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Abstract

Validity of the mean-field approach to open system dynamics in the optical cavity
system is examined. It is rigorously shown that the mean-field approach is justified in
the thermodynamic limit. The result is applicable to nonequilibrium situations, e.g.
the thermal reservoirs may have different temperatures, and the system may be subject
to a time-dependent external field. The result of this work will lead to further studies
on macroscopic open quantum systems.

1 Introduction

Quantum dynamics in many body systems is a very important topic for many branches
of physics. In particular, recent studies in the field of statistical physics have focused
on dynamical problems such as thermalization [1-5], phase transitions induced by the
parameter quench [6-9], and nonequilibrium phase transitions [10-12]. Theoretically, it is
difficult to precisely describe the time evolution of a many body system. Although recent
works succeeded to treat the exact time evolution and observe relaxation processes in some
integrable systems [13-15], we should be content with some approximate treatments in
general.

One of the important approximate approaches is the mean-field (MF) approximation for
not only equilibrium statics but also nonequilibrium dynamics. In this approximation, the
N-body state vector or the N-body density matrix is approximated by the product state.
Interestingly, the MF approach predicts some remarkable results such as the absence of
thermalization and purely dynamical phase transitions in some isolated quantum systems [9,
10]. In open quantum systems, nonequilibrium phase transitions have also been studied by
the MF approach [16-18]; see also Ref. [19] for a recent result.

Some of these predictions might be the peculiarity of the MF theory and not universal
in general. However, importantly, there are several models in which the MF treatment be-
comes exact in some ideal limit [20-23]. Thus the MF theory is completely reliable as long
as such an ideal limit is considered to be realized. For example, in a quantum spin system
with a global coupling (the infinite-range interaction), it is known that the quantum dynam-
ics is exactly described by the MF dynamical equation (or Hartree equation) [20]. Another
example is an N-body bosonic system interacting via a two-body potential with scattering
length a, in which the time-dependent Gross-Pitaevskii equation, which is regarded as the
MF theory of the dynamics of the Bose-Einstein condensate, becomes exact in the limit of
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N — oo with a fixed value of Na [21]. Because of the existence of such ideal limits, the
MF approximation takes a special position among other approximate approaches.

Therefore, we should not regard the MF approach as a mere crude approximation.
Rather, it is important to clarify the condition under which the MF approach is justified
and extend the possibility of experimental realization of the remarkable predictions of the
MF approach.

This paper is mainly devoted to investigating the quantum dynamics of a system con-
sisting of NV two-level atoms interacting with a single quantized boson mode in an optical
cavity. This system is described by the Dicke model [24]. We consider its extension, that
is, we allow each element of the system, i.e. single cavity mode of the photons and N
two-level atoms, to be attached to its own environment. Each environment is a Hamilton
system, and may or may not be a large system. If one environment has a continuous energy
spectrum, which means that the environment is an infinitely large system, it plays the role
of a dissipative thermal bath.

The MF approach of this model predicts interesting dynamical or nonequilibrium phase
transitions. In the isolated Dicke model (there is no environment), it was argued that
dynamical phase transitions occur by the MF approach [9]. In open systems (the Dicke
model interacting with dissipative environments), under the time-periodic driving field, the
MF dynamics combined with the method of the Born-Markov quantum master equation [25]
predicts some nonequilibrium phase transitions including optical bistabilities [17,18] which
were observed in experiments [26]. It has been believed that the MF approach is justified
in the limit of N — oo because in this model N two-level atoms interact with a common
cavity mode of photons, and it is expected that each atom feels only the MF produced
by the other atoms via radiation and absorption of cavity photons. In this situation, the
correlation between two atoms or between an atom and the cavity photons will be not so
important. However, there has not been rigorous proof of this expectation yet.

In this paper, we rigorously prove that the MF approach becomes exact in the limit of an
infinite number of two-level atoms in the sense that the expectation value of an observable
belonging to the restricted set B, which will be specified in Sec. 4.2, at an arbitrary time ¢
is exactly equal to that calculated by the MF theory. The system may be in contact with
thermal reservoirs and may be subject to a time-dependent external field, and the result
does not depend on whether the dynamics of the system of interest is Markovian or not.
Thus the result is very general. The use of the MF theory in the above mentioned previous
works on this model is justified. The restriction of this work, which should be removed in
future works, is that the Hamiltonian must be linear with respect to cavity photons and
the Bose filed attaching to them (“0-subsystem” in Sec. 3).

