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It is a central problem in various fields of physics to elucidate the behavior of quantum many-
body systems subjected to bulk dissipation. In this context, several microscopic derivations of the
Lindblad quantum master equation for many-body systems have been proposed so far. Among
them, the universal Lindblad equation derived by Nathan and Rudner is fascinating because it has
desired locality and its derivation seems to rely solely on the assumption that the bath correlation
time is much shorter than the dissipation time, which is the case in the weak-coupling limit or the
singular-coupling limit. However, it remains elusive whether errors due to several approximations in
deriving the universal Lindblad equation keep small during the time evolution in the thermodynamic
limit. Here, rigorous error bounds on the time evolution of a local quantity are given, and it is shown
that, under the assumption of the accelerated dissipation in bulk-dissipated systems, those errors
vanish in the weak-coupling limit or the singular-coupling limit after taking the thermodynamic
limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum Markov process with complete positiv-
ity is generally described by a quantum master equation
of the Lindblad form [1, 2]. The Lindblad equation has
widely been used to describe a small quantum system in
contact with thermal reservoirs, especially in quantum
optics [3, 4]. Recent interest is shifted to open quan-
tummany-body systems in connection with quantum con-
trol utilizing dissipation [5–8], noisy quantum computa-
tion [9, 10], and nonequilibrium statistical physics [11–
15]. The Lindblad equation is also a fundamental tool
to study such a many-body system. Recent theoretical
studies on open quantum many-body systems are largely
triggered by experimental progress, which enables us to
introduce tunable dissipation in many-body setups [5–
8]. In addition to that, there is also a line of research
based on the idea that weak dissipation can be utilized
as a probe field to better understand a given quantum
many-body system [16, 17].

New insights have been gained through recent theoret-
ical studies on the many-body Lindblad dynamics. In
particular, it is recognized that the operator scrambling
dynamics [18, 19] has important implications for dissi-
pative dynamics under bulk dissipation. The operator
scrambling—or the operator spreading—implies that a
local operator becomes highly nonlocal after quantum
time evolution in the Heisenberg picture. In general, a
nonlocal operator is more fragile to dissipation, and hence
the dissipative decay is accelerated due to the operator
growth [20], which was numerically confirmed in the de-
cay of the Loschmidt echo fidelity that is faster than ex-
ponential [21]. As a consequence of such an amplification
of the effect of bulk dissipation, we sometimes have a
non-zero decay rate even in the dissipationless limit (the
thermodynamic limit is taken first), which is known as
the quantum Ruelle-Pollicott resonance [17, 22], or the
anomalous relaxation [23, 24].

In this way, fundamental properties of many-body
Lindblad equations have been investigated, but their the-
oretical grounds are not well established. It is highly

desired to give a microscopic derivation of the Lindblad
equation and understand under what condition its use is
justified. A standard derivation of the Lindblad equation
involves using the secular approximation [25] (it is also
referred to as the rotating-wave approximation), and the
derived equation is known as the Davies equation [26].
The Davies equation is rigorously derived from the uni-
tary time evolution of the system and the environment
when the system of interest is finite and the system-
bath interaction is infinitesimally weak. However, it is
later recognized that the secular approximation is not
justified and gives unphysical results in the many-body
setup [27, 28]. We have to go beyond the secular approxi-
mation to derive the Lindblad equation for open quantum
many-body systems.
So far, based on different approximations, various

derivations of the Lindblad equation for many-body sys-
tems have been proposed [27, 29–35]. Among them, the
universal Lindblad equation (ULE) derived by Nathan
and Rudner [31, 32] has remarkable feature. Firstly, it
has desired locality [31, 35] in contrast to the Davies
equation. Secondly, the ULE appears to be solely de-
rived from the assumption that the bath correlation time
is much shorter than the dissipation time, which is the
case in the weak-coupling limit (the system-bath cou-
pling is infinitesimally weak) [26, 36] or in the singular-
coupling limit (the bath correlation time is infinitesimally
short) [2, 37, 38]. No assumption on the timescale of the
intrinsic dynamics of the system of interest is explicitly
used. Thus, it is expected that the derivation safely ap-
plies to many-body systems.
Although the existing derivation of the ULE given in

Ref. [31] is physically reasonable, it is not rigorous and it
is uncertain whether errors induced by several approxi-
mations needed to derive the ULE are negligible. Nathan
and Rudner [31] evaluated rigorous error bounds on the
approximations, but there are two problems:

(i) Their error bounds diverge in the thermodynamic
limit for bulk dissipation (i.e. each site of the sys-
tem is coupled to its own bath). Therefore, it re-
mains unclear whether those approximations are

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

14
91

6v
2 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

ta
t-

m
ec

h]
  3

 A
pr

 2
02

5



2

justified in macroscopic systems.

(ii) They evaluated the error at the level of the equa-
tions of motion. It is not proved that the error
does not accumulate over time. Thus, it is uncer-
tain whether the error keeps small during the time
evolution.

The aim of this paper is to overcome these two dif-
ficulties. We consider a one-dimensional quantum spin
system with local Hamiltonian in which each site is cou-
pled to its own free-boson bath, and evaluate rigorous
error bounds on the time evolution of a local quantity
due to the approximations made in the derivation of the
ULE. Under the assumption of the accelerated dissipa-
tion, which is expected to be a generic property of bulk-
dissipated open quantum many-body systems [17, 20, 21],
we show that the errors vanish uniformly in time when
we take the weak-coupling limit or the singular-coupling
limit after taking the thermodynamic limit. The ULE is
therefore justified for arbitrarily long times in the ther-
modynamic limit.

To overcome the difficulty (i), we prove that the exist-
ing Lieb-Robinson bound [39] is applicable to the ULE.
By using it, finite error bounds in the thermodynamic
limit are obtained. To overcome the difficulty (ii), i.e.
to obtain desired time-independent error bounds, we use
the assumption of the accelerated dissipation. Roughly
speaking, it states that the dissipative decay rate of a
local operator in the Heisenberg picture increases with
time and is eventually saturated at a value that is much
larger than the initial decay rate. As we have already
mentioned, it was argued that such an accelerated dis-
sipation generically occurs due to the operator spread-
ing [17, 20, 21]. This is not a mathematically proved fact,
but is a reasonable assumption. We give its theoretical
picture and numerical evidence under a local Lindblad
dynamics.

The plan of the paper is as follows. Section IIA intro-
duces the microscopic setup. Section II B gives a sum-
mary of the main result presented in this paper. Sec-
tion IIC introduces theoretical methods used in deriv-
ing the main result: the Lieb-Robinson bound and the
accelerated dissipation. The former is formulated as a
rigorous inequality as is explained in Sec. III, whereas
the latter is an assumption without mathematical proof.
Section IV is devoted to a detailed account of the acceler-
ated dissipation with an intuitive picture and numerical
evidences. Section V reviews the microscopic derivation
of the ULE following Nathan and Rudner [31]. Various
approximations are introduced and the explicit expres-
sions of their errors are given. Section VI derives error
bounds on the approximations introduced in Sec. V. We
see that the Lieb-Robinson bound and the accelerated
dissipation lead to the main result presented in Sec. II B.
We conclude with discussion in Sec. VII.
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FIG. 1. Setup of a one-dimensional quantum many-body sys-
tem under bulk dissipation. Each site i is coupled to an inde-
pendent free-boson bath at the inverse temperature βi.

II. SUMMARY OF THE MAIN RESULT

Before going on to the theoretical detail, we summarize
the main result presented in this paper. We first explain
the theoretical setup and then our main result and key
theoretical methods.

A. Setup

Let us consider a one-dimensional quantum spin sys-
tem defined on the set of sites Λ = {1, 2, . . . , N}. The re-
sult presented in this paper is straightforwardly extended
to a d-dimensional system. The Hamiltonian of the sys-
tem of interest is denoted by ĤS. We assume that ĤS is
local in the sense that it is written as

ĤS =
∑
i∈Λ

ĥi, (1)

where ĥi is an operator acting nontrivially on sites near i.

For simplicity, we assume that {ĥi}i∈Λ are finite range:

the diameter of the support of ĥi is not greater than a
constant a for any i ∈ Λ.
In this paper, we focus on a static Hamiltonian, but

the following discussion is extended to a time-dependent
Hamiltonian ĤS(t) by making a slight modification.
We consider bulk dissipation, see Fig. 1 for a schematic

picture. Each site i is coupled to its own bath consisting
of free bosons, and hence the Hamiltonian of the baths
is written as

ĤB =
∑
i∈Λ

Ĥ
(i)
B , Ĥ

(i)
B =

∑
k

ωk b̂
†
i,k b̂i,k, (2)

where b̂†i,k (b̂i,k) is the creation (annihilation) operator
of bosons interacting with the site i. The interaction
between the system and the baths is expressed by

ĤI =
∑
i∈Λ

Âi ⊗ B̂i, (3)

where

B̂i =
∑
k

(
gk b̂i,k + g∗k b̂

†
i,k

)
(4)
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is the bath operator, which is assumed to be linear in

b̂i,k and b̂†i,k, and Âi is an Hermitian operator of the sys-

tem that is normalized as ∥Âi∥ = 1 (∥ · ∥ is the operator
norm). For simplicity, in the following, we assume that

Âi is a single-site operator, but it is straightforward to
extend the result to an arbitrary local operator Âi that
acts nontrivially onto sites near i. It is also straight-
forward to multiple dissipation channels at each site i:

ĤI =
∑

i∈Λ

∑M
m=1 Âi,m ⊗ B̂i,m as long as M is finite.

The bath correlation function in the state

ρB =
exp

[
−
∑

i∈Λ βiĤ
(i)
B

]
TrB exp

[
−
∑

i∈Λ βiĤ
(i)
B

] , (5)

where βi is the inverse temperature of the ith bath, is
defined by

Φi(t) = TrB

[
B̂i(t)B̂i(0)ρB

]
, (6)

where

B̂i(t) = eiĤBtB̂ie
−iĤBt. (7)

Without loss of generality, we can assume

TrB[B̂iρB] = 0. (8)

The Fourier transform of Φi(t) is denoted by Ji(ω):

Ji(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
Φ(t)e−iωtdt. (9)

In an infinitely large bath, which we consider in the fol-
lowing analysis, Ji(ω) is a continuous function of ω and
Φi(t) vanishes in the long-time limit.

