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Abstract. We study a family of structure-preserving deterministic numerical schemes for Lindblad

equations. This family of schemes has a simple form and can systemically achieve arbitrary high-
order accuracy in theory. Moreover, these schemes can also overcome the non-physical issues that

arise from many traditional numerical schemes. Due to their preservation of physical nature, these

schemes can be straightforwardly used as backbones for further developing randomized and quantum
algorithms in simulating Lindblad equations. In this work, we systematically study these methods

and perform a detailed error analysis, which is validated through numerical examples.
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1. Introduction

The study of open quantum systems [8], which describe and characterize the evolution of a quantum
system interacting with its environment, is an essential topic in quantum physics, physical chemistry,
and information theory. Under the assumption of weak system-environment coupling, the Lindblad
equation is a widely used quantum master equation that approximates the dynamical evolution of
the system [8, 16]. It is also well-known that the generator of a completely positive (CP) trace-
preserving semigroup dynamics must have the Lindbladian form [19, 32]. Lindblad equations have
been widely studied in many scientific fields, including but not limited to, quantum optics [9, 11],
quantum computation [12, 54], entropy production and thermodynamics [3, 48], superconductivity
[29]. A recent introductory paper on Lindblad equation could be found in [34].

The generic form of Lindblad equation is given as follows [19,32]:

ρ̇t = L(ρt),(1a)

L(ρ) := −i[H, ρ] +
κ∑

k=1

(
LkρL

†
k − 1

2

{
L†
kLk, ρ

})
,(1b)

where H is Hermitian and is interpreted as the Hamiltonian of the system; Lk are Lindblad operators
modeling the interaction with the environment; κ ∈ N. When Lk = 0 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ κ, the
above equation reduces to the von Neumann equation, which is the density matrix reformulation
of Schrödinger equation. Physically, this situation means the system is totally isolated from the
environment and hence closed. Suppose the dimension of the system is d < ∞, then the density
matrix ρt is a d-by-d positive semidefinite matrix with unit trace. The non-Markovian generalization
of Lindblad equations has been studied in e.g., [7].

Problem and motivation. For Lindblad equations, an important numerical problem is to design
efficient and effective numerical schemes. Both deterministic, randomized, and quantum methods have
been widely studied for Lindblad equations; see § 2 for a comparative review on related deterministic
schemes and § 5 for discussions on randomized and quantum algorithms. For deterministic schemes,
one understudied question is how to numerically simulate Lindblad equations while maintaining the
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physical structure of density matrices. It has been recently shown and emphasized by Riesch and
Jirauschek [42] that classical Runge-Kutta (RK) methods do not preserve the positivity of density
matrices even for Hamiltonian evolution (Lk = 0 for all k in (1)). Their work motivates and leads us
to present and analyze a family of deterministic structure-preserving schemes for Lindblad equations
(see § 3 below), based on an idea in the work by Steinbach, Garraway, and Knight [49].

Contributions. Despite a significant amount of works on simulating Lindblad equations, there are
very few systematic approaches and presentations to unify deterministic, randomized, and quantum
algorithms for this problem. Due to the fundamental physical nature of Lindblad equation, it is not
surprising that a natural idea is to use the Kraus operator to approximate the local Lindblad evolution.
In this work, we present a simple family of structure-preserving deterministic schemes that are built
based on quadrature schemes for integrals based on [49]: such a family of positivity-preserving schemes
A∆t have the Kraus form such that∥∥ ρT − (A∆t)

N (ρ0)
∥∥
1
≤ c T∆tM ,

where the time step ∆t = T/N , c is some constant, M is the order of the scheme (see Theorem 6).
In order to preserve the trace, one can easily normalize A∆t to obtain a scheme which both preserves
the positivity and unit trace properties in Lindblad equations. This family of methods are also very
suitable and convenient to design other efficient algorithms:

• These schemes can be used as backbones for randomized algorithms by directly randomizing
the summation of Kraus operators via any sampling methods, without any need to employ
numerical schemes for stochastic jump processes or stochastic differential equations, obtained
by the unraveling methods [39]. Moreover, our framework is more convenient for embracing
advanced probabilistic methods like importance sampling [33] and random batch method [25].

• Any unitary dilation of the Kraus operators (e.g., the Stinespring dilation theorem [50] and
its variants) can be applied to these schemes to provide a quantum algorithm for simulating
Lindblad equations; see a brief discussion in § 5.

From the above discussion, it is clear that such a family of Kraus-operator based deterministic
schemes are important and useful in developing randomized and quantum algorithms (which we shall
elaborate more in § 5), and these schemes are also efficient in simulating Lindblad equations on a clas-
sical computer. As far as we know, there is no previous literature that is fully denoted into presenting
such schemes explicitly, analyzing their errors systematically, and discussing their connections with
many other algorithms.

Organization of this work. This paper is organized as follows. In § 3, we formulate the idea in
[49] and propose both normalized and unnormalized schemes that preserve the positivity of density
matrices, up to any order. Particularly in § 3.4, we analyze and quantify the error for structure-
preserving schemes in Theorem 6. The error analysis is validated by numerical examples in § 4. In
§ 5, we elaborate on how the family of structure-preserving schemes can be used as backbone for
designing efficient stochastic and quantum algorithms. Finally, we provide an ending remark and
conclusions in § 6.

Notations. Suppose H is the Hilbert space of the (open) quantum system, and L(H) is the space of
linear operators on H. The operators acting on L(H) will be called superoperators, as commonly used
in the literature of open quantum systems. The dimension of H is denoted as d <∞ throughout this
paper. The d × d identity matrix is denoted by Id, and the identity superoperator is denoted by I.
For a two-level quantum system, σX , σY , σZ represent the Pauli X, Y , Z matrices, and σ+ = [ 0 1

0 0 ]

and σ− = [ 0 0
1 0 ]. For any operator A ∈ L(H), the norm ∥A∥p :=

(
tr |A|p

)1/p
is the Schatten-p norm.

For any superoperator A : L(H) → L(H), the norm ∥A∥1 is the induced Schatten-1 norm. The

superoperator K
[
A
]
generated by a Kraus operator A is denoted by

K
[
A
]
(ρ) := AρA†, ∀ρ,

which is well-known to be a completely positive superoperator; see e.g., [56, Chapter 4.4].
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2. On deterministic methods for Lindblad equations

The solution of Lindblad equation at a particular time T is given by ρT = eLT (ρ0). Therefore, this
is essentially a computational problem for matrix exponential [35]. It is a common practice to apply
the scaling and squaring method, i.e.,

eLT (ρ0) =
(
eL∆t

)T/∆t
(ρ0).

This method could reduce the computational problem eLT (ρ0) into efficiently estimating eL∆t(ρ)
for a small time step ∆t and a general density matrix ρ, which is the main focus below. In what
follows, we will provide a brief review and discussion on existing deterministic numerical methods for
simulating (time-independent) Lindblad equations. More importantly, we shall discuss and focus on
the structure-preservation (in particular, the preservation of positivity) for these methods.

In theory, any consistent classical numerical ODE scheme [20] could simulate the Lindblad equation
with theoretical guarantees for a small enough ∆t. However, when we take into account additional
requirements, e.g., the preservation of the physical structure of density matrices, many methods fail
to fulfill this requirement, or are computationally expensive for a large dimension d. The preservation
of physical properties during the simulation is important especially for a large-scale system and long-
run simulation; see also [42] for a review on this computational issue. In this part, we will discuss
four families of methods: (1) Runge-Kutta and Taylor series methods, (2) Padé approximation, (3)
operator splitting-based methods, and (4) Kraus representation approximation method. More matrix
exponential methods can be found in a thorough review paper by Moler and Van Loan [35]. The
Kraus representation approximation method will be the guiding principle for methods in § 3.

2.1. Runge-Kutta type methods and Taylor series methods. Explicit Runge-Kutta methods
[20] for Lindblad equations are essentially the same as Taylor expansion methods: for an orderM ≥ 1,

A(M,RK)
∆t (ρ) := ρ+

M∑
m=1

∆tm

m!
Lm(ρ).(2)

Explicit Runge-Kutta methods could preserve the trace (as tr
(
L(ρ)

)
= 0 for any ρ), but as was

discussed in [42], they fail to preserve the positivity of density matrices.
The Crank–Nicolson (CN) method, as a second-order implicit Runge-Kutta method, has also been

studied and used for Lindblad equations. For instance, [57] applied CN scheme for a two-level Lindblad
equation with H being time-dependent (in the context of solving the Maxwell-Bloch equation). When
it comes to the von Neumann equation ρ̇t = −i[H, ρt] (a special case of Lindblad equations without
dissipative terms), it was known that a direct application of Crank–Nicolson scheme cannot preserve
the positivity in general, when the dimension d ≥ 3 [6]. In [2], Al-Mohy and Higham proposed an
efficient algorithm based on the Taylor series method (together with the scaling and squaring method).
Their algorithm appears to be very promising and practical. Indeed, the issue of not preserving the
density matrix structure might be negligible for many situations, especially when we approximate the
matrix exponential accurate enough, e.g., up to the machine precision. However, in the context of
simulating Lindblad equation (with physical meaning), it would be better to develop algorithms that
respect the physical properties.

2.2. Padé approximation. The Padé approximation is also a widely used method for matrix expo-
nential, especially when it is used in combination with the scaling and squaring method [1, 22]. The
(q, q)-Padé approximation for eL∆t, denoted by Rq

(
L∆t

)
, is given by

Rq

(
L∆t

)
=
(
Nq

(
−L∆t

))−1

Nq

(
L∆t

)
, Nq

(
A
)
:=

q∑
j=0

(2q − j)!q!