The strategy of the proof is based on the comparison of the Bogoliubov-Born-Green-
Kirkwood-Yvon (BBGKY) hierarchy generated by the exact equations with the one gener-
ated by the MF equations. We will see that they become indistinguishable in the thermo-
dynamic limit. This strategy itself is applicable to simpler models, i.e. infinite-range spin
models, so that we will first apply this strategy to those simple models, and then proceed
to the extended Dicke model, in which the proof is much more complicated.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce the proof of the
fact that the MF theory is justified in infinite-range spin models. This result is already
known [20], but we review it because it is the simplest case where the MF approach is
justified rigorously. In Sec. 3, the model considered in this work is explained. In Sec. 4,



some preliminaries are covered. We introduce the two notions important later, i.e. the Q-
representation of the density matrix and the restriction of the class of physical observables.
In Sec. 5, the main result of this paper is stated, and its proof is summarized. The detailed
evaluation of some quantities necessary for the proof is given in Appendices A and B. In
Sec. 6, we summarize the result of this work and discuss some future problems.

2 Exactness of the mean-field dynamics in infinite-range spin
models

Before studying the optical cavity system, let us analyze the simplest case where the MF
dynamics becomes exact in the thermodynamic limit. We consider an N spin system with
infinitely long-range interactions. The Hilbert space for ith spin is denoted by H;. Let
hi; = h be a bounded self-adjoint operator acting on #;, and let V;; =V (i # j) also be a
bounded self-adjoint operator acting on H; ® H;. We put V;; = 0. The Hamiltonian of the
spin system with infinite-range two-body interactions is generally written as

H = Zh+ S, (1)

,j=1
We introduce the p-norm of an operator A acting on ®f:1 H; as

A = (Trp o 4l AP)YP. (2)

I Ly

In particular, the operator norm is defined as
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The operator A is said to be bounded if ||Al|c < +00.

The N-spin density matrix at time ¢ is denoted by pn ¢, and its k-marginal reduced

density matrix by ’y](\];)t which is defined as

k
7](\& = Tret1,k42,. NNt (4)

The initial condition is assumed to satisfy
(k)
hm ‘7 7®k‘1 =0 VkeN, (5)

that is, reduced density matrices are initially factorized. Here, 7y is a single spin density
matrix and
W=10®%® - ®%.
k

It is remarked that both the Hamiltonian and the initial state are site-symmetric, and hence
the density matrix remains site-symmetric during the time evolution.



The MF theory assumes that reduced density matrices are always factorized,
k
T = e =EF Yk EN. (6)

The single spin density matrix 4 obeys the Hartree equation,

d . .
a% = —z/3§°)% - ZTY2£(2)% & vt
—ilhy, y] + Tro[Viz, v @ v (7)

The Liouville operators are defined as 550)(-) = [hi, (+)] and 52(;/)() = [Vij, (4)].
The statement of exactness of the MF dynamics is that if the initial state satisfies
Eq. (5),

= ©
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for any fixed k € N and ¢ > 0.!
From Eq. (8) it is immediately verified, by using the inequality HABHgk) < ||Al| HBH&k)

that
Jm |(0), ~{0"),,,

for any bounded operator O%) acting on ®f:1 H;. Here (-)n; = Tr(-)pn,: and ()mry =

k
Tri2. % (')71E/u):,t-
We follow Ref. [22] for the proof of Eq. (8). We start with the Liouville equation

=0, (9)

d N 1Ly
PN = —1 Zﬁ,@ + N Z 5,(7- ) PNt (10)
i—1 ij—1

By tracing out over ®Z]\i k41 Hk, We obtain the hierarchical equations (BBGKY hierarchy)
k
for {7y} [22],

) 0) k1 1 K kK k+1
Aot = 1 W L -
The super-operators V*) and W®*) are defined by
() cl
/7 7 Z Z_] /}/N t
k—l—l k-+1)
W(k) ( = —Zﬁk+1 Zﬁz k‘-i-l §Vt .
The MF solution yyp, =7, satisfies the equation
(0) (k+1)
dt MFt ZZ£ VMFt Wi )VMF,t ) (13)

!Exactness of the MF dynamics does not mean py,; = 7,‘58’ . Actually, it does not hold even in infinite-
range spin models.



which is obtained by formally taking the limit of N — oo in Eq. (11).