Following Nathan and Rudner [31], we introduce a
jump correlator gi(t) as

gi(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dω

2π

√
Ji(ω)e

iωt, (10)

which is equivalent to

Φi(t− t′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
ds gi(t− s)gi(s− t′). (11)

We introduce two positive constants γ and τB satisfying

|gi(t)| ≤
√
γ

2τB
e−2|t|/τB (12)

for arbitrary i ∈ Λ and t ∈ R. From Eq. (12), we can
derive the following inequality on Φi(t):

|Φi(t)| ≤
γ

τB
e−|t|/τB ∀i ∈ Λ. (13)

Physically, γ and τB denote the strength of dissipation
and the bath correlation time, respectively. It should be
remarked that τB should satisfy τB ≳ maxi∈Λ βi, which

is a consequence of the Kubo-Martin-Schwinger condi-
tion [40]: Ji(ω) = Ji(−ω)e−βiω. The weak-coupling limit
corresponds to the limit of γ → +0 with τB held fixed,
whereas the singular-coupling limit corresponds to the
limit of τB → +0 with γ held fixed.
Suppose a factorized initial state ρT(0) = ρ(0) ⊗ ρB,

where ρT(t) is the density matrix of the total system and
ρ(t) is the reduced density matrix of the system of inter-
est, which is defined as ρ(t) = TrB[ρT(t)]. We assume
that ρB is given by Eq. (5), i.e., each bath is in thermal
equilibrium but its temperature can depend on site i.
The density matrix of the total system obeys the

Liouville-von Neumann equation

dρT(t)

dt
= −i[ĤT , ρT (t)]. (14)

Formally, ρT(t) is expressed as

ρT(t) = U(t)ρT(0), (15)

where U(t)(·) = eiĤTt(·)e−iĤTt. The exact reduced
density matrix at time t is thus given by ρ(t) =
TrB[U(t)ρ(0) ⊗ ρB], which is in general non-Markovian.
By using various approximations, all of which are ex-
pected to be valid as long as γτB ≪ 1, Nathan and Rud-
ner [31] derived the following ULE:

dρ

dt
= −i[ĤS + ∆̂, ρ] +

N∑
i=1

(
L̂iρL̂

†
i −

1

2
{L̂†

i L̂i, ρ}
)

=: Lρ, (16)

where L is the Liouvillian of the Lindblad form (it is also
referred to as the Lindbladian). Here,

L̂i =

∫ ∞

−∞
ds gi(s)Âi(−s) (17)

is the jump operator at site i and ∆̂ =
∑

i∈Λ ∆̂i, where

∆̂i =
1

2i

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ sgn(s−s′)g(s)g(−s′)Âi(s)Âi(s

′),

(18)
is the modification of the system Hamiltonian due to the
coupling to the heat bath, which is called the Lamb-shift
Hamiltonian [25]. In both of Eqs. (17) and (18), Âi(s) =

eiĤSsÂie
−iĤSs. In Sec. V, we briefly review the derivation

of Eq. (16) following Ref. [31].
For later convenience, we decompose L into the unitary

time evolution under ĤS and the effect of the coupling
to the environment:

L = LS + L̃, (19)

where LS := −i[ĤS, ·]. L̃ is further decomposed into the
Lamb-shift part L∆ and the dissipative part D:

L̃ = L∆ +D,

L∆ρ = −i[∆̂, ρ] = −i
∑
i∈Λ

[∆̂i, ρ] =:
∑
i∈Λ

L∆,i,

Dρ =
∑
i∈Λ

(
L̂iρL̂

†
i −

1

2
{L̂†

i L̂i, ρ}
)

=:
∑
i∈Λ

Di.

(20)
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Let us introduce the adjoint L† of L, which is expressed
as

L†Ô = i[ĤS + ∆̂, Ô] +

N∑
i=1

(
L̂†
i ÔL̂i −

1

2
{L̂†

i L̂i, Ô}
)

= L†
SÔ + L̃†Ô

= L†
SÔ + L†

∆Ô +D†Ô. (21)

The superoperator L† gives the time evolution of an
operator in the Heisenberg picture: TrS[ÔeLtρ] =

TrS[(e
L†tÔ)ρ]. It is noted that eL

†t is a unital map:

L†1̂ = 0, where 1̂ is the identity operator.

B. Main result

We consider the time evolution of a local operator ÔX

that acts nontrivially to X ⊂ Λ, where |X| is finite (|X|
denotes the number of elements of the set X). Without

loss of generality, we can put ∥ÔX∥ = 1.
We compare the exact time evolution of the expec-

tation value ⟨ÔX(t)⟩ := TrS[ÔXρ(t)], where ρ(t) =
TrB[U(t)ρ(0) ⊗ ρB] is the exact reduced density matrix
at time t, with the approximate time evolution obeying
the ULE: ⟨ÔX(t)⟩ULE := TrS[ÔXeLtρ(0)]. We denote by
ϵ(t) the difference between the two:

ϵ(t) :=
∣∣∣⟨ÔX(t)⟩ − ⟨ÔX(t)⟩ULE

∣∣∣ , (22)

which is interpreted as the error of the ULE.
What we are going to show is that ϵ(t) is bounded

from above by a constant ϵ̄, which depends on γ and τB
but neither on time t nor on the initial state ρ(0), in the
thermodynamic limit. Moreover, ϵ̄ vanishes in the limit
of γ → +0 or τB → +0.
By introducing dimensionless constants γ̃ = γ/v and

τ̃B = vτB, where v denotes the Lieb-Robinson veloc-
ity (it will be defined in Sec. III), it turns out that
ϵ̄ = O(γ̃1/2τ̃B) for small γ or small τB, which precisely
means that ϵ̄ ∼ γ̃1/2 for γ̃ ≪ 1 when τ̃B is held fixed and
ϵ̄ ∼ τ̃B for τ̃B ≪ 1 when γ̃ is held fixed. Thus, our main
result is summarized as follows:

lim
N→∞

ϵ(t) ≤ ϵ̄ = O(γ̃1/2τ̃B). (23)

For a sufficiently small value of γ or τB, the ULE is justi-
fied for arbitrarily long times even in the thermodynamic
limit.

In a non-rigorous but physically sound derivation of the
ULE [31] (see also Ref. [40] for a more informal deriva-
tion), it appears that the ULE is solely derived by the
condition γτB ≪ 1. However, the main result mentioned
above implies that the condition of γτB ≪ 1 is not suf-
ficient: a stronger condition γ̃1/2τ̃B = v1/2γ1/2τ̃B ≪ 1 is
required for small γ̃.
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FIG. 2. Strategy to evaluate the error bound. Consider a local
operator acting nontrivially onto X. After time evolution, the
operator grows. To evaluate the error bound, we use the Lieb-
Robinson bound for the contribution from outside the light
cone Xc(t), whereas we use the accelerated dissipation for the
contribution from inside the light cone X(t).

C. Theoretical methods

We briefly explain key theoretical methods: the Lieb-
Robinson bound and the accelerated dissipation.

The Lieb-Robinson bound is a mathematical bound on
the speed of propagation of information in spin systems.
It was originally proved for the unitary dynamics gener-
ated by a local Hamiltonian [41–44], and later it was ex-
tended to Markovian open quantum systems [39, 45, 46].
Poulin [45] proved the Lieb-Robinson bound for open
quantum systems described by a strictly local Lindbla-
dian. Nachtergaele et al. [39] extended it to exponentially
decaying ones.

The ULE generator of Eq. (16) is, as it is, not written
as a sum of exponentially decaying local terms, and hence
it is not immediately obvious whether one can apply the
result in Ref. [39] to the ULE. In Sec. III, we show that
the Lieb-Robinson bound is valid for the ULE by show-
ing that it can be further decomposed into exponentially
decaying local terms.

The accelerated dissipation states that, under bulk dis-
sipation, certain kinds of norms of a local operator decay
at a rate increasing with time [17, 20, 21]. Eventually,
the decay rate is saturated at a value much larger than
the initial value. It occurs due to the combination of the
operator spreading in the unitary time evolution [18, 19]
and the presence of bulk dissipation. Although the ac-
celerated dissipation is considered to be a generic phe-
nomenon, it has not been given as a rigorous theorem.

In this paper, we assume an inequality, Eq. (39), repre-
senting the accelerated dissipation. We explain the state-
ment of the accelerated dissipation and its intuitive pic-
ture in Sec. IVA, and verify it numerically in Sec. IVB.
A large decay rate predicted by the accelerated dissipa-
tion is crucial to get an error bound that is uniform in
time.

Figure 2 shows our strategy to evaluate the error
bound. As we will see later in Sec. V, the error due
to each approximation is expressed as a space-time sum-
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mation. We decompose the spacetime into inside and
outside of the light cone x = ±pv|t|, where p > 2 is a
constant and v is the Lieb-Robinson velocity. Outside
the light cone, we use the Lieb-Robinson bound. Inside
the light cone, instead, we use the accelerated dissipation.

III. LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND FOR THE ULE

Let us consider a time-dependent Lindbladian L(t),
whose adjoint L†(t) is written as a sum of local terms:

L†(t) =
∑
Z⊆Λ

L†
Z(t), (24)

where L†
Z(t) is a superoperator with support Z, i.e.

L†
Z(t)ÔX = 0 for any operator ÔX whose support X

does not have intersection with Z: X ∩ Z = ∅. For each
Z, L†

Z(t) satisfies L†
Z(t)1̂ = 0, but it is not necessary to

assume that L†
Z(t) is the adjoint of a Lindbladian in its

own right.
We assume that the Lindbladian is exponentially de-

caying, which implies∑
Z⊇{i,j}

∥L†
Z(t)∥cb ≤ De−µd(i,j) (25)

for any t, where ∥ · ∥cb denotes the completely bounded
norm [39, 47], and D and µ are positive constants which
are independent of the system size N . Here, d(i, j) is the
distance between sites i and j: d(i, j) = |i−j| in the open
boundary condition and d(i, j) = min{|i− j|, N −|i− j|}
in the periodic boundary condition.

For the operator ÔX whose support is X, let us define
its dissipative time evolution in the Heisenberg picture
as

Ôd
X(t) = T̄ exp

(∫ t

0

dsL†(s)

)
ÔX , (26)

where T̄ is the anti-time-ordering operation. We here
put the superscript “d” to distinguish the unitary time

evolution ÔX(t) = eiĤStÔe−iĤSt.
Under the conditions of Eqs. (24) and (25), the follow-

ing Lieb-Robinson bound has been proved [39]:

∥[Ôd
X(t), ÔY ]∥ ≤ C∥ÔX∥∥ÔY ∥min{|X|, |Y |}

×e−[d(X,Y )−vt]/ξ, (27)

where C, v, ξ are positive constants which depend on the
lattice geometry and constants D and µ in Eq. (25) but
not on the system size N . Here, d(X,Y ) = min{d(i, j) :
i ∈ X, j ∈ Y } is the distance between the regions X and
Y .

It should be noted that the adjoint of the ULE Liouvil-
lian, which is given by Eq. (21) with Eqs. (17) and (18),
is not in the form of Eq. (24) satisfying Eq. (25). It is

therefore not obvious whether one can apply the Lieb-
Robinson bound for the ULE. In the following, we show
that the adjoint of the ULE Liouvillian can be brought
into the form of Eq. (24) satisfying Eq. (25). It means
that the Lieb-Robinson bound holds for Markovian time
evolution obeying the ULE.