(2q)!j!(q − j)!
Aj ,(3)

for any operator A [5, 35]. As the diagonal (q, q)-Padé approximation is generally preferred than the
general (p, q)-Padé approximation (p ̸= q) [35], we only consider the diagonal ones herein. When
q = 1, N1

(
A
)
= I + 1

2A. Note that ρk+1 = R1

(
L∆t

)
(ρk) in the kth iteration is equivalent to
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N1

(
− L∆t

)
(ρk+1) = N1

(
L∆t

)
(ρk). This is the same as the Crank–Nicolson method mentioned

above and thus in general, Padé approximation does not preserve the positivity [6] in the context of
simulating Lindblad equation.

Apart from the fact that Padé approximation in general does not respect the physical structure in
simulating Lindblad equations, another concern is that the superoperator L has the matrix represen-
tation of size d2× d2, and computational cost of this method is approximately O

(
(d2)2.81

)
= O(d5.62)

for matrix inversion with storage space O(d4) in general; we do not use the scaling for the theoretically
fastest algorithm for matrix multiplication in this discussion, as Strassen-like algorithms [52] appear
to be more practical so far than other theoretically faster algorithms [24]. More specifically, notice
that from Nq

(
−L∆t

)
ρk+1 = Nq

(
L∆t

)
(ρk) in the kth iteration, the right hand side can be evaluated

by the action of Lm (1 ≤ m ≤ q) to ρk, which only involves matrix multiplication of d × d matrices.
Thus, the cost is O(d2.81) [52] for the right hand side, and the main concern comes from the matrix
inversion on the left.

2.3. Operator-splitting methods. For splitting methods, there are two natural choices. The first
one is to split the Lindblad superoperator L according to the Hamiltonian evolution part and the
dissipative part as follows:

L = LH + LD,(4a)

LH(ρ) := −i[H, ρ], LD(ρ) :=

κ∑
k=1

LkρL
†
k − 1

2

{
L†
kLk, ρ

}
.(4b)

This choice connects to e.g., [6,46,47]. We remark that our setup is slightly different from these works
and our discussion below only focuses on the mathematical structure. The splitting scheme studied in
[6,46,47] has been used to deal with the stiffness of Maxwell-Liouville-von Neumann equations under
certain parameter regions and such a concern is not the focus of this work.

The second splitting choice is to include some terms inside the dissipative operator LD into the
Hamiltonian H, and introduce a notion called effective Hamiltonian Heff. Let us define

Heff := H +
1

2i

κ∑
k=1

L†
kLk, J := −iHeff.(5)

where the notation J is introduced for convenience later. Then we could rewrite the Lindblad super-
operator as

L = LJ + LL,(6a)

LJ(ρ) := Jρ+ρJ†, LL(ρ) :=
κ∑

k=1

LkρL
†
k.(6b)

Note that LL has the Kraus representation form, and is thus a CP superoperator, whereas LD is
not. For this reason, in § 3, we shall adopt the second splitting choice (6), instead of the first one (4);
see § 3 for details. Also, it is not hard to verify that eLJ t is a quantum operation, and in particular,
a CP superoperator.

Lemma 1. For any t ∈ R, the superoperator eLJ t is CP with the Kraus operator eJt, i.e., for any
density matrix ρ

eLJ t(ρ) = K
[
eJt
]
(ρ).

When t ≥ 0, the superoperator eLJ t is a quantum channel, namely, for any density matrix ρ,∥∥eLJ t(ρ)
∥∥
1
≤ 1.(7)

The completely positivity of LL and eLJ t are essential for the discussion below. We provide a proof
of this lemma in Appendix A for self-containment.
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After splitting the Lindblad superoperator L into two superoperators, we could in principle choose
any favorite splitting scheme. Let us consider, e.g., the Strang splitting scheme [51], which reduces
approximating eL∆t into calculating matrix exponential of LH and LD:

eL∆t = eLH∆t/2eLD∆teLH∆t/2 +O
(
∆t3

)
.

For the pure Hamiltonian evolution eLH∆t/2(·) = e−iH∆t/2(·)eiH∆t/2, one could use Crank–Nicolson
[21] to approximate e±iH∆t/2 (at the level of wave function), and this choice would preserve the

physical structure of density matrices; more specifically, e−iH∆t/2(·)eiH∆t/2 =
(
Id + iH ∆t

4

)−1 (Id −
iH ∆t

4

)
(·)
(
Id + iH ∆t

4

) (
Id − iH ∆t

4

)−1
+ O(∆t3) [6]; non-standard (adaptive) schemes for two-level

Hamiltonian evolution were explored and discussed in [47], and for general-level case in [46]. However,
the term eLD∆t still require additional treatment, especially for large dimensional systems (d ≫ 1),
where computing matrix exponential might be expensive without knowing particular physical structure
of LD. One could surely use schemes from § 3 to further approximate eLD∆t, which is another
motivation to study structure-preserving schemes in § 3.

Next let us consider the second choice in (6). The Strang splitting scheme gives

eL∆t = eLJ∆t/2eLL∆teLJ∆t/2 +O
(
∆t3

)
.

As we have mentioned, LL is a CP superoperator, thus eLL∆t is also a CP superoperator. Moreover,
eLL∆t could be approximated further by the finite Taylor series truncation without losing the complete
positivity. As for the term eLJ∆t/2, it is also a CP superoperator (see Lemma 1), and it could be
approximated by an operator in the Kraus form up to any order (see (11) below). Therefore, for the
second splitting choice, we could indeed have a second-order approximation scheme that preserves the
positivity and no matrix exponential needs to be involved.

Apart from computational cost, another major concern of splitting-based methods comes from
designing higher order schemes. For example, let us consider a fourth-order scheme. A natural idea
is to use Lie-Trotter-Suzuki method [53]. However, due the the unavoidable occurrence of negative
time weight for any order larger than or equal to 3 in Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [53, Theorem
3], some terms like etLL (with t < 0) must occur, and we know that etLL with t < 0 is not even
positivity-preserving; see Appendix A for an example. Currently, we are unaware of an effective
high-order splitting-based scheme that maintains the complete positivity and at the same time only
requires relatively cheap computational cost. There is no doubt that a second-order scheme might
already fulfill the need for many examples. Nevertheless, it is still better to have a method that can
systematically achieve any high order (at least, up to the order of 3 or 4), without losing the positivity.

2.4. Kraus representation approximation method. In general, it is expensive to directly com-
pute matrix exponential of superoperators, which we would like to avoid. Besides, classical Runge-
Kutta methods might lead into unphysical results as they do not preserve the positivity in general
[42]. Therefore, we would like to study potentially cheaper approximation methods for eL∆t, and these
schemes should also preserve the positivity and unit-trace of density matrices. We notice that a family
of potentially promising schemes have been mentioned by Steinbach, Garraway, and Knight in [49] in
the context of studying high-order unraveling schemes. Even though they began with Runge-Kutta
type schemes to derive high-order unraveling methods, they recognized that a series expansion of
the splitting choice (6) together with quadrature methods (trapezoidal rule was used therein) would
also produce the unraveling scheme that they needed. The connection that they observed can be
understood as differential and integral forms to derive numerical schemes, in the context of numerical
analysis. We observe that because the integral approach briefly mentioned in [49] has Kraus repre-
sentation form, it could be used as a framework to derive high-order structure-preserving schemes,
and matrix exponential could be completely avoided by a further simple approximation (11) below.
We believe this could also be similarly applied to simulate Maxwell-Liouville-von Neumann equations
from quantum optics, which we shall leave as future research. This paper is devoted to studying
this Kraus representation approximation method in a more systematic way with detailed numerical
analysis, which appears to be missing in literature, to the best of our knowledge.
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We shall present how the Kraus representation forms are derived from series expansion in § 3. In
the following, we would like to briefly discuss the generic form of Kraus representation approximation
method. In order to preserve the positivity of density matrices, it is natural to consider the Kraus
representation as follows:

A(un)
∆t (ρ) =

J∑
j=1

K
[
Aj(∆t)

]
(ρ),(8)

where
{
Aj(∆t)

}J
j=1

is a collection of matrices that possibly depend on ∆t. As A(un)
∆t is a CP super-

operator, it preserves the positivity of density matrices (i.e. A(un)
∆t (ρ) is positive semidefinite for any

density matrix ρ), but it might not preserve the unit trace of density matrices; the superscript “un”
is thus used to indicate “unnormalized”.

Given any unnormalized scheme in the above form (8), it is easy to come up with a normalized
scheme A∆t, defined as

A∆t(ρ) := A(un)
∆t (ρ)/ tr

(
A(un)

∆t (ρ)
)
,(9)

where we normalize the positive semidefinite matrix A(un)
∆t (ρ) as a post-processing step. The schemes

A∆t are convex quasi-linear operators [40,41]. Note that the normalized scheme A∆t is non-linear with
respect to ρ, and this is the source of improved stability. As a remark, the normalization procedure

won’t change the order of the scheme. Suppose A(un)
∆t is an order M scheme, namely,

ρ∆t := eL∆t(ρ0) = A(un)
∆t (ρ0) +O(∆tM+1),

then A∆t is also an order M scheme (i.e., ρ∆t = A∆t(ρ0) +O(∆tM+1)) (see Lemma 17 below). The
above discussed deterministic methods are summarized in the following table.