It should be remarked that the fact that Eq. (13) is obtained from Eq. (11) by formally
taking the limit of N — oo alone does not ensure that the MF dynamics is exact in this limit.
Because Eq. (11) forms a coupled chain of N equations of motion, the terms proportional
to 1/N in Eq. (11) might be amplified in the chain and have nonnegligible contribution. In
particular, for a very large k < N, the last two terms on the RHS of Eq. (11) are no longer
small. We must prove that these terms actually do not influence the dynamics of 7](\1,{1
The next step is to construct the Duhamel series [22] by formally integrating Eq. (11).

We define i
Ut(k) = exp [—zz ﬁgo)t] .
i=1

Then we obtain

B0 [ ) k) (B
1 td g®) k)~ k) _k td ") (k) (k1) 15
—I-N Uiy, Nt N tUi, TNt (15)
0 0

We substitute this expression iteratively into the terms on the RHS not proportional to
1/N (the second term of the RHS in the above equation), and repeat this procedure L
times, then we obtain the following so called the Duhamel series expansion,

L-1 ¢ t1 ti—1
fy](@:Z /0 dt, /0 dty . . /0 dtlUt@lW(k)Ut(f:tlz)W(kH)”_Wk+z_1Ut(lk+z>,Y%c3z>
=0
t

tr—1—tL

0 0
Lot t t—
1 1 -1
2 / dty / dty ... / AU, wh gt Dyl
1= /0 0 0

o U(k+l—1)v(k+l—1)7(k+l—1)

a1 tr—1
+/ dtl/ dtg.../ dtLUt(ljztlW(k)Ut(f:glz)W(kH)...U(HL_l)W(“L—l)fY%ILL)
0

t_1—1 N,
L
kl—1 [t b fit
Y[ | db. / AU, w gt Dyl
= 0 0 0
k+1-1 — k+l1
B N CL) (16)

The Duhamel series of the MF density matrix is written as

L-1 .4 ti_1
k k k+1 — k+1)  (k+1
=% /0 dty ... /0 U] WD DDy (=g D, G
=0
t1

t tr—1
+ /0 dty | dta... /0 dt U, WRT I DWD gt Dy L=, (00 (17

From these expressions, we shall show H%(\];)t - 71%); tHgk) — 0 in the limit of N — oo.

The key point is that we choose L so that 1 < L < N, which is realized by taking the



limit of N — oo first and then the limit of L — co. From Eqgs. (16) and (17), we obtain
(k)
[0 =] < A+ A2+ 40+ 44, (1)

where A; (1 =1,2,3,4) are given by

=t h fi (k+1)
A=Y / dt / dty ... / aty U, WU DD
=0 /0 0 0

- Wk+l_1Ut(lk+l) < ](\I;’-(i)-l) _ ’Yﬁl—;lo)) Hik)

)

t t1 tr—1
Ay = / dt; [ dtsy... / dtLHUt(’jil Wk g E Dy )
0 0 0

(k+L—1)y r o(k+L— (k+1L) (k+L)
UtL 1—tr W( +oml) <7N,tL _IVMFJL)

)

‘(k)
1

1 L t t1 t1—1 (k) (k) 7 7r(k+1) Ay (k+1)
As =N Z/o dtq ; dits .. -/0 dt HUt—t1W Uty =ty W
=1

k1) s (k1) (k+1—1) || (F)
Ut(l 1— tl)V( 1) J(V,tl )Hl

L
k+l—1 [t t K (B) () 7+ D) (41

‘(k)‘
1

9

(k+H=1)py(k+1-1)  (k+1)
Utl 1~ W( =D N,

Now we evaluate A;. Since Ut(k) is a unitary operator, it does not change the norm,
HUt(k)(.)Hgk) = ”()”gk) We further use the inequality HABHgk) < HAHOOHBHgk) As a result,
A; is evaluated, by recalling the definitions of V) and W), as