In the expression L† = L†
S +L†

∆ +D†, L†
S is expressed

in the desired form because ĤS is a local Hamiltonian
by assumption. Therefore, the remaining task is to show

that L†
∆ and D† can be decomposed into exponentially

decaying local terms.
The operators ∆̂i and L̂i in the ULE are not strictly

local because Âi(t) in Eqs. (17) and (18) become non-
local for large |t|. Considering the fact that the jump
correlation function g(t) vanishes for |t| ≫ τB, it is

expected that Âi(t) in Eqs. (17) and (18) can be ap-

proximated by a strictly local operator Âl
i(t). Here,

we define Âl
i(t) as the restriction of Âi(t) to the region

Ri,l := {j ∈ Λ : d(i, j) ≤ l}. More precisely, we define

Âl
i(t) =

1

TrRc
i,l
[1̂Rc

i,l
]
TrRc

i,l
[Âi(t)]⊗ 1̂Rc

i,l
, (28)

where 1̂Rc
i,l

is the identity operator for the region Rc
i,l =

{j ∈ Λ : d(i, j) > l}. The operator Âl
i(t) is regarded

as a local operator approximating Âi(t). By using the
Lieb-Robinson bound for the unitary time evolution and
recalling that Âi is a single-site operator with ∥Âi∥ = 1,
we have

∥Âi(t)− Âl
i(t)∥ ≤ min{2, Ce−(l−v|t|)/ξ}. (29)

Let us define L̂l
i as the jump operator localized to the

region Ri,l by replacing Âi(−s) in Eq. (17) by Âl
i(−s).

We also define K̂l
i := L̂l

i − L̂l−1
i for l = 0, 1, . . . with

L̂−1
i := 0. By using Eqs. (12) and (29), it is shown that

the operator norm of L̂i and L̂i − L̂l
i are bounded from

above as

∥L̂l
i∥ ≤ ∥L̂i∥ ≤

∫ ∞

−∞
ds |gi(s)| ≤

√
γ

2
, (30)

and

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤

√
γ

2
(C + 2)e−l/η, (31)

where

η = max{2ξ, vτB}. (32)

This inequality leads to the following bound:

∥K̂l
i∥ ≤ ∥L̂i − L̂l

i∥+ ∥L̂i − L̂l−1
i ∥

≤ √
γ(C + 2)e−(l−1)/η. (33)

See Appendix A for the detail on the derivation of
Eq. (31).
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The dissipator D† =
∑

i∈Λ D†
i is further decomposed

into local terms as
∑

i∈Λ

∑
l D

†
i,l with

D†
i,lÔ = K̂l†

i ÔL̂l
i −

1

2
{K̂l†

i L̂l
i, Ô}+L̂l†

i ÔK̂l
i −

1

2
{L̂l†

i K̂
l
i , Ô}

−K̂l†
i ÔK̂l

i +
1

2
{K̂l†

i K̂l
i , Ô}. (34)

The completely bounded norm of D†
i,l is evaluated as

∥D†
i,l∥cb ≤ 4∥L̂l

i∥∥K̂l
i∥+ 2∥K̂l

i∥2. (35)

By using Eqs. (30) and (33), we obtain

∥D†
i,l∥cb ≤ 2γ(C+2)e−(l−1)/η+γ(C+2)2e−2(l−1)/η, (36)

which shows that the dissipator of the ULE is exponen-
tially decaying.

The Lamb-shift Hamiltonian ∆̂ is also decomposed into
local terms as ∆̂ =

∑
i∈Λ

∑
l ∆̂i,l, where

∆̂i,l =
1

2i

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ sgn(s− s′)gi(s)gi(−s′)

×
[
(Âl

i(s)− Âl−1
i (s))Âl

i(s
′) + Âl

i(s)(Â
l
i(s

′)− Âl−1
i (s′))

]
.

(37)

Its operator norm is bounded as

∥∆̂i,l∥ ≤ 1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ |gi(s)||gi(−s′)|

×
(
∥Âl

i(s)− Âl−1
i (s)∥+ ∥Âl

i(s
′)− Âl−1

i (s′)∥
)

≤ γ

4τB

∫ ∞

−∞
ds e−2|s|/τB∥Âl

i(s)− Âl−1
i (s)∥

≤ γ

2
(C + 2)e−(l−1)/η. (38)

This bound implies that the Lamb-shift Hamiltonian has
exponentially decaying interactions.

In conclusion, the adjoint of the generator of the ULE
can be written as a sum of exponentially decaying local
terms. Therefore, we can apply the Lieb-Robinson bound
of Eq. (27) to the time evolution obeying the ULE.

IV. ACCELERATED DISSIPATION

A. Statement and intuitive picture

Let us consider the dissipative time evolution of a local

operator Ô in the Heisenberg picture: Ôd(t) = eL
†tÔ.

We assume that L† is written in the form of Eq. (21)

with ∥L̂i∥ ∼ √
γ. We also assume that each L̂i is approx-

imated by a local operator acting sites near i (in the case
of the ULE, Eq. (31) ensures this property).

Then, the statement of the accelerated dissipation is
summarized as follows:

Accelerated dissipation: Under the setup explained
above, there exist positive constants a and ζ such
that

lim
N→∞

∥[Ôd(t), Â(t′)]∥ ≤ ζ∥Ô∥∥Â∥e−a
√
γ̃vt (39)

for any t > 0 and t′ ∈ R, where Â is an arbitrary

local operator and Â(t′) = eiĤSt
′
Âe−iĤSt

′
with ĤS

being a local Hamiltonian.

In the following, we explain an intuitive picture behind
this statement. Under bulk dissipation of strength γ, the
decay rate of an operator Ôd(t) is roughly proportional

to γS(t), where S(t) is the average operator size of Ôd(t)
(i.e. how many sites this operator acts on) [17, 20, 21].

If the operator Ô has no overlap with all the powers of
the Hamiltonian ĤS, i.e. Ô has no diagonal elements in
the energy basis, S(t) roughly obeys the following equa-
tion [20, 21]:

dS(t)
dt

∼ v − 2γδS(t)2, (40)

where δS(t)2 is the variance of the operator size. The
first term of the right hand side implies that the operator
size increases linearly S(t) ∼ vt, which is called operator
spreading or operator growth [18, 19]. The second term
shows that bulk dissipation decreases the operator size at
a rate proportional to the variance of the operator size.
When there is no local conserved quantity at γ = 0,

which can happen for a time-dependent Hamiltonian
ĤS(t), the operator size distribution evolves diffusively
δS(t) ∼

√
t [21], and thus the operator size reaches the

peak value Speak ∼ γ̃−1, and then starts to decrease. In

this case, ∥Ôd(t)∥ ∼ e−γvt2 up to t ∼ γ−1, and then
the operator eventually undergoes an exponential decay
∥Ôd(t)∥ ∼ e−gt for t ≫ γ̃−1. Here, g is the spectral gap of
the Liouvillian, which, interestingly, converges to a non-
zero value in the weak dissipation limit after taking the
thermodynamic limit: limγ→+0 limN→∞ g = ḡ > 0. This
finite decay rate is related to the intrinsic relaxation of
the system, which is referred to as the quantum Ruelle-
Pollicott resonance [17, 22, 48–51]. It is thus expected
that Eq. (39) holds for a time-dependent Hamiltonian
with no local conserved quantity at γ = 0.
In contrast, when there is a local conserved quantity

at γ = 0 (the Hamiltonian ĤS is always conserved in a
static system), the presence of slow hydrodynamic modes
makes the operator-size distribution broad and leads to
δS(t) ∼ S(t). As a result, from Eq. (40), the average
operator size will be saturated: S(t) ∼ γ̃−1/2 for γ̃1/2vt ≳
1. As was already mentioned, the decay rate is roughly
proportional to γS(t). The above estimate of S(t) for a
static system thus implies the following behavior:

∥[Ôd(t), Â(t′)]∥ ≲ e−a
√
γ̃vt. (41)

The decay rate for small γ is enhanced (γ →
√
γ̃v) due

to operator spreading, which is the meaning of the accel-
erated decay.
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When Ô has an overlap with local conserved quan-
tities (e.g. the system Hamiltonian), taking the com-

mutator with a local operator Â(t′) as in Eq. (41) is
crucial for the accelerated dissipation. To investigate
the effect of local conserved quantities, we decompose
the operator Ô into the diagonal part Ôdiag and the off-

diagonal part Ôoff in the energy basis: Ô = Ôdiag + Ôoff .
We expect that Eq. (41) holds for the off-diagonal part:

∥[Ôd
off(t), Â(t′)]∥ ≲ e−a

√
γ̃vt. While, the diagonal part

does not spread because it is conserved under the uni-
tary time evolution at γ = 0, and hence one might be
tempted to consider that it does not show the acceler-
ated decay.

We now argue that the accelerated decay actu-
ally occurs for the operator norm of the commutator
∥[Ôd(t), Â(t′)]∥. For simplicity, we assume that there is

no local conserved quantity apart from ĤS, and the sys-
tem of interest obeys the eigenstate thermalization hy-
pothesis [52, 53], which implies

Ôdiag = Oeq(ĤS/N) (42)

up to an exponentially small error in N , where Oeq(·) is
a smooth function. Physically, Oeq(ε) corresponds to the

equilibrium average of Ô at the energy density ε. We then
have ∥[Ôdiag, Â(t′)]∥ = ∥[Oeq(ĤS/N), Â]∥, where we have
used the fact that Ôdiag commutes with ĤS. Performing

the Taylor expansion of Oeq(ĤS/N) as

Oeq(ĤS/N) =

∞∑
n=0

O
(n)
eq (0)

n!

(
ĤS

N

)n

, (43)

and using the inequality

∥[Ĥn
S , Â]∥ ≤ n∥ĤS∥n−1∥[ĤS, Â]∥, (44)

we obtain

∥[Oeq(ĤS/N), Â]∥ ≲
∥[ĤS, Â]∥

N
. (45)

Here, we have assumed that the Taylor expansion of
dOeq(x)/dx around x = 0 converges absolutely, and
a non-essential constant factor is dropped in Eq. (45).

When ĤS is a local Hamiltonian, ∥[ĤS, Â]∥ does not de-

pend on the system size for any local operator Â, which
implies

∥[Ôdiag, Â(t′)]∥ ≲
1

N
, (46)

and hence the contribution from the conserved quantity
(i.e. the diagonal part) is negligible in the thermody-
namic limit. It should be emphasized that the opera-
tor norm ∥Ôdiag∥ does not vanish in the thermodynamic
limit. Taking the commutator with a local operator is
crucial in Eq. (39). In this way, the contribution from
the overlaps with conserved quantities in Eq. (39) can be

dropped in the thermodynamic limit. It is thus expected
that Eq. (39) also holds in a static Hamiltonian.

A similar argument shows that the diagonal part is also
negligible in considering the Frobenius norm ∥Ôd(t)∥F,
where ∥Ô∥2F := TrS[Ô

†Ô]/TrS[1̂]. Without loss of gen-

erality, we can assume TrS[Ôdiag] = 0. It is shown that

∥Ôdiag∥F ∝ 1/
√
N → +0 in the thermodynamic limit.

That is why the accelerated decay has been observed in
the Loschmidt echo fidelity [20, 21], which is equivalent

to ∥Ôd(t)∥2F.

B. Numerical verification

To support the theoretical argument given above, we
provide numerical results verifying Eq. (39). Let us con-
sider the Ising model in a tilted field in the periodic
boundary condition:

ĤS = −
N∑
i=1

(
σ̂z
i σ̂

z
i+1 + hxσ̂

x
i + hzσ̂

z
i

)
, (47)

where σ̂α
i (α = x, y, z) denote the Pauli matrices at site

i. We set hx = 0.9045 and hz = 0.8090 following [54],
for which the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis is nu-
merically verified. Bulk dissipation is modeled by the
two jump operators L̂+

i =
√
γσ̂+

i and L̂−
i =

√
γσ̂−

i at
each site i.