Method category Algorithm

Preservation

Local truncation errorTrace Positivity

RK-q see (2) ✓ ✗ (by [42]) O
(
∥L∥q+1

1 ∆tq+1
)

(q, q)-Padé see (3) ✓ ✗ (by [6]) O
(
∥L∥2q+1

1 ∆t2q+1
)
[5]

This work A(q)
∆t ✓ ✓ O

(
∆tq+1

)
see also Theorem 6

Table 1. A summary and comparison of deterministic methods to simulate Lind-
blad equations. The operator-splitting methods are too expensive and thus are not
discussed in this table.

3. A systemic approach to structure-preserving schemes

We will present a systematic way to develop arbitrarily high-order schemes (in the form of Kraus
representation with normalization constants) that preserve positivity and unit-trace. This method is
based on the integral approach mentioned in [49]; see also the discussion in § 2.4. We shall use the
splitting choice as in (6). For readers’ convenience, let us recall some notations from § 2.3:

L = LJ + LL,

LJ(ρ) := Jρ+ρJ†, LL(ρ) :=

κ∑
k=1

LkρL
†
k,

where

Heff :=H +
1

2i

κ∑
k=1

L†
kLk, J := −iHeff.



STRUCTURE-PRESERVING NUMERICAL SCHEMES FOR LINDBLAD EQUATIONS 7

The main idea is to write eL∆t as a series expansion, while maintaining the complete positivity; see
§ 3.1 below. Further natural approximations are employed to avoid directly estimating the matrix
exponential eLJ t in § 3.2, and to simplify the expressions in the series expansion in § 3.3. The steps
in § 3.1 and § 3.3 have been mentioned in [49], whereas a simple approximation (11) in § 3.2 is the
new ingredient and makes the resulting schemes slightly different from [49]. In § 3.4, we will study
detailed error bounds, and in § 3.5, we will discuss why structure-preserving schemes enjoy improved
absolute stability, compared with classical Runge-kutta methods.

3.1. Step (I): Truncated series expansion based on Duhamel’s principle. By Duhamel’s
principle, viewing LL as a forcing term, we know that

ρt ≡ eLt(ρ0) = eLJ t(ρ0) +

∫ t

0

eLJ (t−s)(LLρs) ds.

After iterations, we have

ρt = eLJ t(ρ0)

+

M∑
m=1

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤t

eLJ (t−sm)LLe
LJ (sm−sm−1)LL · · · eLJ (s2−s1)LL eLJs1(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm

+

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sM+1≤t

eLJ (t−sM+1)LLe
LJ (sM+1−sM )LL · · · eLJ (s2−s1)LL(ρs1) ds1 · · · dsM+1.

(10)

The key observation here is that both eLJ t and LL are completely positive superoperators. If we
choose the splitting choice as in (4), we could still have a similar series expansion; however, since LD

is not a completely positive operator (not even preserving positivity), the positivity of density matrices
cannot be preserved after the finite truncation. In what follows, we will discuss how to approximate
this superoperator and the integrals further without losing the complete positivity.

3.2. Step (II): Approximate eLJ (t−s) by completely positive operators. The term eLJ (t−s)

involves matrix exponential, which we would like to avoid. In fact, for any orderm ≥ 0, (cf. Lemma 13
in Appendix)

eLJ (t−s) = Jm(t− s) +O((t− s)m+1), Jm(t) := K
[ m∑
α=0

Jαtα

α!

]
.(11)

Note that Jm(·) has the Kraus representation form, and thus is also a completely positive superoper-
ator. Therefore, the complete positivity is not lost via employing the above approximation (11) into
(10).

If we assume that the step size ∆t≪ 1, we can re-write the above series expansion (10) by

ρ∆t = JM (∆t)(ρ0)

+

M∑
m=1

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

(
JM−m(∆t− sm)LLJM−m(sm − sm−1)LL · · ·

JM−m(s2 − s1)LLJM−m(s1)(ρ0)

)
ds1:m

+O(∆tM+1)

= JM (∆t)(ρ0)

+

M∑
m=1

∆tm
∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤1

(
JM−m(∆t(1− sm))LLJM−m(∆t(sm − sm−1))LL · · ·

JM−m(∆t(s2 − s1))LLJM−m(∆ts1)(ρ0)

)
ds1:m

+O(∆tM+1)

(12)

where we used the change of variables in the second equality and adopted ds1:m = ds1ds2 · · · dsm as
a short-hand notation.
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To further simplify the notation, let us introduce

FM
m (sm, sm−1, · · · , s1)
:= JM−m(∆t(1− sm))LLJM−m(∆t(sm − sm−1))LL · · · JM−m(∆t(s2 − s1))LLJM−m(∆ts1),

(13)

which is a composition of multiple superoperators in the form of Kraus representation, and is thus
also completely positive. Then

ρ∆t = JM (∆t)(ρ0) +

M∑
m=1

∆tm
∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤1

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0) ds1:m +O(∆tM+1).(14)

Notice that all terms on the right hand side are in the form of Kraus representation, thanks to the
approximation from (11).

Remark 2.

• FM
M (sM , · · · , s1) ≡ (LL)

M is a constant superoperator, independent of s1, · · · , sM .
• If m < M , each term FM

m (sm, · · · , s1) is a composition of at most 2m+1 operators, in particular,
there are at mostm+1 operators having the form JM−m(·), and exactlym of them being LL operators.

• For the term with orderm, we could in theory approximate eLJ (t−s) by Jα(t−s) with α ≥M−m,
and the only difference is the tail error. To remove the extra degrees of freedom in scheme design, we
shall simply choose α =M −m.

Remark 3. The integration above with respect to time variables could be explicitly computed, since
JM is a polynomial with respect to the time variable: e.g., when m = 1,∫

0≤s1≤1

JM−1(∆t(1− s1))LLJM−1(∆ts1)(ρ0)ds1

=

∫
0≤s1≤1

M−1∑
α1,β1,α2,β2=0

Jα2LL

(
Jα1ρ0(J

†)β1
)
(J†)β2

sα1+β1

1 (1− s1)
α2+β2∆tα1+β1+α2+β2

α1!β1!α2!β2!

=

M−1∑
α1,β1,α2,β2=0

Jα2LL

(
Jα1ρ0(J

†)β1
)
(J†)β2

(α1 + β1)!(α2 + β2)!

α1!β1!α2!β2!(α1 + α2 + β1 + β2 + 1)!
∆tα1+β1+α2+β2 .

However, a direct computation via the above expansion would significantly increase the computational
complexity. Therefore, we appeal to further approximation of the integration by quadrature methods
with respect to time variables.

3.3. Step (III): Approximate the integration by quadrature methods. The main idea in
this step is to apply any appropriate quadrature methods to approximate the nested integral in (14),
and the resulting approximations are unnormalized schemes that preserve the positivity. The only
requirement is that the errors from quadrature approximations are small enough so that the order of
the scheme is not affected.

There are three important examples: for order M = 1, there is no need to use any quadrature
approximation, and there is only one unnormalized scheme; when M = 2, if we apply the famous
trapezoidal rule and midpoint rule, we would end up with two different schemes. We postpone more
details to Appendix B for the detailed derivation, and we simply summarize the final unnormalized
schemes below:

A(un,1)
∆t (ρ) := K

[
Id − i∆tHeff

]
(ρ) + ∆tLL(ρ);(15a)

A(un,2,TR)
∆t (ρ) :=K

[
Id + (−iHeff)∆t+

(−iHeff)
2∆t2

2

]
(ρ) +

∆t

2
K
[
Id + (−iHeff)∆t

]
LL(ρ)

+
∆t

2
LLK

[
Id + (−iHeff)∆t

]
(ρ) +

∆t2

2
LLLL(ρ);

(15b)
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A(un,2,MP)
∆t (ρ) :=K

[
Id + (−iHeff)∆t+

(−iHeff)
2∆t2

2

]
(ρ)

+ ∆tK
[
Id + (−iHeff)

∆t

2

]
LLK

[
Id + (−iHeff)

∆t

2

]
(ρ) +

∆t2

2
LLLL(ρ).

(15c)

The corresponding normalized schemes are denoted by A(1)
∆t , A

(2,TR)
∆t , and A(2,MP)

∆t ; please refer to (9)
above for the general form of the normalized scheme.

For simplicity, more complicated third-order scheme can be found in (29) and (30) and a particular
fourth-order scheme can be found in (32) later in Appendix.

Remark 4 (Computational costs). As one could observe, for structure-preserving schemes like above
in (15), the computational cost is dominated by matrix multiplication of size d×d, and we believe this
is perhaps the cheapest way that one could expect at the level of density matrices in general. More
specifically, using Strassen algorithm, the computational complexity is O(d2.81) [52]. Explicit Runge-
Kutta schemes discussed in § 2.1 also have the same computational complexity scaling with respect
to the dimension d, but as discussed above, Runge-Kutta schemes cannot preserve the positivity. To
clarify, this is only the theoretical scaling with respect to the dimension d, and many other factors
could affect the actual simulation cost, e.g., the physical model L.
Remark 5 (General high-order schemes). We comment on the general case. For high-dimensional
integration, Smolyak algorithm [45] is an efficient sparse grid method in many situations. However,
it cannot be directly applied to this particular problem, because if one uses negative weights in the
quadrature method, it is not clear whether the positivity of density matrices can still be preserved. The
Monte Carlo methods or Quasi-Monte Carlo methods for the integral terms do not involve negative
weights, and thus both methods could always help to preserve the complete positivity. In this work, we
will focus on deterministic schemes and thus will not further study the Monte Carlo based quadrature
methods, which might be an interesting future research direction.

3.4. Error quantifications. We collect error bounds here for schemes with order up to four. The
detailed error analysis for the above three approximation steps is given in Appendix C.