Z— e e Et o

By the assumption for the initial condition, Eq. (5), A7 — 0 as N — oo at a fixed L.
Similarly, the upper bound of As becomes

(k+1)

Ay < —(2HVHoo)

LB+ L—=D! (epa K+l
(e Lo o

— L (k—1)! 1
(k+L—1)! I
< —(2|V]|oot 2.
< C L Ve
(k+D) (k1) ||RFD .
In the last inequality, we used ||vx ;= MF., X < 2. Since (k+ L —1)I/[LI(k—1)!] <
2k+L=1 " we have

Ay < 2|Vt

If we restrict the time to ¢ < tg := 1/(8]|V||co) (this restriction will be removed later), we
have Ay < 25— If we take the limit of L — oo after N — oo, both A1 and Ay converge to
Z€ro.



Similarly, we can show that A3 and A4 also converge to zero in the same limit. The
upper bound of As is evaluated as

NZ CIV k) k+l—1>%
) %;@”V”m”“k N
L-1
Sk - V) »
l 1

If we take the limit of N — oo first, obviously Az goes to zero. A4 is also bounded from
above by Eq. (19). Therefore, it has been proven that limz_,o limy_o0 A; = 0 for the time
interval 0 <t < tg.
The restriction of ¢( is not essential. Since {7](\]20} satisfies the assumption of Eq. (5),
(k)

we can start with {7N7to} at time t¢ as a new initial condition. By applying the same
argument as above, it is concluded that Eq. (8) holds in the time interval 0 < t < 2t.
Repeating this argument, we can extend t; — oo, and Eq. (8) is proved for an arbitrary
time ¢t > 0.

The above proof relies on the boundedness of the operators. In optical systems, however,
the above proof cannot be used as it is since the creation and annihilation operators of
bosons are unbounded. We construct the proof for such a situation in the following sections.

3 Model

We consider the Schrodinger dynamics of the generalized Dicke model given by

N
H(t) = (Hsj (t) + HB]‘ + Hlj) +V, (20)
=0

wpa fa+/NEt) (a+ al)

éﬂm
—~
~
~—
I

Hs, :waZSZ (j=1,2,...,N),
Hg, :wab by,

Ty = ZAT (bra' +bla),

V= (aX] +a'X;).

RS2

In Hs,(t), the index j = 0 corresponds to the single mode of cavity photons driven by the
external field £(t), and j = 1,2,..., N corresponds to the ensemble of N two-level atoms.
Cavity photons (Hg,) interact with the free Bose field Hp, through the coupling Hj,.




Each two-level atom Hg;, j = 1,2,... N, interacts with an arbitrary Hamilton system Hp;
through an arbitrary interaction Hamiltonian Hy;. We call the system of the Hamiltonian
Hg; “j-environment” (j = 0,1,...,N), and call the composite system described by the
Hamiltonian Hg; (t) + Hg; + Hy; “j-subsystem”. We assume that the operators Hp; + HJ,
are identical for j = 1,2,..., N; the Hamiltonian H(t) is symmetric under the exchange of
two indices ¢ and j (i, j =1,2,...,N).

The last term of Eq. (20) represents the interaction between the cavity photons and
the ensemble of atoms. If we choose X; = S7 (S5;7), the Hamiltonian Z;-V:O Hg,(t) +V is
called the Dicke model (Tavis-Cummings model [27]), with a driving force £. Therefore,
we can regard Eq. (20) as an extension of the Dicke-like model; environmental systems are
attached to it.

If the j-environment has a continuous spectrum, then this environment acts as a thermal
reservoir in contact with Hg;. We can obtain the Hamiltonian with a continuous spectrum
as a limiting case of the discrete spectrum. It is necessary to properly choose the coupling
constants {\,} between cavity photons and 0-environment in order to have a well-defined
limit. We introduce a parameter A so that the number of eigenmodes with the frequencies
between w and w + dw is given by AD(w)dw. Thus the limit of A — oo corresponds to
the limit of a continuum of O-environmental modes. We assume that A\, ~ A(w,)//A.
In this case, if we consider the limit of the continuous spectrum of the 0-environment,
>, = A Jy¥ dwD(w), and therefore, > [A|> = [ dwD(w)A(w)? =: [;° dwJ(w) does not
depend on A. Here, J(w) is called the spectral density [28]. We assume that

D AP < oo (22)

in order not to diverge the effect of the 0-environment on the dynamics of cavity photons.
In general, for the proof of the justification of the MF treatment, A is arbitrary (it can
even depend on N). When A < N, the effect of the 0-environment on the dynamics of the
whole system is negligible. When A ~ N, the O-environment affects the dynamics of the
total system. When A > N, the O-environment behaves as a thermal reservoir, and causes
the dissipation.