We choose Ô = σ̂x
1 and Â = σ̂z

1 , and compute the norm
appearing in Eq. (39). We decompose the norm into the

diagonal part ∥[Ôd
diag(t), Â]∥ and the off-diagonal part

∥[Ôd
off(t), Â]∥. According to the discussion in Sec. IV,

we expect that the norm from the off-diagonal part un-
dergoes an exponential decay with the decay rate propor-
tional to

√
γ, and that the norm from the diagonal part

decreases as the system size increases.

Our numerical results shown in Fig. 3 agree with those
theoretical predictions. In Fig. 3 (a), the norm from the
off-diagonal part is plotted as a function of

√
γt for dif-

ferent values of γ. We see that the slope on a semi-log
plot does not depend on γ, which implies ∥[Ôd

off(t), Â]∥ ∼
e−a

√
γ̃t, which is in accordance with Eq. (39). In Fig. 3

(b), the norm from the diagonal part is plotted for differ-
ent system sizes. We see that the norm decreases as the
system size increases, which agrees with the theoretical
prediction ∥[Ôd

diag(t), Â]∥ ∼ 1/N . It means that the ef-
fect of conserved quantities would be negligible for large
system sizes.

Because of an exponential growth of the state space,
numerical calculations are limited to relatively small sys-
tems (N ≤ 12). However, the consistency between nu-
merical results and the theoretical argument presented in
Sec. IV supports the validity of the accelerated dissipa-
tion in the form of Eq. (39).
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FIG. 3. Contribution from (a) the off-diagonal part ∥[Ôd
off(t), Â]∥ and (b) the diagonal part ∥[Ôd

diag(t), Â]∥ to the accelerated
dissipation in the bulk-dissipated Ising model in a tilted field. (a) The norm from the off-diagonal part decays exponentially,
and the decay rate is proportional to

√
γ, which agrees with the inequality (39). (b) The norm from the diagonal part decreases

as the system size increases, which is in accordance with the argument in Sec. IV.

V. PRELIMINARY: DERIVATION OF THE ULE

In this section, we review the derivation of Eq. (16)
following Ref. [31]. Through the derivation, we give the
explicit expression of the error term for each approxima-
tion, which is used to evaluate the error bounds on the
dynamics of a local quantity in Sec. VI.

Let us start with the Liouville-von Neumann equa-
tion for the total system, i.e., Eq. (14), and its for-
mal solution given by Eq. (15) with a factorized initial
state ρT(0) = ρ(0) ⊗ ρB. In the interaction picture,

ρIT(t) = ei(ĤS+ĤB)tρT(t)e
−i(ĤS+ĤB)t, which is formally

written as

ρIT(t) = UI(t, 0)ρT(0), UI(t, s) = T e
∫ t
s
ds′ LI(s

′), (48)

where T is the time-ordering operator and LI(t) =

−i[ĤI(t), ·]. Here, ĤI(t) is the interaction Hamiltonian
in the interaction picture, which is given by

ĤI(t) =
∑
i∈Λ

Âi(t)⊗ B̂i(t), (49)

where Âi(t) = eiĤStÂie
−iĤSt and B̂i(t) = eiĤBtB̂ie

−iĤBt.

In the interaction picture, we have

dρIT(t)

dt
= LI(t)ρ

I
T(t) = LI(t)UI(t, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB. (50)

The reduced density matrix in the interaction picture is
given by ρI(t) = TrB[ρ

I
T(t)]. By using Wick’s theorem

for free bosons, we have

dρI(t)

dt
= TrB[LI(t)U I(t, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB]

= −
∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

dsΦi(ν(t− s))

× [Âi(t),TrB[UI(t, s)Aν
i (s)UI(s, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB]], (51)

where A+1
i (s)(·) = Âi(s)(·) and A−1

i (s)(·) = (·)Âi(s).

That is, we multiply Âi(s) from left when ν = 1 and
from right when ν = −1.
Here, UI(t, s) is rewritten as

UI(t, s) = 1 +

∫ t

s

ds′ LI(s
′)UI(s

′, s). (52)

By substituting it into Eq. (51), we have

dρI(t)

dt
= −

∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

dsΦi(ν(t− s))

×[Âi(t),Aν
i (s)ρ

I(s)] + ξ̂IB(t), (53)

where

ξ̂IB(t) = i
∑
i,j∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

dsΦi(ν(t− s))

∫ t

s

ds′

[Âi(t), [Âj(s
′),Ψν

ij(s
′, s)]], (54)

where

Ψν
ij(s

′, s) = TrB[B̂j(s
′)UI(s

′, s)Aν
i (s)UI(s, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB].

(55)

Ignoring ξ̂IB(t) corresponds to the Born approximation.

Therefore, ξ̂IB(t) expresses the error induced by the Born
approximation in the interaction picture.
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Next, we perform the Markov approximation: in

Eq. (53), replace ρI(s) by ρI(t) and
∫ t

0
ds by

∫ t

−∞ ds. As
a result, we obtain

dρI(t)

dt
= −

∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ ∞

0

dsΦi(νs)[Âi(t),Aν
i (t− s)ρI(t)]

+ ξ̂IB(t) + ξ̂IM(t), (56)

where the error induced by the Markov approximation is
given by

ξ̂IM(t) =
∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

dsΦi(νs)

× [Âi(t),Aν
i (t− s)(ρI(t)− ρI(t− s))]

+
∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ ∞

t

dsΦi(νs)[Âi(t),Aν
i (t− s)ρI(t)].

(57)

By introducing an operator

R̂i(t) =

∫ ∞

0

dsΦi(s)Âi(t− s), (58)

and using Φi(−t) = Φi(t)
∗, Eq. (56) is expressed as

dρI

dt
= −

∑
i∈Λ

[Âi(t), R̂i(t)ρ
I − ρIR̂†

i (t)] + ξ̂IBM(t), (59)

where ξ̂IBM(t) = ξ̂IB(t) + ξ̂IM(t). Equation (59) is known

as the Redfield equation [25] when we ignore ξ̂IBM(t).
In a textbook derivation of the Lindblad equation [25],

the secular approximation is used, but it is in general not
valid in many-body systems, as is mentioned in Introduc-
tion. Nathan and Rudner [31, 32] introduce the memory-
dressing transformation to derive the ULE, which is ex-
plained below.

Let us first rewrite Eq. (59) by using the jump corre-
lation function, see Eq. (11). By using a superoperator
F(t, s, s′), which is defined as

F(t, s, s′)Ô =
∑
i∈Λ

θ(t− s′)

×
{
gi(t− s)gi(s− s′)[Âi(t), ÔÂi(s

′)]

+g∗i (t− s)g∗i (s− s′)[Âi(s
′)Ô, Âi(t)]

}
, (60)

Eq. (59) is expressed as follows:

dρI

dt
=

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ F(t, s, s′)ρI(t) + ξ̂IBM(t). (61)

A key observation by Nathan and Rudner is that if we
replace F(t, s, s′) by F(s, t, s′), the above equation be-
comes of the Lindblad form, which is nothing but the
ULE, except for the error term. To make a connection

between the Redfield equation and the ULE, let us intro-
duce the memory-dressing transformation ρI(t) → ρ̃I(t),
which is defined as

ρ̃I(t) = [1 +M(t)]ρI(t), (62)

where

M(t) =

∫ ∞

t

ds1

∫ t

−∞
ds2

∫ ∞

−∞
ds3

[F(s1, s2, s3)−F(s2, s1, s3)]. (63)

The transformed density matrix ρ̃I(t) is referred to as the
modified density matrix [31]. By differentiating Eq. (62)
with respect to t and using Eqs. (61) and (63), we obtain

dρ̃I

dt
=

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ F(s, t, s′)ρI(t) + ξ̂IBM(t) + ξ̂I1(t),

(64)
where

ξ̂I1(t) = M(t)∂tρ
I(t). (65)

Straightforward calculations show that the first term
of the right hand side of Eq. (64) is nothing but that of
the ULE, i.e. Eq. (16), in the interaction picture. The
ULE Liouvillian in the interaction picture is given by

L̃I(t) = e−LStLeLSt − LS = e−LStL̃eLSt, (66)

where recall that we write L = LS + L̃. We have

L̃I(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ F(s, t, s′). (67)

Equation (64) is thus written as

dρ̃I

dt
= L̃I(t)ρ̃I(t) + ξ̂IBM(t) + ξ̂I1(t) + ξ̂I2(t), (68)

where

ξ̂I2(t) = L̃I(t)[ρI(t)− ρ̃I(t)]. (69)

The modified density matrix obeys the ULE when we
ignore

ξ̂Iall(t) := ξ̂IBM(t) + ξ̂I1(t) + ξ̂I2(t), (70)

which is interpreted as the total correction to the ULE
for the modified density matrix.
If the modified density matrix ρ̃I(t) is close to the ex-

act density matrix ρI(t) and ξ̂all is small enough, ρI(t)
approximately obeys the ULE: dρ(t)/dt ≈ Lρ(t) by go-
ing back to the Schrödinger picture.

In Ref. [31], the following upper bounds on the trace

norm of ξ̂Iall(t) and that of ρI(t)− ρ̃I(t) are obtained [55]:

∥ξ̂Iall(t)∥1 ≲ (Nγ)2τB (71)
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and

∥ρI(t)− ρ̃I(t)∥1 ≲ NγτB, (72)

respectively, where ∥ · ∥1 denotes the trace norm. Since
∥LI(t)ρI(t)∥1 ≲ γN , Eq. (71) implies that the correction
term is actually small when NγτB ≪ 1. Under the same
condition, Eq. (72) shows that we can ignore the differ-
ence between the exact density matrix and the modified
one.

However, there are two problems in the above evalua-
tion as is already pointed out in Introduction. Firstly, if
we are interested in many-body systems under bulk dis-
sipation, the condition NγτB ≪ 1 is not satisfied in the
thermodynamic limit (N → ∞). Secondly, Eq. (71) gives
an error bound at the level of the equations of motion,
but errors might be accumulated with time. It is impor-
tant to exclude this possibility to ensure that the ULE
can be used to predict long-time (i.e. t ≳ 1/γ) evolution
of the system.

In the next section, we give an error bound on ϵ(t)
that is given by Eq. (22). It turns out that ϵ(t) keeps
small during the time evolution in the thermodynamic
limit when γ or τB is small enough.

VI. ERROR BOUNDS

In this section, we derive the main result summarized
in Sec. II. First of all, we decompose the total error ϵ(t)
into three parts by using the triangle inequality:

ϵ(t) ≤ ∥TrS[ÔX(ρ(t)− ρ̃(t))]∥
+ ∥TrS[ÔX(ρ̃(t)− eLtρ̃(0))]∥
+ ∥TrS[ÔXeLt(ρ(0)− ρ̃(0))]∥ (73)

First term of the right hand side represents the error
due to the difference between the exact density matrix
ρ(t) and the modified one in the Schrödinger picture,

ρ̃(t) = e−iĤStρ̃I(t)eiĤSt. The second term represents the
error due to the correction to the ULE for the modified
density matrix, see Eq. (68). The last term represents
the error due to the difference between the initial state
of the exact density matrix and that of the modified one.