Theorem 6 (Error analysis). For the above schemes, if one picks a quadrature scheme at each level
that does not affect the order (more specifically, (23) below is satisfied for each m), and assume that
the time step ∆t = T

N ≤ 1
∥J∥∞

. Then the total error between the normalized structure-preserving

scheme and the exact time propagation is bounded by∥∥∥(A(M)
T/N

)N
(ρ)− eTL(ρ)

∥∥∥
1
≤ cM

TM+1

NM
,

where

cM =
46

(M + 1)!

(
∥J∥∞+∥LL∥1

)M+1
+

M−1∑
m=1

4(M −m)!

M !
C(M,m)∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ ,

C(M,m) =
∑

0≤x1,x2,··· ,x2m+2≤M−m∑2m+2
j=1 xj≥M−m+1

1∏2m+2
j=1 xj !

.

The expression of C(M,m) can be easily computable given specific M , m ∈ N in practice. When

M = 1, the summation
∑M−1

m=1 is defined as zero.

3.5. Discussion on absolute stability. The above developed structure-preserving schemes will
demonstrate improved absolute stability compared with the Runge-Kutta type methods. For classical

Runge-Kutta, it is well-known that when ∆t is relatively large, during iterations ρk+1 = A(M,RK)
∆t (ρk)

might diverge to infinity as k → ∞. The reason is that a large ∆t changes the spectrum behavior of

the operator A(M,RK)
∆t . However, this is never an issue for the normalized structure-preserving scheme

above, as A(M)
∆t (·) maps any density matrix to another one in a non-linear way, which renders such a

divergent behavior impossible. This will be demonstrated below in numerical examples in § 4.
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4. Numerical examples

We demonstrate the performance of structure-preserving schemes developed in § 3 for three ex-
amples: a two-level decaying Lindblad equation (d = 2), a two-level atom interacting with quantized
photon field (d = 4, 10 and 20 are considered), and a 1D dissipative Ising model with 2, 4, or 6
atomic sites (namely, d = 4, 16, 64 respectively). We will demonstrate the order of convergence
for structure-preserving schemes, as well as their improved stability for large ∆t. We shall refer our
structure-preserving (SP) schemes as SPk where k is the order of the scheme. The detailed expressions
of structure-preserving schemes being tested below can be found in (15a) (1st order), (15c) (2nd order,
midpoint), (29) (3rd order), (32) (4th order).

4.1. A two-level decaying system. We first consider a two-level Lindblad equation from [8, Eq.
(3.219)] with the following choice

H = 0, L1 =
√
λ0(ν + 1)σ−, L2 =

√
λ0νσ+,(16)

where λ0 is the spontaneous emission rate, and ν is the value of Planck distribution at the transition
frequency [8].

In Figure 1, we visualize the averaged terminal error Eρ0

[∥∥(A∆t)
N (ρ0)− eLT (ρ0)

∥∥
1

]
at time T = 1

for various schemes, where N = T/∆t is the number of time steps, and the expectation with respect
to ρ0 is approximated by 5 randomly generated samples via QuTiP [26]. The convergence behavior
for structure-preserving schemes could be clearly observed in Figure 1. For some parameters (e.g.,
λ0 = 3), the error curve for SP schemes appear to lie above the error curve for Runge-Kutta with the
same order, namely, the prefactor in front of the error scaling of SP schemes might be larger than that
of Runge-Kutta schemes. This phenomenon is likely to originate from the expansion in (10), whose
truncation error is smaller when the interaction strength ∥LL∥ is small (namely, the weak-coupling
region). However, for many physically relevant Lindblad equations, weak-coupling assumption is
expected [8], and in this physical region, SP schemes appear to have a smaller prefactor in error
scaling compared with Runge-Kutta (cf. the case λ0 = 1 in Figure 1).

In Figure 2, we test the stability of various schemes for λ0 = 5 and ν = 1/2. The initial density
matrix is chosen as ρ0 = 1

2

(
I2 + 1√

6
σX + 1√

3
σY + 1√

2
σZ
)
, and we visualize |⟨σX⟩ρt

| and |⟨σY ⟩ρt
| with

respect to time t, where ρt is approximated by different schemes. As one could observe, for structure-
preserving schemes, both |⟨σX⟩ρt | and |⟨σY ⟩ρt | always decay for the time step chosen therein; for

Runge-Kutta scheme A(2,RK)
∆t , the asymptotic decay behavior is only preserved for small ∆t < 0.4.

Therefore, we have verified that structure-preserving schemes (15) have better absolute stability,

compared to classical ODE solvers such as A(2,RK)
∆t .

4.2. A two-level atom interacting with a quantized photon field. We further consider a Lind-
blad equation studied in [9], for a composite system consisting of an two-level atom and a quantized
photon field. The Hamiltonian term in the Lindblad equation is given by

H = Iatom ⊗
(
ωa†a

)
+
(
ΩσZ

)
⊗ Iph − g(σ− ⊗ a† + σ+ ⊗ a),(17)

where a(†) are annihilation/creation operators for the photon field, Pauli matrices act on the two-
level atom, and Iatom and Iph are identity superoperators acting on the atom and the photon field,
respectively; ω, Ω, g are parameters, and in particular, g measures the interaction strength of the
atom and the photon field, and is known as the Rabi frequency. Lindblad operators are given by

L1 = Iatom ⊗
(√

α(ν + 1) a
)
, L2 = Iatom ⊗

(√
αν a†

)
,

L3 =
(√

β(1− η) σ−
)
⊗ Iph, L4 =

(√
βη σ+

)
⊗ Iph, L5 =

(√
γ σZ

)
⊗ Iph,

(18)

where α, β, γ, ν are non-negative constants, and the parameter η ∈ [0, 1]. For our purpose of numerical
experiment, we set the parameters as ω = Ω = g = 1, ν = η = 1/2, and choose α = β = γ. We
truncate the dimension of the photon field to 2, 5, 10 (therefore, the dimension of the composite
quantum system is d = 4, 10, 20 respectively). In Figure 3, we present the averaged terminal error
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Figure 1. (A two-level system). We visualize the averaged terminal error
Eρ0

[∥∥(A∆t)
N (ρ0)− eLT (ρ0)

∥∥
1

]
for T = 1. The Lindblad equation ρt under con-

sideration is a decaying two level system (16) with varying λ0 while ν = 1/2 is fixed.

0 1 2 3
time

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

|
X

t|

0 1 2 3
time

10 5

10 3

10 1

|
Y

t|
exact
SP1

RK2
SP2(MP)

Figure 2. (Stability demonstration in a two-level system). This figure shows
|⟨σX⟩ρt | and |⟨σY ⟩ρt | with respect to time t, and ρt is approximated via various
schemes with a large time step ∆t = 0.42. The Lindblad equation ρt under consid-
eration is a decaying two level system (16) with λ0 = 5 and ν = 1/2, and with initial
condition ρ0 = 1

2

(
I2 + 1√

6
σX + 1√

3
σY + 1√

2
σZ
)
.

Eρ0

[∥∥(A∆t)
N (ρ0)− eLT (ρ0)

∥∥
1

]
with respect to N for various schemes A∆t and for several sets of

parameters. The expectation Eρ0 [·] is approximated by 5 randomly generated density matrices ρ0
in tensor product form (namely, the atom and the photon field are initially not interacting with
each other). In Figure 3, the orders of convergence for various SP schemes are validated. We can
observe a similar phenomenon that SP schemes have relatively better error scaling prefactor when the
interaction strength is smaller.

4.3. Dissipative Ising model. Finally, we shall consider the following 1D dissipative Ising model
for n spins, with only nearest neighbor interaction in Hamiltonian:

H =

n∑
i=1

σ
(i)
Z −

n−1∑
i=1

σ
(i)
X ⊗ σ

(i+1)
X , Li =

√
γσ

(i)
− for i = 1, 2, · · · , n,(19)
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(a) number of photon level is 2 (d = 4)
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(b) number of photon level is 5 (d = 10)
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(c) number of photon level is 10 (d = 20)

Figure 3. (Atom interacting with photon). We visualize averaged terminal
error Eρ0

[∥∥(A∆t)
N (ρ0)− eLT (ρ0)

∥∥
1

]
for T = 1. The Lindblad equation herein is

given by (17) and (18).
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where γ > 0 characterizes the interaction strength of the spin system with the environment; the

superscript σ
(i)
Z in Pauli-Z means that the Pauli-Z matrix acts on the site i, and similar notations

apply to other Pauli matrices. For simplicity, we shall consider the terminal time T = 1 in numerical
experiments, and consider 5 randomly generated product states as initial conditions to ensure certain
robustness. In Figure 4, we can easily observe the order of convergence for SP schemes by comparing
them with RK schemes, and moreover, SP schemes appear to have smaller error prefactor compared
with RK schemes when γ is not too large.

5. Discussion on randomized and quantum algorithms

Due to its apparent preservation of physical nature, the structure-preserving algorithms developed
above can be used as a backbone for designing randomized algorithms (as known as unraveling methods
in literatures) and quantum algorithms for simulating Lindblad equations. In what follows, we shall
discuss on their connections, as well as the values that our perspective can possibly bring.

5.1. Randomized algorithms. Consider any deterministic unnormalized scheme A(un)
∆t in Kraus

representation (8). We could immediately obtain a corresponding unraveling scheme: given any wave
function |ψ0⟩ at time 0, let |ψ0⟩ jump to a unnormalized wave function

|ψ∆t⟩ =
1

√
pj
Aj(∆t) |ψ0⟩ , with probability pj ,(20)

where pj > 0 for any index 1 ≤ j ≤ J. Then suppose at time 0, |ψ0⟩ is a random variable. Then

E
[
|ψ∆t⟩ ⟨ψ∆t|

]
= E

[ J∑
j=1

Aj(∆t) |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|A†
j(∆t)

]
= A(un)

∆t

(
E
[
|ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|

])
.

