r)oase(y) —

52(220‘?” + G(Qﬁ”[{jjﬁ "=1/2 respectively. Employing

analogous methods, we find that the averaged decoher-
ence rate limits for both the GUE and GSE are identical

(Dr)cve = (Dr)ase = (Dr)coE, (12)

as shown in Appendix C. Crucially, the decoherence rate
limit in all the GXE scales with the Hilbert space di-
mension N. This observation generalizes the finding for
random dephasing dynamics in the GUE case [15]. The
decoherence rate and its limit are thus independent of the
underlying symmetry class and governed by the second
moment of the ensemble from which Lindblad operators
are sampled. In this sense, the decoherence rate of ran-
dom Lindbladians exhibits universality. The GXEs are
constructed to have a common second moment; thus, Eq.
(12) holds. Deviations from this identity are to be ex-
pected in non-Gaussian ensembles in which other poten-
tials govern the probability density for sampling a given
matrix L. In addition, the scaling of the decoherence
rate with the Hilbert space dimension N holds, provided
that the variance of the ensemble and I' are independent
of N. Naturally, this dependence can be suppressed if
these parameters are accordingly rescaled with V.

To illustrate our findings, we present numerical simula-
tions in Fig. 1. We randomly generated five initial states
for each N and ensemble type. The decoherence rate was
subsequently averaged across GXEs, with 10, 000 realiza-
tions for each N. Our analysis demonstrates that the de-
coherence rate for pure initial states is proportional to the
Hilbert space dimension N, thereby establishing a theo-
retical upper bound, i.e., a decoherence rate limit. The
decoherence rate remains below this theoretical limit for
all other initial states. We note that Hermitian Lindblad
operators arise in a variety of contexts, e.g., from random
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FIG. 1. Decoherence rate (D)axg as a function of the di-
mension of the Hilbert space N € [3,55], for three Gaussian
ensembles: GOE, GUE, and GSE. For each dimension N, five
initial states are chosen at random. Lindblad operators are
sampled from GOE, GUE, and GSE, using 10,000 realizations
with To? = 1. The analytical prediction (solid line) provides
an upper bound for the numerical results, indicating a pro-
portionality between the decoherence rate and the dimension
of Hilbert space for random initial pure states.

phase changes on a short timescale [57], stochastic fluc-
tuations in the Hamiltonian [13, 15], the quantum evolu-
tion involving realistic clocks of finite precision [58, 59],
randomized measurement schemes [60], non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian deformations [41], and spectral filtering in
quantum chaotic systems [45]. As a result, it follows from
Eq. (12) that the decoherence rate remains unaffected by
the system’s symmetries in these scenarios.

Additionally, while the decoherence rate is identified
from the short-time behavior of purity, we next show that
it effectively governs the decay of the purity averaged over
ensembles at all times. This is in contrast with the ex-
pectation that other time scales arise in the dynamics
[11]. As illustrated in Fig. 2, (P;)sx exhibit a mono-
tonic decay, characteristic of unital maps [61], eventually
reaching a plateau with P := (P 00)axg = 1/N, cor-
responding to the value of the purity in the maximal
mixed state. This motivates the following ansatz for the
purity as a function of time, using the decoherence rate
limit,

Pae = (Po — Poo)exp [~ (D)) + Poo. (13)

Notably, in the GSE numerics depicted in Fig. 2, the
matrix dimension is maintained identical to that of GOE
and GUE. The accuracy of the fit (13) in reproducing the
numerically exact results for the purity decay at all times
underscores the importance of the decoherence rate and
its limit, on which we focus: it characterizes the dynamics
of the purity in a simple way when the Lindblad operator
is a random Hermitian matrix.
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FIG. 2. Logarithmic plot of purity as a function of time,

employing random Lindblad operators averaged over GOE,
GUE, and GSE, with N = 8 and I'c? = 1. The study ex-
amines three initial state conditions: Py =1, 1/2, and 1/N.
Numerical evaluation: Each state undergoes analysis through
500 ensemble realizations. The solid curves correspond to the
fitted function, i.e., Eq. (13), utilizing the decoherence rate
limit <DL>