As for the second term of Eq. (73), by using the
Schrödinger picture of Eq. (68), i.e.

dρ̃(t)

dt
= Lρ̃(t) + ξ̂all(t), (74)

where ξ̂all(t) = e−iĤStξ̂Iall(t)e
iĤSt, we obtain

ρ̃(t)− eLtρ̃(0) =

∫ t

0

dt′ eLt′ ξ̂all(t− t′). (75)

By further decomposing ξ̂all(t) into ξ̂B(t)+ ξ̂M(t)+ ξ̂1(t)+

ξ̂2(t), we have

∥TrS[ÔX(ρ̃(t)− eLtρ̃(0))]∥

≤
∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[ÔXeLt′ ξ̂all(t− t′)

∣∣∣
≤

∑
α=B,M,1,2

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂α(t− t′)]
∣∣∣ , (76)

where recall that Ôd
X(t) = eL

†tÔX . In this way, we can
decompose the total error into the error due to each ap-
proximation: ϵ(t) ≤ ϵB(t) + ϵM(t) + ϵmd(t), where

(Born approximation)

ϵB(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂B(t− t′)]
∣∣∣ (77)

(Markov approximation)

ϵM(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂M(t− t′)]
∣∣∣ (78)

(Memory-dressing transformation)

ϵmd(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∑

α=1,2

∣∣∣TrS[Ôd
X(t′)ξ̂α(t− t′)]

∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣TrS[ÔX(ρ(t)− ρ̃(t))]

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣TrS[Ôd
X(t)(ρ(0)− ρ̃(0))]

∣∣∣
(79)

In the following, we evaluate each error separately by
using theoretical methods explained in Sec. II C. It turns
out that each error bound is at most O(γ̃1/2τ̃B) for small
γ or small τB.

A. Born approximation

By using Eq. (54) and the cyclic property of the trace,
and changing the integration variables as s → t − t′ − s
and s′ → t− t′ − s′, we obtain

ϵB(t) ≤
∑
i,j∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ t−t′

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ |Φi(νs)|

× ∥[[Ôd
X(t′), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ · ∥Ψν

ij(t− t′ − s′, t− t′ − s)∥1.
(80)

By using Wick’s theorem, Eq. (13), and ∥Âi∥ = 1, we
have

∥Ψν
ij(t− t′ − s′, t− t′ − s)∥1 ≤∑

ν′=±1

∫ t−t′

s′
ds′′ |Φj(ν

′(s′ − s′′))|

≤ 2γ

τB

∫ ∞

s′
ds′′ e−|s′′−s′|/τB = 2γ. (81)
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By using Eq. (13) again, ϵB(t) is bounded as

ϵB(t) ≤
∑
i,j∈Λ

4γ2

τB

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ t−t′

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB

×∥[[Ôd
X(t′), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥. (82)

Since the right hand side is an increasing function of t,
we obtain

ϵB(t) ≤
∑
i,j∈Λ

4γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB

× ∥[[Ôd
X(t′), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥

=: ϵ̄B. (83)

It should be noted that this upper bound does not depend
on t. Therefore, if it is shown that ϵ̄B is sufficiently small,
the Born approximation is justified for arbitrarily long
times.
In the following analysis, we change the integration

variable t′ to t for notational simplicity. There is no
confusion about it because ϵ̄B does no longer depend on
t.
We introduce a region X(t) defined as

X(t) = {i ∈ Λ : d(X, i) ≤ pvt}, (84)

where v is the Lieb-Robinson velocity and p is an arbi-
trary constant satisfying p > 2 (e.g. we can put p = 3).
In the following analysis, the summation over i and j in
Eq. (83) is decomposed into the three contributions: (i)
i, j ∈ X(t), (ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, i) ≥ d(X, j), and
(iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) > d(X, i). Correspondingly,

ϵ̄B = ϵ̄
(i)
B + ϵ̄

(ii)
B + ϵ̄

(iii)
B . Below, we evaluate each contri-

bution. In the following analysis, it turns out that the
case (i) gives the dominant contribution, and we have
ϵ̄B ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B.

(i) i, j ∈ X(t)

In this case, we evaluate the double commutator in ϵ̄
(i)
B

as

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ ≤ 2∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi]∥. (85)

By using the assumption of the accelerated dissipation,
i.e. Eq. (39),

ϵ̄
(i)
B ≤ 8γ2τBζ

∫ ∞

0

dt (|X|+ 2pvt)2e−aγ̃1/2vt (86)

where we used
∑

i,j∈X(t) 1 = |X(t)|2 ≤ (|X|+ 2pvt)2. A

straightforward calculation yields

ϵ̄
(i)
B ≤

(
64p2

a3
γ̃1/2 +

32p|X|
a2

γ̃ +
8|X|2

a
γ̃3/2

)
τ̃Bζ. (87)

The dominant contribution to ϵ̄
(i)
B for small γ̃ or small τ̃B

is thus given by

ϵ̄
(i)
B ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B. (88)

It should be noted that if we used a milder assumption

∥Ôd(t)∥ ≤ e−O(γt), we would obtain ϵ̄
(i)
B ∼ τ̃B/γ̃, which

does not tend to zero in the weak-coupling limit γ̃ → +0.
To obtain the error bound that vanishes in the weak-
coupling limit, the assumption of the accelerated decay,
i.e. Eq. (39), is needed.

(ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, i) ≥ d(X, j)

By using

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ ≤ 2∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi]∥
≤ 2Ce−[d(X,i)−vt]/ξ, (89)

where the Lieb-Robinson bound (Eq. (27)) is used in the
last inequality, we have

ϵ̄
(ii)
B ≤ 8Cγ2τB

∫ ∞

0

dt
∑

i∈Xc(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)

e−[d(X,i)−vt]/ξ.

(90)

By putting d(X, i) = r, we have
∑

i∈Xc(t) ≈ 2
∫∞
pvt

dr and∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i) 1 = |X|+ 2r. We thus have

ϵ̄
(ii)
B ≤ 16Cγ2τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

pvt

dr(|X|+2r)e−(r−vt)/ξ. (91)

After carrying out the integrations, we obtain

ϵ̄
(ii)
B ≤ 16C

2(2p− 1)ξ3 + (p− 1)ξ2|X|
(p− 1)2

γ̃2τ̃B, (92)

which is of order γ̃2τ̃B and not dominant compared with

ϵ̄
(i)
B for γ̃ ≪ 1.

(iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) > d(X, i)

We introduce the region Xj defined as

Xj =

{
i ∈ Λ : d(X, i) ≤ p− 1

p
d(X, j)

}
. (93)

We then introduce the operator Ôd
X,j(t) as the operator

obtained by localizing Ô
d)
X (t) to the region Xj :

Ôd
X,j(t) =

TrXc
j
[Ôd

X(t)]⊗ 1̂Xc
j

TrXc
j
[1̂Xc

j
]

, (94)
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where Xc
j is the complement of Xj . Let us decompose

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ in ϵ̄

(iii)
B as follows:

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ ≤ ∥[[Ôd

X,j(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥

+∥[[Ôd
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥.
(95)

By using the Lieb-Robinson bound, we have

∥[[Ôd
X,j(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥

≤ ∥[Ôd
X,j(t), Âi]∥min{2, Ce−[d(Xj ,j)−vs′]/ξ}

≤ 2I[i ∈ Xj ] min{2, Ce−[d(Xj ,j)−vs′]/ξ}

≤ 2I[i ∈ Xj ] min{2, Ce−[
1
pd(X,j)−vs′]/ξ} (96)

where I[·] is the indicator function, and

∥[[Ôd
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ ≤ 4∥Ôd
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t)∥

≤ 4C|X|e−[
p−1
p d(X,j)−vt]/ξ. (97)

By substituting Eqs. (96) and (97) into Eq. (95), we ob-
tain

ϵ̄
(iii)
B ≤ 4γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB
∑

j∈Xc(t)

∑
i:d(X,i)<d(X,j)

×
[
2I[i ∈ Xj ] min

{
2, Ce−[

1
pd(X,j)−vs′]/ξ

}
+4C|X|e−[

p−1
p d(X,j)−vt]/ξ

]
. (98)

As for min{2, Ce−[ 1pd(X,j)−vs′]/ξ}, we choose 2 when

pvt < d(X, j) < pvs′, and choose Ce−[ 1pd(X,j)−vs′]/ξ]

when d(X, j) ≥ pvs′. As a result, we have

ϵ̄
(iii)
B ≤ B1 +B2 +B3, (99)

where

B1 =
16γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

t

ds

∫ s

t

ds′ e−s/τB×∑
j:pvt<d(X,j)<pvs′

∑
i∈Xj

1, (100)

B2 =
8Cγ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB×∑
j:d(X,j)>pvmax{t,s′}

∑
i∈Xj

e−[
d(X,j)

p −vs′]/ξ, (101)

and

B3 =
16C|X|γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB×∑
j:d(X,j)>pvt

∑
i:d(X,i)<d(X,j)

e−[
p−1
p d(X,j)−vt]/ξ. (102)

By introducing r = d(X, j) and r′ = d(X, i), and re-
place the sum over i and j by integrations over r and
r′, we can explicitly evaluate B1, B2, and B3. We omit
tedious calculations, and just present the result:

B1 ≈ 32γ̃2τ̃3B[p|X|+ 4p(p− 1)τ̃B],

B2 ≈ 16Cγ̃2τ̃B[p|X|ξ(ξ + τ̃B) + 4p(p− 1)ξ(ξ2 + ξτ̃B + τ̃2B)],

B3 ≈ 32C|X|ξ2p
(p− 1)(p− 2)

γ̃2τ̃B

[
|X|+ 2p(2p− 3)

(p− 1)(p− 2)
ξ

]
.

(103)

By collecting them, ϵ̄
(iii)
B = O(γ̃2τ̃B) for small γ̃ or τ̃B,

which is not dominant compared with ϵ̄
(i)
B .

B. Markov approximation

In the Schrödinger picture, Eq. (57) is expressed as

ξ̂M(t) = ξ̂
(1)
M (t) + ξ̂

(2)
M (t), (104)

where

ξ̂
(1)
M =

∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

dsΦ(νs)[Âi,Aν
i (−s)

×e−iĤSt(ρI(t)− ρI(t− s))eiĤSt], (105)

and

ξ̂
(2)
M (t) =

∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ ∞

t

dsΦ(νs)[Âi,Aν
i (−s)ρ(t)].

(106)

Let us start with the evaluation of the error caused by

ξ̂
(2)
M (t), which is given by

ϵ
(2)
M (t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂
(2)
M (t− t′)]

∣∣∣
≤
∑
i∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ ∞

t−t′
ds

γ

τB
e−s/τB∥Aν

i (−s)[Ôd
X(t′), Âi]∥

≤ 2γ
∑
i∈Λ

∫ t

0

dt′ e−(t−t′)/τB∥[Ôd
X(t′), Âi]∥. (107)

By using Eq. (39) (the accelerated dissipation) for i with
d(X, i) ≤ vt′, and by using Eq. (27) (the Lieb-Robinson
bound) for i with d(X, i) > vt′, we find that it is bounded
as

ϵ
(2)
M (t) ≤ ϵ̄

(2)
M :=

4ζ

a
γ̃1/2τ̃B + 4(|X|+ Cξ)γ̃τ̃B, (108)

which is of order γ̃1/2τ̃B for small γ or τB.