It is clear that this stochastic process |ψk∆t⟩ (integer k ≥ 1) above is a stochastic realization of

the unnormalized scheme A(un)
∆t . The major benefit of stochastic unraveling method [15, 18, 39] is

that it only simulates a wave function |ψk∆t⟩ with O(d) storage space, at the cost of many samples
in order to recover the density matrix. High-order unraveling schemes have been used to study e.g.,
photodesorbing [4] and dissipative molecular system coupled with external fields [36–38]; a time-step
adaptive method for the quantum jump unraveling scheme was studied in [28].

Our perspective also has values in providing the flexibility to employ other sampling schemes. If
we start with the traditional unraveling scheme, namely, transforming the Lindblad equation into
a statistically equivalent stochastic differential equations (or jump process), designing a high-order
scheme for stochastic differential equations is more complex than applying stochastic schemes directly
for Kraus operator sum representation as discussed above. Moreover, the above stochastic algorithm
(20) based on the structure-preserving algorithms is easier to adopt advanced sampling schemes (e.g.,
importance sampling, or random batch method [25]) to achieve further efficiency.

5.2. Quantum algorithms. There is an increasing interest in quantum algorithms for simulating
Lindblad equations, e.g., variational quantum algorithms [55], unitary decomposition [43, 44], linear
combination of unitary (LCU) [14], and many others. In particular, a common ingredient in these
approaches is to use the Kraus operator sum representation: [14] provided a scheme to find an unitary
dilation by assuming LCU decomposition of individual Kraus operators; [23] adopted the Sz.-Nagy
theorem to improve the efficiency over traditional Stinespring dilation; [17] used the stochastic un-
raveling formalism and derives the corresponding Kraus operators required together with Stinespring
dilation. The family of algorithms analyzed in § 3 and their direct variations could theoretically offer
an arbitrary high-order schemes to prepare a family of Kraus operators.

For the problem of Hamiltonian simulation, though Trotter method does not achieve the asymp-
totically optimal scaling in time, it is still considered as a promising practical approach in the near
future [13]. The above Kraus operator decomposition analogously provide a systemic approach for
simulating (non-unitary) Lindblad equations. Suppose that we approximate eL∆t via the first order



14 STRUCTURE-PRESERVING NUMERICAL SCHEMES FOR LINDBLAD EQUATIONS

102

N

10 9

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

Av
g.

 e
rro

r
= 0.01

102

N

10 9

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

= 0.1

102

N

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

= 1.0

RK1
SP1

RK2
SP2(MP)

RK3
SP3

RK4
SP4

(a) n = 2 (d = 4)

102

N

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

Av
g.

 e
rro

r

= 0.01

102

N

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

= 0.1

102

N

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

= 1.0

RK1
SP1

RK2
SP2(MP)

RK3
SP3

RK4
SP4

(b) n = 4 (d = 16)
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(c) n = 6 (d = 64)

Figure 4. (1D dissipative Ising model). We visualize averaged terminal error
Eρ0

[∥∥(A∆t)
N (ρ0)− eLT (ρ0)

∥∥
1

]
for T = 1. The Lindblad equation herein is given by

(19).



STRUCTURE-PRESERVING NUMERICAL SCHEMES FOR LINDBLAD EQUATIONS 15

scheme and we require that the error at terminal time is ε. After we expand (eL∆t)N via those el-
ementary Kraus operators (e.g., Jm(∆t) and those κ Kraus operators inside LL), we end up with a
total number of O

(
κN
)
= O

(
κ1/ε

)
Kraus operators. However, if we use the second-order scheme, we

only need O
(
(κ2)1/

√
ε
)
≪ O

(
κ1/ε

)
in order to reach the same precision ε. This suggests the potential

usefulness of the above high-order schemes into designing efficient quantum algorithms.

6. Conclusion and outlook

In this work, we have studied a family of structure-preserving schemes for Lindblad equations
with detailed error analysis. These schemes are guaranteed to possess improved absolute stability.
The validity and performance of these schemes are demonstrated via a two-level decaying system, an
atom-photon coupling system, and 1D dissipative Ising model.

As mentioned above, there are a few open questions that are worthwhile to be further explored: (1)
it could also be interesting to design similar structure-preserving schemes with smaller error prefactor;
(2) in this work, we have not incorporated the dynamical low-rank approximation [10, 27, 30, 31] to
further reduce the computational cost whenever applicable, and a hybrid method by including the
above structure-preserving schemes and dynamical low-rank approximation (with adaptive rank) could
be promising in practice; (3) as discussed above, it is interesting to analyze and optimize the quantum
algorithms designed based on the above higher-order structure-preserving algorithms.
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[47] M. E. Songolo and B. Bidégaray-Fesquet, Nonstandard finite-difference schemes for the two-level Bloch model, Int.
J. Model. Simul. Sci. Comput. 09 (2018), no. 4, 1850033.

[48] H. Spohn, Entropy production for quantum dynamical semigroups, J. Math. Phys. 19 (1978), no. 5, 1227–1230.
[49] J. Steinbach, B. M. Garraway, and P. L. Knight, High-order unraveling of master equations for dissipative evolution,

Phys. Rev. A 51 (1995), no. 4, 3302–3308.

[50] W. F. Stinespring, Positive Functions on C*-Algebras, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 6 (1955), no. 2, 211–216.
[51] G. Strang, On the construction and comparison of difference schemes, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 5 (1968), no. 3,

506–517.

[52] V. Strassen, Gaussian elimination is not optimal, Numer. Math. 13 (1969), 354–356.
[53] M. Suzuki, General theory of fractal path integrals with applications to many-body theories and statistical physics,

J. Math. Phys. 32 (1991), no. 2, 400–407.

[54] F. Verstraete, M. M. Wolf, and J. I. Cirac, Quantum computation and quantum-state engineering driven by dissi-
pation, Nat. Phys. 5 (2009), 633–636.

[55] T. Watad and N. H. Lindner, Variational quantum algorithms for simulation of Lindblad dynamics, 2023.

arXiv:2305.02815.



STRUCTURE-PRESERVING NUMERICAL SCHEMES FOR LINDBLAD EQUATIONS 17

[56] M. M. Wilde, Quantum information theory, 2nd ed., Cambridge University Press, 2017.

[57] R. W. Ziolkowski, J. M. Arnold, and D. M. Gogny, Ultrafast pulse interactions with two-level atoms, Phys. Rev.

A 52 (1995), no. 4, 3082–3094.

Appendix A. Proofs for § 2

We shall provide a proof for Lemma 1 that eLJ t (t ≥ 0) is a quantum operation, and also provide
an example that eLLt (t < 0) is not even positivity-preserving.

Proof of Lemma 1. Suppose ∂t |ψt⟩ = J |ψt⟩ with initial condition |ψ0⟩. We can observe that

eJt |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| eJ
†t = |ψt⟩ ⟨ψt| =: ηt.

It is not hard to verify that

∂tηt = LJ(ηt),which implies that ηt = eLJ t(|ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|).
Therefore,

eLJ t(|ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|) = eJt |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| eJ
†t.

Hence, eLJ t preserves the positivity for pure states, and thus also preserves the positivity for general
density matrices by the linearity of the operator eLJ t; more specifically,

eLJ t(ρ) = K
[
eJt
]
(ρ), ∀ρ.

Next when t ≥ 0, let us compute the change of the norm ∥|ψt⟩∥2,

∂t ⟨ψt|ψt⟩ = ⟨ψt| J + J† |ψt⟩ = −⟨ψt|
κ∑

k=1

L†
kLk |ψt⟩ ≤ 0.

Therefore, 0 ≤ tr
(
eLJ t(|ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|)

)
≤ tr

(
|ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|

)
. The final conclusion easily follows from the linear-

ity.

The superoperator eLLt (t < 0) does not preserve the positivity. Let us consider an example
LL(·) = σX(·)σX . Consider any density matrix ρ = 1

2

(
I2+rXσX+rY σY +rZσZ

)
, where r2X+r2Y +r2Z ≤

1. One could verify that

LL(ρ) =
1

2

(
I2 + rXσX − rY σY − rZσZ

)
,

and thus

etLL(ρ) =
1

2

(
etI2 + etrXσX + e−trY σY + e−trZσZ

)
= et

1

2

(
I2 + rXσX + e−2trY σY + e−2trZσZ

)
.

To show that the matrix etLL(ρ) is not positive semidefinite in general, notice that the prefactor et does
not matter, and inside, it has a Bloch vector form with coefficients (rX , e

−2trY , e
−2trZ). Therefore,

it is a positive-semidefinite matrix if and only if (rX)2 +
(
e−2trY

)2
+
(
e−2trZ

)2 ≤ 1. For any t < 0,

obviously, the above relation does not hold in general for all valid (rX , rY , rZ) with r
2
X + r2Y + r2Z ≤ 1.

Therefore, etLL might map a density matrix to a matrix with a negative eigenvalue, and thus etLL

(t < 0) is not positivity-preserving, let alone completely positivity.