Mean-field dynamics

The density matrix of the whole system, px ¢, is defined on the Hilbert space ®i]\;0 H;, where

H; (j =0,1,2,...,N) is the Hilbert space of the j-subsystem. The MF theory assumes
that the k-marginal reduced density matrix 7](\]2 = Trp41,. . NpMF, is in the product form,

k k
V)~ e = (o) ® (pa)EF. (23)

)

(pp)¢ is the density matrix for the O-subsystem. Similarly, (pa); is a common density
matrix for the k-subsystem (k = 1,2,...,N). The density matrices (pp); and (p,): obey



the following Hartree equations:

d .
E(pp)t:—z wpaa—l—\/ NE(t) a—l—a ) + Hp, + Hi,

+\/_g{[TrX1(pa Ja' + /Ng[TrX] (pa)e)a },(pp)t}, (24)

O (pude =~ 1 |wF + Hi, + Hy, + % {[Tra(pp)e) x| + [Tral (pp)e] X | <pa>t] . (25)

The apparent N-dependence can be removed by an appropriate scaling in the coherent
state representation, see Sec. 4.1.

It is stressed that the MF theory here corresponds to neglecting the correlation between
i- and j-subsystems. In general, we cannot neglect the correlation between the system of
interest (Hs,) and environments (Hf, ).

Rich nonequilibrium phase transitions of the model (21) have been studied with the help
of the MF theory, including the optical bistability [17,18] and the spontaneously symmetry-
broken phases [19] in the regime of the strong coupling (large g) and the strong field (large
£(t) = £ cos(2t)). Thus it is physically important to establish the validity of the MF theory
in this model.

4 Preliminaries

Although we cannot justify the MF theory straightforwardly in the same way as we did in
the spin systems, we follow essentially the same course. We derive the BBGKY hierarchy
for the reduced density matrices, construct the Duhamel series expansion, and evaluate
each term. However, because of the unboundedness of boson operators we cannot use the
trace norm, and the statement itself must be modified. Some preliminaries are necessary
before presenting the main result of this work.

4.1 Duhamel series expansion in the coherent state representation

Since the density matrix py; obeys the Liouville equation

d : .
qPNt = —i[H(t), pnt] =t —iLpn s, (26)

we obtain the following chain of equations of motion for {’y](\];)t}

[k
— YN =—1 ZHS + Hg; —|—HI) ](V)t
=0

—1 T aZXT—I—aTZX ,yNt

— i(N — k) Trjps

(axf,y +af X)), fy](vjl)] . (27)

g
ﬁ



Because it is hard to see which terms are important in the limit of N — oo, and
because the relation to the MF theory is not obvious in this form, let us introduce the
Husimi “Q-representation” of the reduced density matrix [29]:

QS’J?Aa,{ﬂr}):(ﬁ)NH (VNai{VNB.} )| VNas {VNBY) - (28)

i
Here AV is the number of modes of O0-environment (M =3, 1 ~ A [ D(w)dw). The vector
‘\/N a, {\/ NG, >0 denotes the coherent state on the Hilbert space 7—[0, and it satisfies

a|VNa, {VNG}) = VNa|VNa VNG }) | (29)
No {VN&}) = VNB: |VNa (VNG}) - (30)

Because 7](51 is a matrix on ®§:0 H; and ‘\/N a, {/N ﬁr}>0 is a vector on Hy, Qg@t is still

a matrix on ®§:1 H;, that is, the Hilbert space of k& atoms and their environments. The
average in Eq. (28) is taken only over the Hilbert space of the 0-subsystem, H,.

g\];)t has the following properties:

0 QY >o,

(i) / o <H / d%) Trio kQN) =1,

b bl
G T ok [ 2 : a ’ o ()
(iii) Y0.1,... k <\/N N\ VN N TNt
= [ (H / d25r> Tri ...k 0® (0,0, {8, 67O

where O) is an arbitrary anti-normal ordered operator acting on ®?:0 H;; namely, all
the annihilation operators are in the left of all the creation operators. From the above

properties, we can obtain the expectation value of any observable O%) from Q(k)

(k) -

An advantage to using Q Nt instead of YNt 1S that it becomes easy to see which terms
are important and which terms are likely to be negligible in the limit of N — oco. Indeed,

the time evolution equation of Q Nt is given by

d (k . k k k 1 k
GO = =il + L@, + (1- ) WO + el e

~iLy(H)QY) ::ia% Kwpa +E(t) + Z )\rﬁr) QNt]

i ([0 o) )

) )
+z’Z{8—ﬁr [(wrﬁr+Ara) %ﬂ - 55 [(er:Jr )\:a*)le\;,)t]}v (32)
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which corresponds to the free time evolution of the 0-subsystem, and

—iL™(a) QNt waS + Hpg, + Hy)) —|—gZ<o¢XT—|—oz*X) g\l;)t ,  (33)

7j=1

||M?r

which represents the time evolution for k atoms and environments under the “effective
field” ¢ E?:l (ozXJT + a* X j>. The super-operators V*) and W®*) are defined by

L 0
Pk () E X; —ng XJT@ . Nt, (34)
o 0
wk) E\I;Jtrl) 295 Trk+1Xk+1QNt _193 *Trk+1Xk+1Q(k+1’ (35)

As was mentioned in Sec. 3, it is remarked that if we consider the case in which the
0-environment acts as a thermal bath, the limit of A — oo should be taken before N — oc.
By assumption, {\,} satisfies >, [\;|*> < oo in the limit of A — oo. In this case, the state of
the O-environment is almost unchanged, that is, (b,) ~ \/NB, ~ O(y/N)\.) ~ O(/N/A),
if the 0-environment is initially in equilibrium, so it is consistent with the 1nterpretat10n
that the 0-environment is a thermal reservoir. On the other hand, as is seen in the above
estimation, when A ~ O(N), the state of the O-environment is strongly disturbed, and it
cannot be regarded as a thermal bath in this case. Anyway, the justification of the MF
approach is possible for both these two cases.

If we formally take the limit of N — oo in Eq. (31), we obtain the following equation
of motion:

d
2 Qi = —i(Lp(0) + LP(@)QE, + WIQUEY. (36)

If initially the density matrix is in the product form,

k 0
o= Qo ® (pa)5*, VEeEN,

the solution of Eq. (36) is equivalent to that of the MF dynamical equation. Therefore, we
shall compare the solutions of Eq. (31) with those of Eq. (36).

We define the time evolution operator due to —iL,(t) — iﬁgk)(a) as
t
U® .= T exp [—z’ / dt’ (cp(t’) +£gk)(a))} . (37)

Here % is the time-ordering operator (the arrow implies the direction from past to future).
Then we can obtain the formal integral equation for QEI\;)t from Eq. (31) as

k k k (k+1)
A, =) + [ anvwogl?

(k+1)
= / an U VIR, — % / AU W QY. (38)

11



It is almost the same as Eq. (11). By substituting this expression into the RHS iteratively
L times, we obtain the following Duhamel series expansion:

L-1 .t t1 ti—1
Q¥ =% /0 dt, /0 dts . .. /0 UL W UETDWERD kit D ot
=0
t t1 tr—1
n / dty / dty ... / dt D WETEDW D) Lty o) kL)
0 0 0
1

1 ti—1,l

L t t1 ti—1
+_z/ dtl/ dtg.../ dt WO TEEDYY 1) | =Dy k-1) k=)
N 0 0 0 ’ o o

L _ t t1 ti—1
oy hEied / dt / dty . / U WE Dk
N 0 0 0 ’ ’
k41— — k+1
LU EHED QD (39)

Similarly, we can obtain the Duhamel expansion for the MF density matrix Ql(\l/%,t:

L-1 ¢ t1 ti—1
Qg’;)th:Z /0 dt, /0 dty .. /0 dtlUt(f:l)W(k)Ut(llij;l)W(k-i-l)__.Wk—i-l—lUt(fa-l) 1(\12;18
=0

t t1 tr—1
4 /0 dt, /0 dty. .. /0 dt U WU IWHD gDy L= g@ees),
(40)

These expansions are the starting point for justification of the MF theory.