Next, let us consider the error caused by ξ̂
(1)
M (t). In
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Eq. (105), ρI(t)− ρI(t− s) is written as

ρI(t)− ρI(t− s) =

∫ t

t−s

ds′
d

ds′
ρI(s′)

=

∫ t

t−s

ds′
d

ds′
TrB[UI(s

′, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB]

= −i
∑
j∈Λ

∫ t

t−s

ds′ [Âj(s
′),TrB(B̂j(s

′)UI(s
′, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB)].

(109)

By introducing

Ψ̂j(t, t−s′) := −ie−iĤSt TrB[B̂j(s
′)UI(s

′, 0)ρ(0)⊗ρB]e
iĤSt,
(110)

we obtain

e−iĤSt(ρI(t)− ρI(t− s))eiĤSt

=
∑
j∈Λ

∫ s

0

ds′ [Âj(−s′), Ψ̂j(t, s
′)]. (111)

By using Wick’s theorem, Ψ̂j(t, t− s′) is rewritten as

eiĤStΨ̂j(t, t− s′)e−iĤSt = −i

∫ s′

0

ds′′ Φj(s
′ − s′′)

∑
ν=±1

ν

× TrB[UI(s
′, s′′)Aν

j (s
′′)UI(s

′′, 0)ρ(0)⊗ ρB], (112)

and thus its trace norm is evaluated as

∥Ψ̂j(t, t− s′)∥1 ≤
∫ s′

0

ds′′
γ

τB
e−(s′−s′′)/τB × 2

≤ 2γ. (113)

By substituting Eq. (111) into Eq. (105), we have

ξ̂
(1)
M (t) =

∑
ij∈Λ

∑
ν=±1

ν

∫ t

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ Φ(νs)

×[Âi,Aν
i (−s)[Âj(−s′), Ψ̂j(t, s

′)]]. (114)

Thus, the error caused by ξ̂
(1)
M (t) is given by

ϵ
(1)
M (t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂
(1)
M (t− t′)]

∣∣∣
≤
∑
ij∈Λ

∫ ∞

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′
γ

τB
e−s/τB

∑
ν=±1

×
∣∣∣TrS {[Aν

i (−s)[Ôd
X(t′), Âi], Âj(−s′)]Ψ̂j(t, s

′)
}∣∣∣

≤ 2γ2

τB

∑
ij∈Λ

∫ ∞

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB
∑
ν=±1

× ∥[Aν
i (−s)[Ôd

X(t′), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥

=: ϵ̄
(1)
M , (115)

where we have used Eq. (113). We notice that the ex-

pression of ϵ̄
(1)
M is similar to that of ϵ̄B given in Eq. (83),

except for the presence of Aν
i (−s) in front of [Ôd

X(t′), Âi].

Similarly to the analysis of the Born approximation, let
us decompose the summation over i and j in Eq. (115)

into the three parts ϵ̄
(1)
M ≤ ϵ̄

(i)
M + ϵ̄

(ii)
M + ϵ̄

(iii)
M : (i) i, j ∈ X(t),

(ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, i) ≥ d(X, j), and (iii)j ∈ Xc(t)
and d(X, j) > d(X, i). In the following, we evaluate each
contribution separately.

(i) i, j ∈ X(t)

In this case, we have

ϵ̄
(i)
M ≤ 8γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB

×
∑

i,j∈X(t)

∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi]∥. (116)

This is identical to the upper bound on ϵ̄
(i)
B , and Eq. (87)

also holds for ϵ̄
(i)
M . We therefore conclude

ϵ̄
(i)
M = O(γ̃1/2τ̃B). (117)

(ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, i) ≥ d(X, j)

In this case, by using the simple bound
∥[Aν

i (−s)[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥ ≤ 2∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi]∥ and
using the Lieb-Robinson bound, we have

ϵ̄
(ii)
M ≤ 8Cγ2τB

∫ ∞

0

dt
∑

i∈X(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)

e−[d(X,i)−vt]/ξ.

(118)
This is identical to Eq. (90), and hence, following the
same calculation, we conclude

ϵ̄
(ii)
M = O(γ̃2τ̃B). (119)

(iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) > d(X, i)

By using ∥Âi∥ = 1 and [ÂB̂, Ĉ] = Â[B̂, Ĉ] + [Â, Ĉ]B̂

for arbitrary operators Â, B̂, and Ĉ, we have

∥[Aν
i (−s)[Ôd

X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥
≤ ∥[[Ôd

X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥
+ ∥[Âi(−s), Âj(−s′)]∥ · ∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi]∥. (120)

By using this inequality, we obtain

ϵ̄
(iii)
M ≤ ϵ̄

(iii−1)
M + ϵ̄

(iii−2)
M , (121)

where

ϵ̄
(iii−1)
M =

4γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB

×
∑

j∈Xc(t)

∑
i:d(X,i)<d(X,j)

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi], Âj(−s′)]∥,

(122)



14

and

ϵ̄
(iii−2)
M =

4γ2

τB

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′ e−s/τB

×
∑

j∈Xc(t)

∑
i:d(X,i)<d(X,j)

∥[Âi(−s′), Âj ]∥ · ∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi]∥.

(123)

We find that ϵ̄
(iii−1)
M is identical to ϵ̄

(iii)
B , and hence

ϵ̄
(iii−1)
M = O(γ̃2τ̃B).

Thus, the remaining problem is to evaluate ϵ̄
(iii−2)
M .

The product ∥[Âi(−s′), Âj ]∥·∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi]∥ in Eq. (123) is

evaluated by using the Lieb-Robinson bound. We bound
it as follows: when i ∈ Xj ,

∥[Âi(−s′), Âj ]∥ · ∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi]∥ ≤ 2min{2, Ce−[d(i,j)−vs′]/ξ}

≤ 2min

{
2, C exp

[
−1

ξ

(
d(X, j)

p
− vs′

)]}
, (124)

where we used d(i, j) ≥ d(X, j) − d(X, i) ≥ d(X, j)/p,
and when i ∈ Xc

j ,

∥[Âi(−s′), Âj ]∥ · ∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi]∥ ≤ 2Ce−[d(X,i)−vt]/ξ

≤ 2C exp

[
−1

ξ

(
p− 1

p
d(X, j)− vt

)]
, (125)

where we used d(X, i) > d(X, j)(p− 1)/p (recall the def-
inition of Xj , see Eq. (93)). By substituting these in-
equalities into Eq. (123), after calculations, we finally
obtain

ϵ̄
(iii−2)
M ≤ γ̃2τ̃B · 16Cpξ

[
p(2p− 3)

(p− 1)2(p− 2)2
ξ2

+ |X|(ξ + τ̃B) + 4(p− 1)(ξ2 + ξτ̃B + τ̃2B

]
+ γ̃2τ̃3B · 32p[|X|+ 4(p− 1)τ̃B]. (126)

From this expression, we find that ϵ
(iii−2)
M = O(γ̃2τ̃B).

In conclusion, we find ϵ̄
(iii)
M ≤ ϵ̄

(iii−1)
M + ϵ̄

(iii−2)
M =

O(γ̃2τ̃B).

C. Memory-dressing transformation

By looking at Eq. (79), we see that ϵmd(t) is composed
of four parts:

ϵ
(1)
md(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂1(t− t′)]
∣∣∣ ,

ϵ
(2)
md(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS[Ôd

X(t′)ξ̂2(t− t′)]
∣∣∣ ,

ϵ
(3)
md(t) =

∣∣∣TrS[ÔX(ρ(t)− ρ̃(t))]
∣∣∣ ,

ϵ
(4)
md(t) =

∣∣∣TrS[Ôd
X(t)(ρ(0)− ρ̃(0))]

∣∣∣ .
(127)

We evaluate each contribution.
By going back to the Schrödinger picture, ξ̂1(t) =

e−iĤStξ̂I1(t)e
iĤSt is given by

ξ̂1(t) = M(0)

[
e−iĤSt

∂ρI(t)

∂t
eiĤSt

]
, (128)

where M(t) is defined in Eq. (63), which is expressed as

M(0) =
∑
ν=±1

∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ ∞

−∞
ds3 νF(νs1, νs2, s3).

(129)

By using Ψ̂j(t, s) defined in Eq. (110), we can write

e−iĤSt
∂ρI(t)

∂t
eiĤSt =

∑
j∈Λ

[Âj , Ψ̂j(t, 0)]. (130)

By substituting Eqs. (129) and (130) into Eq. (128),

ϵ
(1)
md(t) is bounded from above as

ϵ
(1)
md(t) ≤ 2

∑
ν=±1

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3

× |gi(νs1 − νs2)| · |gi(νs2 − s3)|
×G(t′, νs1, s3)∥Ψj(t− t′, 0)∥1, (131)

where

G(t, s, s′) =
∑
ij∈Λ

∥[Âi(s
′)[Ôd

X(t), Âi(s)], Âj ]∥. (132)

By using Eqs. (12) and (113), we obtain

ϵ
(1)
md(t) ≤

γ2

τ2B

∑
ν=±1

∫ ∞

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3

× e−2(s1−s2)/τBe−2|νs2−s3|/τBG(t′, νs1, s3)

=: ϵ̄
(1)
md. (133)

By following similar calculations as in the previous sub-

sections, an upper bound on ϵ̄
(1)
md is evaluated in Ap-

pendix B, where it turns out that

ϵ̄
(1)
md ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B (134)

for small γ or small τB.

Next, we consider ϵ
(2)
md(t). By using ξ̂2(t) =

−L̃M(0)ρ(t), we obtain

ϵ
(2)
md(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
∣∣∣TrS [(M†(0)L̃†Ôd

X(t′)
)
ρ(t)

]∣∣∣
≤
∫ t

0

dt′ ∥M†(0)L̃†Ôd
X(t′)∥, (135)

where M†(0) is the adjoint of M(0): TrS[X̂1M(0)X̂2] =

TrS[(M†(0)X̂1)X̂2] for arbitrary operators X̂1 and X̂2.
By using Eqs. (12), (60) and (63) combined with the
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inequality
∫ s

−∞ ds3 e
−2|s2−s3|/τB ≤ τB for an arbitrary

s ∈ R, we obtain the following simple bound on ϵ
(2)
md(t):

ϵ
(2)
md(t) ≤

γ

4

∑
ν=±1

∑
i,j∈Λ

∫ ∞

0

dt′
∫ ∞

0

ds e−2s/τB

× ∥[L̃†
i Ô

d
X(t′), Âj(νs)]∥

=: ϵ̄
(2)
md. (136)

where L̃†
i = L†

∆,i +D†
i .

The evaluation of ϵ̄
(2)
md is provided in Appendix C. It

turns out that the contribution from i, j ∈ X(t) is domi-
nant, and we again obtain

ϵ̄
(2)
md ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B. (137)

Next, let us consider ϵ
(3)
md(t). It is written as

ϵ
(3)
md(t) =

∣∣∣TrS[Ôd
X(t)M(0)ρ(t)]

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥M†(0)Ôd
X(t)∥.