Appendix B. On the optimal quadrature scheme and error analysis

B.1. A general principle for quadrature approximation. As discussed above, when m = M ,
there is no need to consider any quadrature scheme. Therefore, when M = 1, the only scheme is that

ρ∆t = J1(∆t)(ρ0) + ∆tLL(ρ0) +O
(
∆t2

)
.(21)

Next, let us consider a generalM > 1 and consider an arbitrary m with 1 ≤ m < M . Let us denote
the hyper-cube (also known as the probabilistic simplex) as Cm for convenience:

Cm :=
{
(s1, s2, · · · , sm) | 0 ≤ s1 ≤ s2 · · · ≤ sm ≤ 1

}
.
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Then for each integral term inside (14),∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0) ds1:m

=
∑

0≤α0,α1,··· ,αm,
β0,β1,··· ,βm≤M−m

(∫
Cm

∏m
j=0 ∆t

αj+βj (sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj∏m

j=0 αj !
∏m

j=0 βj !
ds1:m

)
Opα,β,

where

Opα,β := Jαm,βm
◦ LL ◦ Jαm−1,βm−1

◦ · · · ◦ LL ◦ Jα0,β0
(ρ0), Jα,β(·) := Jα(·)(J†)β ,

and we introduced sm+1 ≡ 1 and s0 ≡ 0 for simplicity. For each index 0 ≤ j ≤ m, αj , βj are integers
bounded by 0 and M −m,

α = (α0, α1, · · · , αm) ∈ Nm+1, β = (β0, β1, · · · , βm) ∈ Nm+1.

For later convenience, let us define

γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · , γm) := α+ β = (α0 + β0, · · · , αm + βm).

We can easily observe that:

Lemma 7. The norm of
∥∥Opα,β

∥∥
1
≤ ∥J∥

∑m
j=0 αj+βj

∞ ∥LL∥m1 .

A simple application of the triangle inequality leads into the following error quantifications:

Proposition 8 (A general computable error bound). Suppose we find a quadrature scheme with
positive weights w = (w1, w2, · · · , wQ) and Q-samples s1, s2, · · · , sQ ∈ Cm. Then the error is always
bounded by∥∥∥∥∥

∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wqFM
m (sq)(ρ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤∥LL∥m1
∑

∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m


∥J∥

∑
j αj+βj

∞ ∆t
∑

j αj+βj∏m
j=0 αj !

∏m
j=0 βj !

×∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Cm

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
αj+βj

∣∣∣∣∣∣

 .

(22)

Proof. By direct expansion,∥∥∥∥∥
∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wqFM
m (sq)(ρ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m

∏m
j=0 ∆t

αj+βj∏m
j=0 αj !

∏m
j=0 βj !


∫
Cm

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj ds1:m

−
∑
q

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
αj+βj

Opα,β

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤
∑

∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m


∏m

j=0 ∆t
αj+βj∏m

j=0 αj !
∏m

j=0 βj !

∥∥Opα,β

∥∥
1
×

∣∣∣∫
Cm

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj ds1:m −

∑
q

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
αj+βj

∣∣∣


This proposition can then be immediately proved after applying Lemma 7. □
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Let us denote a polynomial with m− 1 degrees of freedom as follows:

Φγ(s) :=

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj ≡

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
γj .

Because Opα,β generally don’t commute nor equal to each other, we need to find a quadrature
scheme at the level m with positive weights such that it can approximate the following family of
integrals without error:

Q∑
q=1

wqΦγ(s
q) =

∫
Cm

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
γj ds1:m,

∀α,β such that ∥α∥1 + ∥β∥1 ≡
m∑
j=0

αj + βj ≡
m∑
j=0

γj ≤M −m.

(23)

In what follows, we first derive a few particular schemes for M = 2, 3, 4 which are more practical
than extremely high-order cases (M ≫ 1).

B.2. Case M = 2. We only need to consider the case m = 1. We need a quadrature scheme to
approximate

Q∑
q=1

wq(1− sq1)
γ1(sq1)

γ0 =

∫
0≤s1≤1

(1− s1)
γ1sγ0

1 ds1

exactly without error for (γ0, γ1) = (0, 1), (1, 0), (0, 0).
If we only uses one data point, then the only possibility is the midpoint scheme, namely,

w1 = 1, s1 =
[
1/2
]
.

This leads into the midpoint scheme:

A(un,2,MP)
∆t := J2(∆t)(·) + ∆tJ1(∆t/2)LLJ1(∆t/2)(·) +

∆t2

2
L2
L(·).(24)

If we allow two samples, then for any θ ∈ [0, 1], we have

w1 ∈ [0, 1/2], s1 =
[
θ
]
;

w2 = 1− w1, s2 =
[

1/2−w1θ
1−w1

]
.

(25)

When w1 = w2 = 1/2 and θ = 1/2, it reduces to the above midpoint rule. Another choice is that
θ = 0 and w1 = w2 = 1/2, and it leads into the Trapezoidal rule with the following scheme:

A(un,2,TP)
∆t := J2(∆t)(·) +

∆t

2
J1(∆t)LL +

∆t

2
LLJ1(∆t) +

∆t2

2
L2
L.(26)

B.3. Case M = 3. We need to consider two cases: m = 1 and m = 2:

• When m = 1, we need a quadrature scheme with precise evaluations of∫
0≤s1≤1

(1− s1)
γ1sγ0

1 ds1 =
γ1!γ0!

(γ0 + γ1 + 1)!

for (γ0, γ1) = (0, 0), (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 0), (1, 1), (2, 0). With direct calculations, it turns out that we
only need two samples:

w1 =
3(1− 2θ)2

4(1− 3θ + 3θ2)
, s1 =

[−2+3θ
−3+6θ

]
;

w2 =
1

4(1− 3θ + 3θ2)
, s2 =

[
θ
]
.

To ensure that s1 fall into the correct range [0, 1], we need

θ ∈ [0, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 1].
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Similar to the Trapezoidal scheme above, if sq has elements either 0 or 1, then we can uses
one less Kraus operator, and hence, we end up with the following two possible choices:

w1 = 3/4, w2 = 1/4, s1 =
[
2/3
]
, s2 =

[
0
]
.(27)

w1 = 3/4, w2 = 1/4, s1 =
[
1/3
]
, s2 =

[
1
]
.(28)

• When m = 2, we need a quadrature scheme with exact approximations of∫
0≤s1≤s2≤1

(1− s2)
γ2(s2 − s1)

γ1(s1)
γ0 ds1:2

for (γ0, γ1, γ2) = (1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1), (0, 0, 0). In this case, we only need one sample points:

w1 = 1/2 s1 =
[
1/3 2/3

]
,

We obtain the following two third-order schemes:

A(un,3)
∆t (ρ) =J3(∆t)(ρ) +

3∆t

4
J2(∆t/3)LLJ2(2∆t/3)(ρ) +

∆t

4
J2(∆t)LL(ρ)

+
∆t2

2
J1(∆t/3)LLJ1(∆t/3)LLJ1(∆t/3)(ρ) +

∆t3

6
L3
L(ρ),

(29)

and

A(un,3)
∆t (ρ) =J3(∆t)(ρ) +

3∆t

4
J2(2∆t/3)LLJ2(∆t/3)(ρ) +

∆t

4
LLJ2(∆t)(ρ)

+
∆t2

2
J1(∆t/3)LLJ1(∆t/3)LLJ1(∆t/3)(ρ) +

∆t3

6
L3
L(ρ).

(30)

B.4. Case M = 4. We similarly need to handle cases m = 1, 2, 3 separately:

• When m = 1, we need to ensure that∫
0≤s1≤1

(1− s1)
γ1sγ0

1 ds1 =
γ1!γ0!

(1 + γ0 + γ1)!
,

for (γ0, γ1) such that γ0+γ1 ≤ 3 are precisely approximated via samples. By solving the conditions
(23), we notice that only two samples are necessary, and these are

w1 = 1/2, s1 =
[
3+

√
3

6

]
,

w2 = 1/2, s2 =
[
3−

√
3

6

]
.

Moreover, this solution is unique for the choice of two samples.
• When m = 2, we need to ensure that∫

0≤s1≤s2≤1

(1− s2)
γ2(s2 − s1)

γ1sγ0

1 ds1ds2 =
γ0!γ1!γ2!

(γ0 + γ1 + γ2 + 2)!

can be exactly computed for any (γ0, γ1, γ2) with γ0 + γ1 + γ2 ≤ 2. By Mathematica, there is
no solution using only two samples. For three samples, there are, in fact, an infinite amount of
possible solutions. The generic forms are

w1 =
y(6z − 4)− 4z + 3

12(x− y)(x− z)
, w2 =

x(4− 6z) + 4z − 3

12(x− y)(y − z)
, w3 =

x(6y − 4)− 4y + 3

12(x− z)(y − z)
,

s1 =

[
1
4

(
2x−

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

y(6z−4)−4z+3

)
x

]
;

s2 =

[
1
4

(
2y −

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

x(6z−4)−4z+3

)
y

]
;

s3 =

[
1
4

(
2z −

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

x(6y−4)−4y+3

)
z

]
.
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or

w1 =
y(6z − 4)− 4z + 3

12(x− y)(x− z)
, w2 =

x(4− 6z) + 4z − 3

12(x− y)(y − z)
, w3 =

x(6y − 4)− 4y + 3

12(x− z)(y − z)
,

s1 =

[
1
4

(
2x+

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

y(6z−4)−4z+3

)
x

]
;

s2 =

[
1
4

(
2y +

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

x(6z−4)−4z+3

)
y

]
;

s3 =

[
1
4

(
2z +

√
2
√

−((x(6y−4)−4y+3)(x(6z−4)−4z+3)(y(6z−4)−4z+3))

x(6y−4)−4y+3

)
z

]
.

Not all values of (x, y, z) ∈ [0, 1]3 provides a valid scheme. When x = 1/4, y = 3/4, z = 1, the
first generic solution provides the following explicit possible samples:

w1 = 1/9, s1 =
[
0 1/4

]
;

w2 = 1/3, s2 =
[
1/2 3/4

]
;

w3 = 1/18, s3 =
[
0 1

]
.