4.2 Restriction of observables

Let O®) be an operator acting on the Hilbert space ®?:0 H;. Because the creation and
annihilation operators for bosons are unbounded operators, it is hard to prove that the
expectation value of an arbitrary operator O®) calculated by Qg\lf)t coincides with that
calculated by Qmr,. Therefore, we now restrict the physical quantifies.

In this paper, we focus only on the observables O®)(a, a*, {B,,55}) € B. The set
of observables B is defined as follows. All the observables O®)(a,a*,{5,,5%}) € B sat-
isfy the following conditions. There exist some complex numbers ¢y, cq, {c.} € C, with
lma o0 ), \CTF < 400, and some positive integer s > 0 and some positive numbers k£ > 0
and {a, >0}, ¢ =0,1,...,s, such that

8m0(k)(04,01*, {/BTaﬁ:}) . s q
90y, 0y, - .. Dy, <K q;) Qg [CO + CoCx + ZT: e Br| (41)
for all m = 0,1,... and for all {o;}7,. Here 0; = £1, a1 := @, and a_; := «”. For

Yk
instance, all the operators expressed by a polynomial of {a, al, {Sl}

' 1} belong to B after
1=
the correspondence {a/\/N — a,al/\/N — a*} is made.

12



The derivatives d/da and 0/0a* appear because of the quantum fluctuation, i.e. the
commutation relation [a,a] = 1. Roughly speaking, the condition (41) means that we ex-
clude observables that are too sensitive to quantum fluctuations. For example, an operator
like explea’a/N], which roughly corresponds to O*) = explea*a], is excluded for any value
of ¢ > 0 although its expectation value might exist and be finite.

4.3 Free time evolution of the 0-subsystem

In this section, we introduce several time evolution operators and discuss their relation.
The relation given by Eq. (45) corresponds to the transformation from the “Schrédinger
picture” to the “interaction picture” in terms of the coherent state representation.

Let us define

U = T exp [—z’ / t dt'ﬁp(t’)} . (42)

For an arbitrary function f(«,a*, {8,, 55}),

flana® (B, UL = UD f(alt),a* (1), {B,(1), B2 (1)}, (43)

)

where a(t) is the solution of the following equations:

%a(t) = — [wpa(t) +EB)+ > Arﬂr(t)] :

4
dt

(44)
Br (t) = —1 (WT’/BT’(t) + )‘T’a(t)) )

with the initial condition a(0) = v and 3,(0) = S,.
The following property derived from Eq. (43) is important:
k ~(k
Ut(,s)U(%) — Ut(,%) Ut(,s)7 (45)

S

where

0" = T exp [—z / t dt',cg’ﬂ(a(t'))] . (46)

This relation allows us to divide the time evolution operator Ut(i) into two parts, the free

time evolution of the 0-subsystem Ut(’%) and the time evolution of the remaining part f]t(f;).

This is viewed as the transformation to the “interaction picture” in the sense that the
photon amplitude «(t) appearing in k£ atoms’ time evolution operator Ut(i) evolves under
the Hamiltonian of the 0-subsystem.

Because these equations are linear, the solutions are written in the form

a(t) = ha(t) + gaa(B)a + 3 gar (1)5;,
BT (t) = hT(t) + gra(t)a + Z grr’(t)ﬁr’-

T/

13



It is noted that

19aa (D) + D gar () =1,
9ra®)* + D g (B) =1

The matrix g(t) is a unitary and symmetric matrix. This property will be used later. Here
it should be noted that it is an important assumption that the 0-subsystem is a linear Bose
system.

(48)

5 Exactness of the MF dynamics in the optical cavity system

From now on, we prove that the MF theory is exact in the limit of N — 0o in the sense
that if initially

: * * k k
lim [ da <H / d @) Trr o, k0@ (0,0, 18, 61 (QF) — Q) =0 (49)
for VO¥) € B and any fixed k € N, it implies that
. * * k k
Jim [ da <H / m) Tri . kO (a® {6,871 (QF) = @l ) =0 (50)
for any fixed time ¢ > 0.