(138)
By using Eqs. (12) and (129), we have

ϵ
(3)
md(t) ≤

γ

2τ2B

∑
ν=±1

∑
i∈Λ

∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3

× e−2(s1−s2)/τBe−2|νs2−s3|/τB∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi(νs1)]∥. (139)

Let us evaluate it for i ∈ X(t) and i ∈ Xc(t). For
i ∈ X(t), we use Eq. (39). A straightforward calcula-
tion yields∑
ν=±1

∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3 e

−2(s1−s2)/τBe−2|νs2−s3|/τB

= τ3B/4. (140)

The contribution from i ∈ X(t) in the right hand side of
Eq. (139) is thus given by

γτB
8

(|X|+2pvt)ζe−a
√
γ̃vt ≤ pζ

4a
γ̃1/2τ̃B+

|X|
8

ζγ̃τ̃B. (141)

For i ∈ Xc(t), we use the Lieb-Robinson bound, e.g.
Eq. (27):

γ

2τ2B

∑
ν=±1

∑
i∈Xc(t)

∫ ∞

0

ds1

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3

× e−2(s1−s2)/τBe−2|νs2−s3|/τB min{2, Ce−[d(X,i)−v(t+s1)]/ξ}.
(142)

For s1 ≤ (p− 1)d(X, i)/pv, we use

min{2, Ce−[d(X,i)−v(t+s1)]/ξ} ≤ Ce−[d(X,i)−v(t+s1)]/ξ

≤ Ce−[
d(X,i)

p −vt]/ξ, (143)

and for s1 > (p− 1)d(X, i)/pv, we use

min{2, Ce−[d(X,i)−v(t+s1)]/ξ} ≤ 2. (144)

We then obtain an upper bound

Cpξ

4
γ̃τ̃B +

p

4(p− 1)
e−2(p−1)t/τB γ̃τ̃2B (145)

from i ∈ Xc(t) in Eq. (139).

An upper bound on ϵ
(3)
md(t) is given by the sum of

Eqs. (141) and (145). We therefore find that ϵ
(3)
md(t) be-

haves as

ϵ
(3)
md(t) ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B (146)

for small γ or small τB.

Finally, we consider ϵ
(4)
md(t). We find

ϵ
(4)
md(t) =

∣∣∣TrS[Ôd
X(t)M(0)ρ(0)]

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥M†(0)Ôd
X(t)∥,

(147)
which is identical to the right hand side of Eq. (138). We

can therefore conclude that ϵ
(4)
md(t) behaves as

ϵ
(4)
md(t) ≲ γ̃1/2τ̃B (148)

for small γ or small τB.

VII. CONCLUSION

The ULE describes dissipative time evolution of an
open quantum many-body system. However, in its micro-
scopic derivation, several approximations are introduced,
and hence it has not been obvious at all whether the
ULE gives accurate predictions, especially for the long-
time behavior of macroscopically large quantum systems.
In this paper, we evaluate errors on the time evolution
of local quantities. For this purpose, we show that the
Lieb-Robinson bound holds in an open system obeying
the ULE, and introduce an assumption of the acceler-
ated dissipation, which is physically motivated by recent
works on the operator scrambling. The Lieb-Robinson
bound and the accelerated dissipation are key tools to
evaluate error bounds.
We find that the error is bounded from above by a

quantity of order γ̃1/2τ̃B, where γ̃ is the dimensionless dis-
sipation strength and τ̃B is the dimensionless correlation
time of the environment. It is therefore concluded that
either the weak-coupling limit γ̃ → +0 or the singular-
coupling limit τ̃B → +0 justify the use of the ULE for
arbitrarily long times in the thermodynamic limit.
Dissipation usually destroys quantum coherence, and

hence it is crucial to understand the effect of dissipa-
tion and develop techniques reducing environmental ef-
fects in quantum technologies [10]. Meanwhile, recent
experimental progress [5–8] introduces a new perspec-
tive: engineered dissipation is rather useful to control
and manipulate quantum states [56, 57]. The interplay
between dissipation and interactions gives rise to rich
nonequilibrium dynamics [13, 14] and new kinds of quan-
tum phases [11, 58, 59]. It is important to develop new
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theoretical tools and lay the foundation for them to tame
dissipation in quantum many-body systems. This work
takes a step forward in this direction.

Finally, we conclude with open problems. The acceler-
ated dissipation is used as a key assumption in this work:
it is yet to be formulated as a mathematical theorem. It
is an important future problem to refine the notion of
the accelerated dissipation as a fundamental tool to de-
scribe open quantum many-body systems. It is also a
future work to justify the Lindblad equation in bound-
ary dissipated quantum many-body systems. The setup
of boundary dissipation is relevant for quantum trans-
port in a nonequilibrium steady state [60, 61]. In such
a system, we typically observe delayed relaxation in the
sense that the relaxation time is much larger than the in-
verse of the spectral gap of the Liouvillian [62, 63]. The
delayed relaxation is considered to be originated from the
presence of bulk hydrodynamic modes, which do not de-
cay until they reach the boundary. It is then nontrivial
how to control errors stemming from the inside of the
light cone in Fig. 2. We hope to address these problems
in the future.
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Appendix A: Derivation of Eq. (31)

The definition of the jump operator in the ULE is given
in Eq. (17). By using it, we have

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤

∫ ∞

−∞
ds |gi(s)|∥Âi(−s)− Âl

i(−s)∥. (A1)

By using Eqs. (12) and (29), it is bounded as

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

√
γ

2τB
e−2|s|/τB min{2, Ce−(l−v|s|)/ξ}

=

√
γ

τB

∫ ∞

0

ds e−2s/τB min{2, Ce−(l−vs)/ξ}.

(A2)

Here, we decompose the integration range as
∫∞
0

=∫ l/2v

0
ds +

∫∞
l/2v

ds, where we use min{2, Ce−(l−vs)/ξ} ≤
Ce−(l−vs)/ξ in the former and min{2, Ce−(l−vs)/ξ} ≤ 2
in the latter. As a result,

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤

√
γ

τB

∫ l/2v

0

dsCe−2s/τBe−(l−vs)/ξ

+

√
γ

τB

∫ ∞

l/2v

ds 2e−2s/τB . (A3)

dqzzq In the first term of the right hand side,
e−(l−vs)/τB ≤ e−l/2τB , and hence

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤ √

γ

(
C

2
e−l/2ξ + e−l/vτB

)
≤ √

γ

(
1 +

C

2

)
exp

(
− l

max{2ξ, vτB}

)
,

(A4)

which is the desired inequality.

Appendix B: Evaluation of ϵ̄
(1)
md

We evaluate an upper bound on

G(t, s, s′) =
∑
ij∈Λ

∥[Âi(s
′)[Ôd

X(t), Âi(s)], Âj ]∥, (B1)

which is used to evaluate ϵ̄
(1)
md given by Eq. (133). For

a fixed t, the sum over i and j is decomposed into the
three parts: (i) i, j ∈ X(t), (ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and j with
d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i), and (iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and i with d(X, i) ≤
d(X, j). Each contribution is denoted by G(i)(t, s, s′),
G(ii)(t, s, s′), and G(iii)(t, s, s), respectively.

(i) i, j ∈ X(t)

In this case, we can simply evaluate G(i)(t, s, s′) as

G(i)(t, s, s′) ≤ 2
∑

i,j∈X(t)

∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)]∥. (B2)

Here, we use the acceleration of dissipation, i.e. Eq. (39):

G(i)(t, s, s′) ≤ 2ζ(|X|+ 2pvt)2e−aγ̃1/2vt. (B3)

By using Eq. (B3), we can evaluate the contribution

to ϵ̄
(1)
md from i, j ∈ X(t), which is denoted by ϵ̄

(1−i)
md . After

an explicit calculation, we obtain

∑
ν=±1

∫ ∞

0

ds

∫ 0

−∞
ds2

∫ νs1

−∞
ds3 e

−2(s1−s2)/τBe−2|νs2−s3|/τB

=
τ3B
4
. (B4)

By using it and Eq. (B3) in Eq. (133), we find that

ϵ̄
(1−i)
md ≤

(
4p2

a3
γ̃1/2 +

2p|X|
a2

γ̃ +
|X|2

2a
γ̃3/2

)
τ̃Bζ, (B5)

which is of O(γ̃1/2τ̃B).
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(ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i)

In this case, G(ii)(t, s, s′) is evaluated as

G(ii)(t, s, s′) ≤ 2
∑

i∈Xc(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)

∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)]∥.

(B6)
By putting d(X, i) = r, we have

∑
i∈Xc(t) ≈ 2

∫∞
pvt

dr and∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i) = |X|+2r. By using the Lieb-Robinson

bound, we obtain

G(ii)(t, s, s′) ≤ 4

∫ ∞

pvt

dr (|X|+2r)min{2, Ce−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ.

(B7)
As for min{2, Ce−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ, when |s| ≤ (p − 2)t, we
choose Ce−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ. When |s| > (p− 2)t, we choose

Ce−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ for r > pv|s|/(p − 2), and 2 for r ≤
pv|s|/(p− 2). As a result, we obtain the following upper
bound on G(ii)(t, s, s′):

4I[|s| ≤ (p− 2)t]C

∫ ∞

pvt

dr (|X|+ 2r)e−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ

+4I[|s| > (p− 2)t]

[∫ p
p−2v|s|

pvt

dr 2(|X|+ 2r)

+

∫ ∞

p
p−2v|s|

dr (|X|+ 2r)Ce−[r−v(t+|s|)]/ξ

]
. (B8)

By performing the integration over r, we obtain

G(ii)(t, s, s′) ≤ I[|s| ≤ (p− 2)t] · 4Cξ(|X|+ 2ξ + 2pvt)e−vt/ξ

+ I[|s| > (p− 2)t]

{
2p

p− 2
v|X|[|s| − (p− 2)t] + 2

(
p

p− 2

)2

v2[|s|2 − (p− 2)2t2] + Cξ

(
|X|+ 2ξ +

2p

p− 2
v|s|
)}

.

(B9)

By substituting it into Eq. (133), after some calculations,

we finally obtain ϵ̄
(1−ii)
md , which corresponds to the contri-

bution from i, j with i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i), as
follows:

ϵ̄
(1−ii)
md ≤ γ̃2τ̃BCξ2[|X|+ 2(p+ 1)ξ]

+
γ̃2τ̃2B

8(p− 2)3
[Cξ(p− 2)2(|X|+ 2ξ)

+ p(p− 2)(|X|+ 2Cξ)τ̃B + 2p2τ̃2B]. (B10)

For small γ or small τB, we find ϵ
(1−ii)
md ≲ γ̃2τ̃B.

(iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, i) ≤ d(X, j)

By using [ÂB̂, Ĉ] = Â[B̂, Ĉ] + [Â, Ĉ]B̂ for arbitrary
operators A, B, and C, we have

G(iii)(t, s, s′) ≤
∑

j∈Xc(t)

∑
i:d(X,i)≤d(X,j)(

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)], Âj ]∥+ ∥[Âi(s

′), Âj ]∥ · ∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)]∥

)
.