(31)

• When m = 3, we need to approximate∫
0≤s1≤s2≤s3≤1

(1− s3)
γ3(1− s2)

γ2(s2 − s1)
γ1(s1)

γ0 ds

for (γ0, γ1, γ2, γ3) = (1, 0, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 0, 1), (0, 0, 0, 0). In this case, we only
need one sample:

w1 = 1/6 s1 =
[
1/4 2/4 3/4

]
.

Therefore, a possible 4th order scheme is:

A(un,4)
∆t (ρ) =J4(∆t)(ρ)

+
∆t

2
J3(

3−
√
3

6
∆t)LLJ3(

3 +
√
3

6
∆t)(ρ) +

∆t

2
J3(

3 +
√
3

6
∆t)LLJ3(

3−
√
3

6
∆t)(ρ)

+
∆t2

9
J2(

3

4
∆t)LLJ2(

1

4
∆t)LL(ρ) +

∆t2

3
J2(

1

4
∆t)LLJ2(

1

4
∆t)LLJ2(

1

2
∆t)(ρ)

+
∆t2

18
LLJ2(∆t)LL(ρ)

+
∆t3

6
J1(∆t/4)LLJ1(∆t/4)LLJ1(∆t/4)LLJ1(∆t/4)(ρ)

+
∆t4

24
L4
L(ρ).

(32)

B.5. Some general properties of the selections of quadrature schemes. We summarize here
a few general properties arising from the selection of quadrature schemes at different levels m.

Lemma 9. Given an η ∈ N, to make sure

Q∑
q=1

wq(1− sq1)
γ1(sq1)

γ0 =

∫
0≤s1≤1

(1− s1)
γ1sγ0

1 ds1, ∀γ0, γ1 with γ0 + γ1 ≤ η,(33)

it is equivalent to ensure that for ϕγ(x) = xγ ,

Q∑
q=1

wqϕγ(s
q
1) =

∫
0≤s1≤1

ϕγ(s
q
1) ds1, ∀γ with γ ≤ η.(34)

Namely, it is a scheme with positive weights on [0, 1] such that it has algebraic precision at least η.



22 STRUCTURE-PRESERVING NUMERICAL SCHEMES FOR LINDBLAD EQUATIONS

Proof. If (33) holds, then clearly (34) holds. Backwardly, if (34) holds, then for any given γ0, γ1,
(1− s)γ1sγ0 = p(s) is a polynomial of s with degree γ0 + γ1 ≤ η, and thus∫

0≤s1≤1

(1− s1)
γ1sγ0

1 ds1 =

∫
0≤s1≤1

p(s1) ds1
(34)
=

Q∑
q=1

wq p(s
q
1) =

Q∑
q=1

wq(1− sq1)
γ1(sq1)

γ0 .

□

Lemma 10 (Case m = 1). When m = 1, to satisfies the criterion (23), we at most need ⌈M/2⌉
samples and these samples points can be chosen as Gaussian nodes (for the interval [0, 1]).

Proof. By the above lemma, we just need to find positive weights wq and samples sq1 such that the
quadrature reaches at least M − 1 algebraic precision. This can be ensured by Gaussian quadrature
which uses k points with guaranteed algebraic precision 2k − 1 and all weights are guaranteed to be
positive. Then the conclusion easily follows. □

Lemma 11 (Case m = M − 1). When m = M − 1, to satisfies the criterion (23), we only need one
sample with

w1 =
1

m!
=

1

(M − 1)!
, s1 =

[
1
M , 2

M , · · · , M−1
M

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
has M−1 elements

.

Proof. The proof is trivial from the definitions and is thus omitted. □

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 6: Details of the error analysis

C.1. Error from truncation in the series expansion.

Proposition 12. For any ∆t > 0,∥∥∥ ρ∆t − eLJ∆t(ρ0)−
M∑

m=1

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

eLJ (∆t−sm)LLe
LJ (sm−sm−1)LL · · ·

eLJ (s2−s1)LLe
LJs1(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm

∥∥∥
1

≤ 1

(M + 1)!
∥LL∥M+1

1 ∆tM+1.

(35)

Proof. We need to quantify the remainder term in (10). Recall that for any t ≥ 0 and any positive
semi-definite matrix ρ, we have

∥∥eLJ t(ρ)
∥∥
1
≤ ∥ρ∥1 in (7). Hence, we know that∥∥∥ ∫

0≤s1≤···≤sM+1≤∆t

eLJ (∆t−sM+1)LLe
LJ (sM+1−sM )LL · · · eLJ (s2−s1)LL(ρs1) ds1 · · · dsM+1

∥∥∥
1

≤
∫
0≤s1≤···≤sM+1≤∆t

∥LL∥M+1
1 ds1 · · · dsM+1 ≤ 1

(M + 1)!
∥LL∥M+1

1 ∆tM+1.

Therefore, we immediately have (35). □

C.2. Error from approximating eLJ (t−s). Recall that in the Step (II), we approximate eLJ (t−s)

by Jα(t− s). Therefore, We shall first quantify the difference
∥∥eLJ (t−s) − Jα(t− s)

∥∥
1
, for any integer

α ≥ 0.

Lemma 13. If 0 ≤ t ≤ 1
∥J∥∞

, we have∥∥ eLJ t − Jα(t)
∥∥
1
≤ 3e2∥J∥∞t

(α+ 1)!
∥J∥α+1

∞ tα+1.(36)

• For an arbitrary t ≥ 0, ∥∥Jα(t)
∥∥
1
≤ e2∥J∥∞t.(37)
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Proof. Recall from Lemma 1 that eLJ t(ρ) = K
[
eJt
]
(ρ). Let us decompose eJt as

eJt =

α∑
k=0

Jktk

k!︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Jα

+

∞∑
k=α+1

Jktk

k!︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:JRem

.

It is not hard to estimate that

∥Jα∥∞ ≤ e∥J∥∞t,

and that

∥JRem∥∞ ≤
(
∥J∥∞t

)α+1
∞∑

k′=0

(
∥J∥∞t

)k′

(α+ 1 + k′)!

≤
(
∥J∥∞t

)α+1
∞∑

k′=0

(
∥J∥∞t

)k′

(α+ 1)!k′!
≤ e∥J∥∞t

(α+ 1)!
∥J∥α+1

∞ tα+1.

Recall from (11) that Jα(t) = K
[
Jα
]
. Therefore, for any ρ with ∥ρ∥1 = 1,∥∥ eLJ t(ρ)− Jα(t)(ρ)
∥∥
1
=
∥∥ JαρJ†

Rem + JRemρJ
†
α + JRemρJ

†
Rem

∥∥
1

≤ 2∥Jα∥∞∥JRem∥∞ + ∥JRem∥2∞

≤ e2∥J∥∞t

(α+ 1)!
∥J∥α+1

∞ tα+1
(
2 +

(∥J∥∞t)α+1

(α+ 1)!
)

≤ 3e2∥J∥∞t

(α+ 1)!
∥J∥α+1

∞ tα+1 (by t∥J∥∞ ≤ 1),

which gives (36). As for the norm ∥Jα(t)∥1, it follows immediately from (11) that Jα(t) = K
[
Jα
]
and

thus
∥∥Jα(t)

∥∥
1
≤ ∥Jα∥2∞ ≤ e2∥J∥∞t. □

Next, we can quantify the error bound for Steps (I) and (II), summarized in the following propo-
sition.

Proposition 14. When ∆t ≤ 1
∥J∥∞

, for a general order M , we have

∥∥ ρ∆t − JM (∆t)(ρ0)−
M∑

m=1

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

JM−m(∆t− sm)LLJM−m(sm − sm−1)LL · · ·

JM−m(s2 − s1)LLJM−m(s1)(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm
∥∥
1

≤ 23

(M + 1)!

(
∥J∥∞ + ∥LL∥1

)M+1
∆tM+1.

Proof. For the zeroth-order term, by Lemma 13, we get∥∥ eLJ∆t(ρ0)− JM (∆t)(ρ0)
∥∥
1
≤ 3e2∥J∥∞∆t

(M + 1)!
∥J∥M+1

∞ ∆tM+1.(38)

As for errors from the approximation for the mth-order term in (12) (with 1 ≤ m ≤M),∥∥ eLJ (∆t−sm)LLe
LJ (sm−sm−1)LL · · · eLJ (s2−s1)LLe

LJ (s1−0)(ρ0)

− JM−m(∆t− sm)LLJM−m(sm − sm−1)LL · · · JM−m(s2 − s1)LLJM−m(s1)(ρ0)
∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥ m∑

β=0

JM−m(∆t− sm)LL · · ·
(
eLJ (sβ+1−sβ) − JM−m(sβ+1 − sβ)

)
LL · · · eLJ (s1−0)(ρ0)

∥∥∥
1

(7),(36),(37)

≤
m∑

β=0

∥LL∥m1 e
2∥J∥∞(∆t−sm)e2∥J∥∞(sm−sm−1) · · · 3e2∥J∥∞(sβ+1−sβ)

(sβ+1 − sβ)
M−m+1∥J∥M−m+1

∞
(M −m+ 1)!
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=
3

(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞

m∑
β=0

e2∥J∥∞(∆t−sβ)(sβ+1 − sβ)
M−m+1

≤ 3

(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t
m∑

β=0

(sβ+1 − sβ)
M−m+1

=
3

(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t∆tM−m+1
m∑

β=0

(sβ+1 − sβ
∆t

)M−m+1

≤ 3

(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t∆tM−m+1
m∑

β=0

sβ+1 − sβ
∆t

(by
∑
β

sβ+1 − sβ = ∆t)

=
3

(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t∆tM−m+1.