IV. THE DECOHERENCE RATE WITH GINXE

For random non-Hermitian Lindblad operators, we
first consider a square N x N matrix G with its matrix
elements specified as G,,, = e, + iel ., where these
elements are independent and identically distributed
complex Gaussian random variables. This ensemble is
commonly referred to as the complex Ginibre ensem-
ble (GinUE) [50]. Utilizing the Schur decomposition
G = UA+T)U! [62], with U as a unitary matrix,
A as a diagonal matrix containing its eigenvalues along
the diagonal, and T as a strictly upper triangular matrix,
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FIG. 3. Decoherence rate, (D)ginxe, as a function of the
Hilbert space dimension, N € [3, 55], for three Ginibre ensem-
bles: GinOE, GinUE, and GinSE. The analytical prediction
for GinUE (solid line) suggests an upper bound for the de-
coherence rate, highlighting a direct proportionality with the
Hilbert space dimension for random initial pure states.

Eq. (5) reduces to
2r

(Dr)GinUE = N1 {(tr (ATA+TTT) ) GinUE

<tr AT) tr(A)>GinUE:|
N .

(14)

According to the circular law, the spectral density func-
tion of GinUE follovvs a uniform distribution on a disk,
ie., oainuE(2) = ===, 2| < ov/N [29]. We can transform
the integral varlable z from rectangular to polar coordi-
nates in the complex plane for its analysis. Moreover, due
to the bi-unitary invariance of GinUE, the distribution of
T remains unchanged, resulting in the same probability
distribution function as the Gaussian complex random
matrix G. Thus, the first term on the right-hand side of
Eq. (14) reads (see details in Appendix D)

2
(tr (ATA+T T)>GinUE_f' (15)
For addressing the second term in Eq. (14), it is

necessary to utilize the two—point correlation function
0GinUE(21,22) = 72074 [1 — exp(—|2522|?)] [29]. To
simplify the analysis, we initially tranbform the integral
variables from z; and 23 to u = 21 — 25 and v = 21 + 29,
and subsequently to polar coordinates. This process ul-
timately yields

2 2

(tr(AT) tr(A)) ginve ~ — +20?N. (16)

Finally, the decoherence rate limit averaged over GinUEs
is given by

G, N2 —2
~ 2T'o*N. (17)
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FIG. 4. Logarithmic plot of purity as a function of time,
employing random Lindblad operators averaged over GinOE,
GinUE, and GinSE, with N = 8 and I'c? = 1. Other param-
eters employed are consistent with those presented in Fig. 2.

Analytical calculations for GinOE and GinSE are cum-
bersome and pose significant challenges. Consequently,
we turn to numerical simulations to conduct our analysis.
In Fig. 3, we depict the decoherence rate averaged over
GinXEs as a function of N. Similar to the GXE cases, we
average the decoherence rate over 10, 000 realizations for
each N and each GinXE type. As indicated by Eq. (17),
our analytical result establishes an upper bound for the
decoherence rate averaged over GinXEs. In addition, this
result indicates that the decoherence rate, proportionate
to the Hilbert space dimension, matches the same value
obtained in the three GXEs. This indicates that the deco-
herence rate limit of random Lindbladians is independent
of the type of Lindblad operators, regardless of whether
they are Hermitian or non-Hermitian.

Similar to the analysis in Sec. III, Fig. 4 illustrates the
time-dependent purity for GinXEs, exemplified with N =
8. The solid curves depict the fitted function of purity, as



defined by Eq. (13), which demonstrates a monotonically
decreasing function of time before stabilizing at a plateau
of at Po, — 1/N. Accordingly, the dynamical behavior
of purity influenced by non-Hermitian random Lindblad
operators is also well described by an exponential decay
governed by the decoherence rate limit.

V. CONCENTRATION OF DECOHERENCE
RATE

In the preceding sections, we observed a tendency for
the decoherence rate to cluster near its upper limit; see
Figs. 1 and 3. This section is dedicated to a more de-
tailed analysis of the underlying causes of this concentra-
tion.