(B11)

By defining Ôd
X(t, s) := eiĤSsÔd

X(t)e−iĤSs, we have

∥[[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)], Âj ]∥ = ∥[[Ôd

X(t,−s), Âi], Âj(−s)]∥
≤ ∥[[ÔX,j(t,−s), Âi], Âj(−s)]∥
+ 4∥Ôd

X(t,−s)− Ôd
X,j(t,−s)∥, (B12)

where ÔX,j(t, s) is the operator that is obtained by local-

izing Ôd
X(t, s) to the region Xj defined by Eq. (93); see

Eq. (94). By using the Lieb-Robinson bound, we have

∥[[ÔX,j(t,−s), Âi], Âj(−s)]∥

≤ I[i ∈ Xj ] min
{
2, Ce−[

d(X,j)
p −v|s|]/ξ

}
, (B13)

where we have used d(Xj , j) ≥ d(X, j)/p, and

∥Ôd
X(t,−s)− Ôd

X,j(t,−s)∥

≤ min{2, C|X|e−[
p−1
p d(X,j)−v(t+|s|)]/ξ}. (B14)

As for ∥[Âi(s
′), Âj ]∥·∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi(s)]∥ in Eq. (B11), the

LR bound is used for ∥[Âi(s
′), Âj ]∥ when i ∈ Xj , and for

∥[Ôd
X(t), Âi(s)]∥ when i ∈ Xc

j . We then have

∥[Âi(s
′), Âj ]∥ · ∥[Ôd

X(t), Âi(s)]∥

≤ 2I[i ∈ Xj ] min{2, Ce−[
d(X,j)

p −v|s′|]/ξ}

+ 2I[i ∈ Xc
j ] min{2, Ce−[

p−1
p d(X,j)−v(t+|s|)]/ξ},

(B15)

where we used d(i, j) ≥ d(X, j)/p for i ∈ Xj and
d(X, i) ≥ [(p− 1)/p]d(X, j) for i ∈ Xc

j .
By substituting above results, i.e. Eqs. (B12)

to (B15), into Eq. (B11), we obtain an upper bound on

G(iii)(t, s, s′) and ϵ̄
(1−iii)
md by using Eq. (133). Everything

is finite, and we find

ϵ̄
(1−iii)
md ≲ γ̃2τ̃B (B16)
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for small γ or small τB.

Appendix C: Evaluation of ϵ̄
(2)
md

We evaluate ϵ̄
(2)
md, which is defined by Eq. (136). As

before, we decompose the sum over i, j ∈ Λ into the
three parts: (i) i, j ∈ X(t), (ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤
d(X, i), and (iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i). Each

contribution is denoted by ϵ̄
(2−i)
md , ϵ̄

(2−ii)
md , and ϵ̄

(2−iii)
md .

(i) i, j ∈ X(t)

From Eq. (136), we have

ϵ̄
(2−i)
md ≤ γ

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ ∞

0

ds e−2s/τB
∑

i,j∈X(t)

∥L†
i Ô

d
X(t)∥

=
γτB
2

∫ ∞

0

dt
∑

i∈X(t)

(|X|+ 2pvt)∥L†
i Ô

d
X(t)∥.

(C1)

From the expression

L†
i Ô

d
X(t) = i[∆̂i, Ô

d
X(t)] + L̂†

i Ô
d
X(t)L̂†

i −
1

2
{L̂†

i L̂i, Ô
d
X(t)},
(C2)

we obtain

∥L†
i Ô

d
X(t)]∥ ≤ ∥[Ôd

X(t), ∆̂i]∥+
1

2
∥L̂†

i∥ · ∥[Ô
d
X(t), L̂i]∥

+
1

2
∥L̂i∥ · ∥[Ôd

X(t), L̂†
i ]∥.
(C3)

By using ∥L̂i∥ = ∥L̂†
i∥ ≤ √

γ/2 and ∥∆̂i∥ ≤ γ/8, and
using the accelerated dissipation (39), we obtain

ϵ̄
(2−i)
md ≤ 3

16
γ2

∫ ∞

0

dt (|X|+ 2pvt)2

×(ηe−aγ̃1/2vt + f(γ̃)e−bγ̃vt), (C4)

which is of O(γ̃ατ̃B) for small γ or small τB (the same
calculation as in Eq. (87)).

(ii) i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i)

Let us start with the expression

ϵ̄
(2−ii)
md ≤ γτB

2

∫ ∞

0

dt
∑

i∈X(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)(

∥Ôd
X(t), ∆̂i]∥+

√
γ

4
∥[Ôd

X(t), L̂i]∥+
√
γ

4
∥Ôd

X(t), L̂†
i ]∥
)
.

(C5)

By putting l = d(X, i)/p, we do the following decom-
positions: {

∆̂i = ∆̂l
i + (∆̂i − ∆̂l

i),

L̂i = L̂l
i + (L̂i − L̂l

i),
(C6)

where

∆̂l
i :=

1

2i

∫ ∞

−∞
ds

∫ ∞

−∞
ds′ sgn(s−s′)gi(s)gi(−s′)Âl

i(s)Â
l
i(s

′).

(C7)

The operators L̂l
i and Âl

i were introduced in Sec. III:
they are operators localized to the region Ri,l = {j ∈ Λ :
d(i, j) ≤ l}.
By substituting Eq. (C6) into Eq. (C5), we obtain

ϵ̄
(2−ii)
md ≤ γτB

2

∫ ∞

0

dt
∑

i∈Xc(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)(

2∥∆̂i − ∆̂l
i∥+ ∥[Ôd

X(t), ∆̂l
i]∥+

√
γ

2
∥L̂i − L̂l

i∥

+

√
γ

4
∥[Ôd

X(t), L̂l
i]∥+

√
γ

4
∥[Ôd

X(t), L̂l†
i ]∥
)
. (C8)

As for ∥∆̂i − ∆̂l
i∥, by using the inequality ∥Âi(s) −

Âl
i(s)∥ ≤ min{2, Ce−(l−v|s|)/ξ}, which is obtained from

the Lieb-Robinson bound, the operator norm is evaluated
as

∥∆̂i − ∆̂l
i∥ ≤ γ

8
(Ce−l/2ξ + 2e−l/vτB)

≤ γ

8
(C + 2)e−l/η, (C9)

where η = max{2ξ, vτB}. Next, as for ∥[Ôd
X(t), ∆̂l

i]∥ in
Eq. (C8), by using d(X,Ri,l) = d(X, i)− l = d(X, i)(p−
1)/p and ∥∆̂l

i∥ ≤ γ/8, the Lieb-Robinson bound yields

∥[Ôd
X(t), ∆̂l

i]∥ ≤ γC

8
e−(

p−1
p r−vt)/ξ, (C10)

where r = d(X, i). As for ∥L̂i− L̂l
i∥, we can use Eq. (31):

∥L̂i − L̂l
i∥ ≤

√
γ

2
(C + 2)e−l/η. (C11)

Finally, as for ∥[Ôd
X(t), L̂l

i]∥ and ∥[Ôd
X(t), L̂l†

i ]∥, by using

d(X,Ri,l) = d(X, i)(p− 1)/p and ∥L̂i∥ ≤ √
γ/2, we have

∥[Ôd
X(t), L̂l

i]∥ = ∥[Ôd
X(t), L̂l†

i ]∥ ≤
√
γC

2
e−(

p−1
p r−vt)/ξ.

(C12)
By collecting them, Eq. (C8) is evaluated by approxi-

mating the sum over i by the integral:∑
i∈Xc(t)

∑
j:d(X,j)≤d(X,i)

≈
∫ ∞

pvt

dr (|X|+ 2r). (C13)

As a result, we find

ϵ̄
(2−ii)
md ≲ γ̃2τ̃B (C14)

for small γ or small τB.
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(iii) j ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i)

In Eq. (136), by using Ôd
X,j(t), which is defined in

Eq. (94), we have

∥[L̃†
i Ô

d
X(t), Âj(νs)]∥ ≤ ∥[L̃†

i Ô
d
X,j(t), Âj(νs)]∥

+2∥L̃†
i (Ô

d
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t))∥. (C15)

We now decompose L̃i as

L̃†
i =

∞∑
l=0

L̃†
i,l =

l∑
l′=0

L̃†
i,l′ +

∞∑
l′=l+1

L̃†
i,l′ , (C16)

where l is chosen as

l =

⌊
d(X, j)

4p

⌋
, (C17)

and L̃†
i,l is defined by

L̃†
i,lÔ = i[∆̂i,l, Ô] +Di,lÔ (C18)

for an arbitrary operator Ô. See Eqs. (34) and (37)

for the definition of Di,l and ∆̂i,l, respectively. Equa-
tion (C15) is then bounded as

∥[L̃†
i Ô

d
X(t), Âj(νs)]∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
[

l∑
l′=0

L̃†
i,l′Ô

d
X,j(t), Âj(νs)

]∥∥∥∥∥
+2

∞∑
l′=l+1

∥L̃†
i,l′∥cb + 2∥L̃†

i∥cb∥Ô
d
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t)∥.

(C19)

If we choose l as in Eq. (C17), the distance between the

support of
∑l

l′=0 L̃
†
i,l′Ô

d
X,j(t) and the site j is greater

than d(X, j)/2p (the former is Ri,l ∪Xj under the condi-
tion Ri,l ∩Xj ̸= ∅). Therefore, the Lieb-Robinson bound

yields∥∥∥∥∥
[

l∑
l′=0

L̃†
i,l′Ô

d
X,j(t), Âj(νs)

]∥∥∥∥∥
≤

∥∥∥∥∥
l∑

l′=0

L̃†
i,l′Ô

d
X,j(t)

∥∥∥∥∥max{2, Ce−(
d(X,j)

2p −vs)/ξ}. (C20)

Since

l∑
l′=0

Ô = i[∆̂l
i, Ô] + L̂l†

i ÔL̂l
i −

1

2
{L̂l†

i L̂
l
i, Ô}, (C21)

we have∥∥∥∥∥
l∑

l′=0

L̃†
i,l′Ô

d
X,j(t)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 2∥∆̂l
i∥+ 2∥L̂l

i∥2 ≤ 3

4
γ, (C22)

where we have used ∥∆̂l
i∥ ≤ γ/8 and ∥L̂l

i∥ ≤ √
γ/2. By

using Eqs. (36), (38) and (C17), we find that there is a
constant Dη that depends solely on η and C such that

∞∑
l′=l+1

∥L̃i,l′∥cb ≤ γDηe
−ηd(X,j)/4p. (C23)

As for ∥L̃i∥cb∥Ôd
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t)∥ in Eq. (C19),

∥L̃i∥cb ≤ 2∥∆̂i∥+ 2∥L̂i∥2 ≤ 3

4
γ (C24)

and the Lieb-Robinson bound implies

∥Ôd
X(t)− Ôd

X,j(t)∥ ≤ C|X|e−[
p−1
p d(X,j)−vt]/ξ. (C25)

By collecting the above results, Eq. (C19) leads to

∥[L̃†
i Ô

d
X(t), Âj(νs)]∥ ≤ 3

4
γmax{2, Ce−(

d(X,j)
2p −vs)/ξ}

+γDηe
−ηd(X,j)/4p +

3

2
γC|X|e−[

p−1
p d(X,j)−vt]/ξ.

(C26)

By substituting it into Eq. (136) with the condition
i ∈ Xc(t) and d(X, j) ≤ d(X, i), we can explicitly calcu-

late an upper bound on ϵ̄
(2−iii)
md . We do not give lengthy

calculations here, but it turns out that the upper bound
is finite and

ϵ̄
(2−iii)
md ≲ γ̃2τ̃B (C27)

for small γ or small τB.
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