In the above, we have denoted sm+1 ≡ ∆t and s0 = 0 for convenience.
Therefore,∥∥∥ ∫

0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

eLJ (∆t−sm)LLe
LJ (sm−sm−1)LL · · · eLJ (s2−s1)LLe

LJs1(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm

−
∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

JM−m(∆t− sm)LL · · · JM−m(s2 − s1)LLJM−m(s1)(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm
∥∥∥
1

≤ 3

m!(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t∆tM+1.

(39)

By combining the last equation with the estimate in (35), we have

∥∥∥ ρ∆t − JM (∆t)(ρ0)−
M∑

m=1

∫
0≤s1≤···≤sm≤∆t

JM−m(∆t− sm)LLJM−m(sm − sm−1)LL · · ·

JM−m(s2 − s1)LLJM−m(s1)(ρ0) ds1 · · · dsm
∥∥∥
1

≤ 1

(M + 1)!
∥LL∥M+1

1 ∆tM+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
by (35)

+3e2∥J∥∞∆t ∥J∥
M+1
∞ ∆tM+1

(M + 1)!︸ ︷︷ ︸
by (38)

+

M∑
m=1

3

m!(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t∆tM+1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
by (39)

=
( 1

(M + 1)!
∥LL∥M+1

1 +

M∑
m=0

3

m!(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t
)
∆tM+1

≤
(M+1∑

m=0

3

m!(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ e2∥J∥∞∆t
)
∆tM+1

=
3e2∥J∥∞∆t

(M + 1)!

(M+1∑
m=0

(M + 1)!

m!(M −m+ 1)!
∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞

)
∆tM+1

≤ 23

(M + 1)!

(
∥J∥∞ + ∥LL∥1

)M+1
∆tM+1 (by ∥J∥∞∆t ≤ 1).

□
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C.3. Error bound for quadrature schemes. As observed above, the case M = 1 does not require
further quadrature approximations. We summarize the quadrature approximation errors for a general
order M ≥ 2 below.

The generic bound in Proposition 8 can be simplified by choosing an appropriate quadrature scheme
that satisfies (23):

Proposition 15 (A simplified error bound). Suppose a quadrature scheme with positive weights
w = (w1, w2, · · · , wQ) and samples s1, s2, · · · , sQ ∈ Cm satisfy the condition (23) and assume that
∆t∥J∥∞ ≤ 1, then the quadrature approximation error is∥∥∥∥∥

∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wqFM
m (sq)(ρ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤ 2(M −m)!

M !
∥LL∥m1 ∆tM−m+1∥J∥M−m+1

∞ C(M,m),

(40)

where

C(M,m) :=
∑

∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m∑m

j=0 αj+βj≥M−m+1

1∏m
j=0 αj !

∏m
j=0 βj !

.(41)

Proof. With the condition (23), the above Proposition 8 gives∥∥∥∥∥
∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wqFM
m (sq)(ρ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤∥LL∥m1
∑

∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m∑m

j=0 αj+βj≥M−m+1

∥J∥
∑

j αj+βj

∞ ∆t
∑

j αj+βj∏m
j=0 αj !

∏m
j=0 βj !

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Cm

Φγ(s) ds1:m −
Q∑

q=1

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
αj+βj

∣∣∣∣∣∣.

It is a well-known integration result in hyper-cube that∫
Cm

Φγ(s) ds1:m ≡
∫
Cm

m∏
j=0

(sj+1 − sj)
αj+βj ds1:m =

γ0!γ1! · · · γm!

(γ0 + γ1 + · · ·+ γm +m)!
.

If we reduce one γj , the expression is always non-decreasing. This leads into the following under the
assumption that

∑m
j=0 γj ≥M −m+ 1:∫

Cm

Φγ(s) ds1:m ≤ max∑m
j=0 γj=M−m+1

γ0!γ1! · · · γm!

(γ0 + γ1 + · · ·+ γm +m)!
≤ (M −m+ 1)!

(M + 1)!
.(42)

This second inequality holds because for any x,m ∈ N, we always have max0≤x≤m x!(m− x)! ≤ m!.
Moreover, as sqj+1 − sqj ≤ 1, when

∑m
j=0 γj ≥M −m+ 1,

Q∑
q=1

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
αj+βj ≤ max∑m

j=0 γ′
j=M−m

Q∑
q=1

wq

m∏
j=0

(sqj+1 − sqj)
γ′
j

(23)
= max∑m

j=0 γ′
j=M−m

∫
Cm

Φ(γ′
0,γ

′
1,··· ,γ′

m)(s) ds1:m

= max∑m
j=0 γ′

j=M−m

γ′0! · · · γ′m!

(m+ γ′0 + γ′1 + · · ·+ γ′m)!
≤ (M −m)!

M !
.
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The second line comes from the assumption of the quadrature scheme and the third line follows the
same calculations as the bound in (42) above. Hence,∥∥∥∥∥

∫
Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Q∑
q=1

wqFM
m (sq)(ρ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤2(M −m)!

M !
∥LL∥m1 ∆tM−m+1∥J∥M−m+1

∞

∑
∥α∥∞≤M−m
∥β∥∞≤M−m∑m

j=0 αj+βj≥M−m+1

1∏m
j=0 αj !

∏m
j=0 βj !

.

□

By combing errors from various level m ≤ M − 1 in Proposition 15, we immediately have the
followings:

Proposition 16. Suppose that ∆t∥J∥∞ ≤ 1. Suppose that for any M ∈ N, the choice of quadrature
scheme at each level m with 1 ≤ m ≤ M − 1 (whose weights are denoted as wm,q and whose samples
are denoted as sm,q with sample number index q ≤ Qm) satisfies the consistency criterion (23). Then
the total error ∥∥∥∥∥

M∑
m=1

∆tm
(∫

Cm

FM
m (sm, · · · , s1)(ρ0)ds1:m −

Qm∑
q=1

wm,qFM
m (sm,q)(ρ0)

)∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤
M−1∑
m=1

2(M −m)!

M !
C(M,m)∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞ ∆tM+1.

(43)

As a remark, the upper bound of C(M,m) comes from (41), in particular, we remark that the
upper bound on the right hand side of (41) can be explicitly and easily computed.

C.4. Error from normalization. Finally, we deal with the normalization error.

Lemma 17 (Normalization error). Suppose A(un)
∆t is an (unnormalized) positivity-preserving linear

scheme, such that for all 0 < ∆t ≤ δ0 and any density matrix ρ0, we have∥∥ eL∆t(ρ0)−A(un)
∆t (ρ0)

∥∥
1
≤ cM∆tM+1,

where δ0 and cM are some positive constants. Then for any 0 < ∆t ≤ δ0, we have∥∥ eL∆t(ρ0)−A∆t(ρ0)
∥∥
1
≤ 2cM∆tM+1.

Moreover, for any fixed time T > 0 and any density matrix ρ0, if N ≥ T/δ0, then∥∥ eLT (ρ0)− (A T
N
)N (ρ0)

∥∥
1
≤ 2cMT

M+1N−M .

This lemma shows that for sufficiently small ∆t, the normalization process only results in a constant
prefactor, which is uniformly bounded by 2.

Proof. Recall that A∆t(ρ) :=
A(un)

∆t (ρ)

tr
(
A(un)

∆t (ρ)
) for any density matrix ρ. Then for any density matrix ρ0,∥∥ eL∆t(ρ0)−A∆t(ρ0)

∥∥
1
≤
∥∥ eL∆t(ρ0)−A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
∥∥
1
+
∥∥A(un)

∆t (ρ0)−A∆t(ρ0)
∥∥
1

≤ cM∆tM+1 +
∥∥A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
∥∥
1
·
∣∣∣∣1− tr

(
A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
)

tr
(
A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
) ∣∣∣∣.

By assumption, we could straightforwardly observe that

tr
(
A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
)
=
∥∥A(un)

∆t (ρ0)
∥∥
1
∈ [1− cM∆tM+1, 1 + cM∆tM+1].

Therefore, ∥∥ eL∆t(ρ0)−A∆t(ρ0)
∥∥
1
≤ cM∆tM+1 + cM∆tM+1 = 2cM∆tM+1.
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The finite-time error follows by a standard telescoping sum estimate:∥∥ eLT (ρ0)− (A T
N
)N (ρ0)

∥∥
1
=
∥∥∥ N−1∑

j=0

(eL∆t)j ◦ (eL∆t −A∆t) ◦ (A∆t)
(N−j−1)(ρ0)

∥∥∥
1

≤
N−1∑
j=0

∥∥ (eL∆t)j ◦ (eL∆t −A∆t) ◦ (A∆t)
(N−j−1)(ρ0)

∥∥
1

=

N−1∑
j=0

∥∥ (eL∆t −A∆t) ◦ (A∆t)
(N−j−1)(ρ0)

∥∥
1
(because Lindblad evolution is CPTP)

≤
N−1∑
j=0

2cM∆tM+1 ≤ 2cM∆tM+1N =
2cMT

M+1

NM
. □

C.5. Proof of Theorem 6. A combination of Proposition 14 and Proposition 16 give us the total
error of any M th order un-normalized scheme∥∥∥ρ∆t −A(un,M)

∆t (ρ0)
∥∥∥

≤
( 23

(M + 1)!

(
∥J∥∞ + ∥LL∥1

)M+1
+

M−1∑
m=1

2(M −m)!

M !
C(M,m)∥LL∥m1 ∥J∥M−m+1

∞

)
∆tM+1.

By Lemma 17, the conclusion for normalized scheme easily follows.
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