Consider the system initially prepared in

po = P4 [w) (], (15)
where |¥) is an arbitrary pure state and p =
V/(NPy —1)/(N —1). Based on the results presented in
Sec. IIT and Sec. TV, Eq. (4) simplifies to the following
form:

(D) =To?A <N - 1) , (19)
Fo

where A = 2 + (72/6 — 2)/N for GXE and 4 = 2 —
2/(N?—1) for GinXE. In the large N limit, both entities
converge towards the same value A = 2. Let Py be a
random variable uniformly distributed ranging from 1/N
to 1. Then the cumulative distribution function of the
random variable (D), denoted as F({D)), is given by

P-% (D)
PO T vy

where A = T'o2A for short. Thus, the corresponding
probability density function is expressed as

_9F(D)) _ AN 1

) =55 = N G

(21)

For illustration, Fig. 5 depicts the probability den-
sity function, evaluated both analytically and numeri-
cally (using the GOE as an example). It has been rigor-
ously established in former sections that the maximum
decoherence rate is attained when the initial state is pure.
Intriguingly, our findings here indicate a tendency for the
decoherence rate to concentrate around its limit, a phe-
nomenon that persists even when the initial states are
mixed.

We note that our analytical results hold asymptotically
in the limit of a large Hilbert space dimension. This ex-
plains why, in numerical simulations with a finite moder-
ate value of the Hilbert space dimension, a small fraction
of cases exceeds the predicted decoherence rate limit, as
shown in Fig. 5 when N = 30.
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FIG. 5. Logarithmic plot of the probability density function
of the decoherence rate, denoted as f((D)). This distribu-
tion was obtained through numerical simulations using the
GOE as an example, with parameters N = 30 and I'o? = 1.
50,000 initial states are prepared according to Eq. (19) with
Py uniformly distributed. For each initial state, the decoher-
ence rate was averaged over 10,000 realizations of GOEs. The
numerical results show good agreement with the analytical
distribution, as described in Eq. (21). The red dot represents
the upper bound of the decoherence rate for N = 30. Inset:
F((D)) versus (D) with N=3, 30, 300, and 3000, respectively.
A more pronounced concentration of decoherence rates is ob-
served with the increasing Hilbert space dimension N.

The concentration of the ensemble-averaged decoher-
ence rate can be more comprehensively understood by
analyzing the moments and cumulants of the correspond-
ing probability density function in Eq. (21). The k-th
moment of the distribution can be directly derived from
the characteristic function

A(N-1) '
ﬂw%=A F(DYe= P D), (22)

by differentiating k£ times with respect to w and then
evaluate the result at w = 0. After some algebra, the
k-th moment function E[(D)*] is given by

2Py (L4 K2+ ks M) k

a N(1+k) ’

(23)
where o Fi(a,b;c;2) = > 07 %%ﬁ is the hypergeo-
metric function. Similarly, the k-th cumulant xj, can be
obtained using the expansion of the cumulant generating
function log(f(w)) = Y- pe; kk(iw)¥/k! or directly con-
structed using Eq. (23). The first four cumulants are

E[(D)*] = A(N-1)* |1
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FIG. 6. Depiction of mean, variance, skewness, and excess
kurtosis as functions of the Hilbert space dimension, N, for
the probability density function f((D)) of the decoherence
rate with I'o? = 1. This graphical representation elucidates
how these statistical parameters evolve with varying N, pro-
viding insights into the concentration of the decoherence rate.

explicitly given by

R1 = AN(l— 10gN>’

N -1
[ NlogN
= A2N[1- —=
" - 1>2} ’
AN 6NlogN 4NZ2log® N
= — N+1) —
s 2 {( -3 (N—1)3}’
AANT 6N(N +1)log N
= 1+ N(N—28)—
K4 3 _ + ( 8) N1
36N?log N 18N3log" N (24)
(N—1)2 (N-=1)*

Using them, we are ready to characterize statistical mea-
sures such as the mean (k1), variance (k3), skewness
(k3/K3%), and excess kurtosis (ks/r2). In Fig. 6, we
present these statistical measures as functions of the
Hilbert space dimension N. These figures provide a mul-
tifaceted view of the concentration effect, most notably in
the skewness and excess kurtosis, which exhibits a pro-
portionality to the negative square root of N and the
square of N. Given that the mean is already propor-
tional to IV, such a pattern in the excess kurtosis sug-
gests a tighter clustering of decoherence rates around the
mean. These observations collectively indicate that with
increasing N, the distribution increasingly concentrates
at the upper bound of the decoherence rate, highlighting
a key feature of the system’s decoherence behavior with
a large Hilbert space dimension.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In the preceding sections, we have derived the limits
to the decoherence rates across typical random matrix
ensembles with Wigner-Dyson symmetry classes, all of
which share a common upper bound and the concentra-
tion phenomenon of the decoherence rate. This enables
us to explore the decoherence rate for Lindblad oper-
ators described by mixing random matrices originating
from identical or distinct ensembles, such as the combi-
nation of GXE and GYE, or the direct product of GXE
and GYE, where X,Y € {O,U,S}. Such an analysis
may hold significant implications for the study of the
low-energy limit of symmetry breaking in quantum chro-
modynamics with GXE-GYE crossover [51, 52]. For in-
stance, consider a random Lindblad operator with the
following forms: L, = a1L} + a2L?, where a; 2 are nor-
malization constants, and L} and L? are arbitrary ma-
trices belonging to the Gaussian ensembles. The deco-
herence rate is given by D = Zi,l:l Dy, where Dy, =
(2a101/Po) Yo Y [t(p3LETLL) — tr(poLEl poLL)].  For
D15 and Doy, given the absence of correlations between
two distinct types of random matrices, it follows that
(D12) = (D21) = 0. Furthermore, Dy; and Dy are ex-
actly equal to the decoherence rates of Gaussian ensem-
bles (D11) = a?{D)gxr and (Dag) = a3(D)gyr. Since
(D)axk = (D)gyr and a? +a3 = 1, the decoherence rate
limit of L, is also proportional to the dimension of the
Hilbert space.

To conclude, we have established the universality of the
decoherence rate limit for open chaotic quantum systems,
employing Lindblad operators drawn from both typical
Hermitian and non-Hermitian random matrices. The ob-
served uniformity in decoherence rates, which scale lin-
early with the Hilbert space dimension, generalize the
scenario of extreme decoherence reported in the GUE
scenario [15]. Therefore, the fastest decoherence rate un-
der Markovian dynamics is reached by random Lindblad
dynamics, regardless of the specific symmetry considered.
Furthermore, in an example of a one-parameter family of
initial quantum states, our research illustrates that those
open quantum chaotic systems, characterized by random
Lindbladians, invariably tend to exhibit, in a statistical
sense, the fastest decoherence, clustering near the limit,
for almost any initial state. Finally, our findings demon-
strate the stability of the decoherence rate even when
combining matrices from distinct ensembles.

These findings are of relevance to quantum founda-
tions and the understanding of decoherence in com-
plex quantum systems in relation to dissipative quantum
chaos. Likewise, they can be applied to various aspects of
quantum technologies, quantum information, and confor-
mal field theory in the presence of environmental errors
[15, 63, 64].
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Appendix A: Ensemble Average over Gaussian Random Matrices

For simplicity, we temporarily omit the subscript a from L,, in the subsequent discussion and initially focus on the
unitary ensembles. The calculation of the averaged decoherence rate, with the Lindblad operator L € GUE, involves
the quantities (LTL) and (LfpyL). These can be expressed in terms of the Haar average of the function of L [15], i.e.,

UL} = 1) D (A1)

where Dz = ¢ (z1,...,2n) [[; dz; denotes as the integration measure, g (z1,...,2y) is the N-point joint probability
density function of the random matrix, and
FLtta = [ £OLU) d(). (42)

Here, du(U) is the uniform probability (Haar) measure on the unitary group. The integrations over the Haar measure
in the expressions for (LY L)gaar and (LT pgL)gaar in Eq. (A2) are given by

(LY L) traar = / UL'LU Ydu(U) = %ﬂ, (A3)
and
(Lpo L) aar = / UL'U poULU'du(U) = m [tr (LTL) (N1 — po) — tr (LT) tr (L) (1 = Npo)],  (A4)
where we have utilized the second and fourth-moment functions of the unitary group [65-68]:
/ U AU dp(U) = tr](\?)]l, (A5)
and
/UAU‘lXUBU_ldu(U) = m [tr (AB) (N1 — X) —tr (A)tr (B) (1 — NX)]. (A6)
Substituting Egs. (A3) and (A4) into Eq. (A1), we have
(L'L) = WL (A7)
and
(LoL) = 5o [{tr (E12) (V1 = po) = i (1) 1 (2)) (1~ N (A8)
Then, the GUE averaged decoherence rate in Eq. (3) reads
(D) = 21“(]3213_07;);0 (i (1)) — 5 (o 21) (1)) | (A9)

For L belonging to GinUE, the Schur decomposition L = U(A + T)U~! can be utilized [62]. Here, U is a unitary
matrix, A is a diagonal matrix with eigenvalues along its diagonal, and T is a strictly upper triangular matrix.
Equations (A1)-(A9) remain valid; the only modification required is the replacement of the integration measure with
Dz = o(z1,...,2N) [[Tnen 9(@mn)dTmn] [T, dz;. Here g(-) is the function with Gaussian distribution. The above
analysis is also extendable to other Gaussian and Ginibre ensembles with Wigner-Dyson symmetry classes, based on
the integration with respect to the Haar measure on compact Lie groups, like orthogonal and symplectic groups [65].
Given that our calculations are only based on the second and fourth moments of the corresponding group, identical to
those in Egs. (A5) and (AG), the final outcome, i.e., Eq. (A9), remains applicable. This will be further substantiated
by exact numerical analysis in Secs. III and IV.



Appendix B: Regarding the Traceless of Lindblad Operators

For simplicity, the main text employs the Lindblad operator L directly sampled from GXE or GinXE, which deviates
from the definition of being traceless. Here, we prove that the results remain equivalent despite this deviation. To
facilitate this demonstration, we begin with the general Eq. (4) and define the traceless Lindblad operator L as

i:L—%trL, (B1)
with which we have
(tr (LTL)) = <tr (ET + ]I\lftrLT> (i + %tr L)> = <tr (ETE)> + % (tr (L) tr (L)). (B2)
Thus,
(i (E'L)) — - (e £ (0 2)) = (ir (212)) (B3)

which completes our proof.

Appendix C: Decoherence Rates Averaged Over GXEs

Previous studies have employed varying standard deviations, leading to differences in the probability density function
(pdf) and two-point correlation function [16, 29, 31, 69]. Let the pdf and two-point correlation function in the case
with standard deviation 1 be denoted by o("(z) and oM (z,%), in contrast with o(”)(z) and o(?)(x,y), for the case
with standard deviation . Because of [ oY) (z)dz = [ 0\?)(z)dz and [ oV (x,y)dzdy = [ 0'7)(z,y)dzdy, we have the
formula o(?)(z) = oM (Z) and o(*) (z,y) = LoV (%, £). Thus, the first term and the second term on the right-hand
side of Eq. (5) averaged over GOE, i.e., (D)gog, are

20'\/N
(tr(L2)>GOE = / .’L‘Qgc,oE(SC)d.’E =o2N?, (C1)
—20\/N
and
(tr(L)*)coE = /$2QGOE($)d$ + /nyGOE(xy y)dzdy. (C2)

The two-point correlation function of GOE has the following form [29]

1 Ky(x,x) Ky(z,
oGon(@,y) = 57 det {Kzgyw; Kzgyz;] ’ (©3)

where Ky (z,y) is a quaternion, its matrix form is

Sn(z,y) Gn(z, y)} _ (C4)

Fole) = [m@y) — gsign(z —y) Sn(y,7)

Here the sign function sign(t) takes values 1, —1 and 0 when ¢ > 0, ¢ < 0 and ¢ = 0, respectively. We divide the
two-point correlation function into two parts ogor(z,y) = 0cor(®)ocor(y) + 0&og (@, ¥). The first term here is equal
to zero after integration and

Goe(z.9) = 555 (2.0)S (. 0) + 5 | Tnny) — g sign(e — )| G (©5)

The approximations of Sy (x,y) in the limit of large dimension are

lim Sy(z,y) = sin(\/ﬁg)

Nooo T/\/ﬁ = s(r), (C6)



o 22 d [sin(vVNZ)

A}gnoo sign(z — y)Gn(z,y) =  dr [r =G(r), (C7)
Si(VN<Z
lim sign(x —y)In(z,y) = —u =I(r), (C8)
N—o00 ™
where r = x — y and Si(t) is sine integral function. Thus,

lim o S 2= G(n)I e C9
N 0Gor(,y) = 952 s(r)” = G(r)I(r) + B (r)| - (C9)

Changing the integral variable, we get

rovV N wovV/N—|r| 2,2 1 2,2 N2
/nyGOE(m y)dxdy = / _wor {s(r)2 —G(r)I(r)+ G(r)} drdw ~ — 7" , (C10)
—novV N ﬂa\/i—H | 8 2 12
where we used lim;_,o Si(t) = 7. Except for the first term, we can ignore other terms with powers less than two.
Finally,
202N? 202N? w202 N? w2
D ~T - ~2I0% (N -2+ — | o 2T'0?N. 11
{Dr)cor <N+1 N(N+1)+6N(N+1)> 7 < +12)o< 7 (CL1)
For the GOE and GSE,
2
1 sin (\/Nrcrfl)
oGue(T,y) = == (C12)
and
. s2(2v2r)  G(2vV2r)[1(2V2r) — 1/2]
0Gse(T,Y) = — 952 + 952 (C13)
As a result,
2
/xngUE(x,y)dxdy o~ 72—8 [87Si(2rN)N? + 4N — 47N + 4cos(2rN)N + O(N?)], (C14)
1 w2
lim ——(tr(L)? =(1-=)0? C15
Jim ey e ( 12) (C15)
2,2 N2
/l“?JQGSE(I,y)dxdy2 T 12 (C16)
and
m L (r()ase = (1- % ) o? (C17)
N-oo N(N +1) GSE 12)7
Finally, we obtain the decoherence rate limits of the GUE and GSE
2
<DL>GUE = <DL>GSE ~ 2F0’2 (N 2+ 12) (CIS)

In summary, the decoherence rates for both the GUE and the GSE align with those of the GOE, with each being
proportional to the dimension of the system’s Hilbert space.
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Appendix D: Decoherence Rates Averaged Over GinUEs

The decoherence rate limit for GinUE is calculated as follows. Using the circular law oginvr(z) = ﬁ, 12| < oV N
[29] and the bi-unitary invariance of GinUE, the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (14) reads

27 VN 1 2 V2
(tr (ATA)) Ginum :/O d@/o R ——dR = z 5 (D1)

and

2)
PR
11, Latar,

(tr (TTT)>GinUE = Z/ - (

i<j

_ exp (— |8 |
N(N 1)/ ( ‘ ’>|T+i(5|2d7d6

_1 271' R2
/ / R3 ~ o2 dRd0

2N N
- (f (D2)
where T'= 7 4 0. Next, we calculate the second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (14):
1
(tr(A") tr(A)) Ginve = /zlz;pGinUE(zl,zz)zdzldzi‘d@dz; —|—/zz*pGinUE(z)dzdz*, (D3)

where, under the large-dimension approximation, the two-point correlation function is given by pginur(z1,22) =
72074 [1 — exp(—|2=22|2)] [29]. Changing the integration variables u = z; — 23 and v = 21 + 22 yields

1
/dzldzfdzgdzg = §/dudu*dvdv*. (D4)
Thus,

21 — 22

* 1 * * z Z*
/ZIZQPGinUE(ZlaZ?)ZdzldzleZdZé :/ 4;2;4 [1 — €xXp <—

2 _ |2 2
_ % {1 — exp (— ’g’ )} dudu* dvdv*®, (D5)

2
) 1 dz1dz} dzedz

where we have employed the integral symmetry
/ 2125 pGinUE(21, 22)dz1dz] dzodz]
= / 21 zapainUE (21, 22)dz1dz] dzadzsy
= / 2122pGinUE(21, 22)dz1dz] dzed 2}
_ / 2128 paimun (21, 20)dzrdzt dopdz, (D6)

and 2,25 = (Jv|? — |u|?)/4. In polar coordinates, Eq. (D5) simplifies to

1 21 21 20V N 4(72N r2 ,,, 7A2 vy 2
/zlz;pGinUE(zl,ZQ)ZdzldzdeQdZQ 7/ d91/ d92/ / — 22r1r2(1—e(*7) Ydridrg

2—4N AN )
=3 [3+4N + ¢ (—8N? 48N —3)]

~ —0?N? + 20°N. (D7)
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Since [ zz*pginug(2)dzdz* = N20?/2, Eq. (D3) is given by

N2 2 N2 2
(tr(AT) tr(A)) gy ~ —02N? + T" +20°N = - =72 4 992N, (DS)
Finally, we obtain the decoherence rate limit of GinUE in the main text (see Eq. (17))
o2 N? 0?N(N —1) 02N — 402 N2 -2
D) Ginug =~ 2T < 2lg? 2T'02N. D9
(Di)Ginue AN+ T 2N+ Nt | RTTNT X7 (D9)
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