5.1 Finiteness of expectation values of observables

First of all, we prove that all the expectation values of observables O%) € B at time ¢ are
finite as long as they are also finite at initial time ¢ = 0. Unboundedness of operators is
obstructive for our proof, hence this property is desirable. Once we can show this property,
the justification of the MF approximation is almost straightforward.

From Eq. (39), we obtain

‘/Cﬂ (H/dﬁ,)Trlz #O® (0,0” {8y, B1}) Qyy| < B+ Ba+ By + By (51)

{B;} are defined by
L—1

By = Z /d2 <H/d @) Trio,. O™ (o, 0, {B,. B })

t1 ti—1
/dtl/ dtsy .. / dty U(k)W(k)U(k-l-l)W(k-l—l)'”W(k—i-l—l)Ut(fJ-I) %C,Jorl)

t1,t2

= ‘/d2a (H/d%,) Trio,. O™ (o, 0", {5, B })

o [Can [ at . UBWRGEDWED LDyl gL
A 1 ; 2. ) Nt |°

)

t1,to tr—1,tL

14



[ #a (H / m) Tri 5, 4O (a,0%, {6y, B2})

t t1 ti—1
></ dty to .. / dtlUt(,lzl)W( )U(k+1)W(k+1) Ut(lk—il-ltll V(k+l 1) Qg\];_l_ll 1)
0 0

t1,t2

d*a (H / m) Trip,.. s OW (@0 {8, 5})

t t1—1
dtg.../ dtlUt(ftfl)W(k)U(’f+1)W(k+1) Ut(llerltll Wk+=1) Qg\;;;l
0

t1,t2

=

)

X
O\N
QL
~
=
S—

What we have to do is to evaluate the upper bounds of B; (i = 1,...,4). Since the
derivation is very complicated, we give the derivation in Appendix A, and here we just
mention the strategy briefly. The analysis is similar to that in Sec. 2, but due to the
derivatives with respect to a and o* in V), Eq. (34), and wk) | Eq. (35), it must be
modified. First, we move to the “interaction picture” by using Eq. (45). By integrating by

part repeatedly, we rewrite {B;} so that all the derivatives are acting only on {Utf;rnj »

(n =1,2,...,0 or L) and O%), Then we can show that the derivatives of Ut( i_ngl with

respect to a and o* are bounded above by Eq. (74). In addition, the derivatives of O®) are

also bounded due to the restriction of observables, see Eq. (41). By using these bounds, we

can obtain the upper bounds of {B;} which approach zero in the limit of 1 < L < N.
The derived upper bounds are the following:

B, < 2ke2“/d2a (H/d%) iaq

—L+k—1_2r 2
By <271 S 0y e [ i (H/d ﬂ’")
q=0
1 . q
Bs < NZk—l(k+2)e2nZaq maX /d Q (H/d25r> co —|—CaOé(t) +Zcrﬁr(t) QES,)U,
q=0 T T

(54)

q
co + caar(t) + Z B ()] QWb (52)

QNW (53)

co + cox + Z CT/BT’

q
B4 < Nzk l(k—i-l 2.'@2@(1 max /d « (H/dzﬁr> CO+CaC¥(t)+ZT:CrBT(t) QS\OT,)t/.

(55)

From the derived upper bounds of B; (i = 1 —4), we show that the expectation value
of any observable in B at any fixed time ¢ is finite. Collecting the derived upper bounds

15



presented above, we obtain

‘<O(k)>t‘ <2Fe?r ZS: aq <

q=0

Co + Cq X + Z C?‘BT

2k
4 ok—1e2k (2_L + + 3 @y Max
N Ty,

Co + Cq ¥ + Z CTﬁT

> : (56)

where b, = 2871e2%(2=F + (2k + 3)/N)a,. We can see that b, — 0 in the limit of N — oo
and L — oo. Therefore in the limit of N — 00, we can choose b, as an arbitrarily small

value. Here (-); := [ d?a([] [ d?B,)( , is shorthand notation of the expectation value.
In order to show the finiteness, we must show that
q>
t/
n

max <
t'€[0,t]
=: Oy, (57)

=2k e2r zs: ag <

q=0

S
+ by max <
=0 t'€[0,t]

co + Cox + Z CT/BT’

co + cox + Z CT/BT’
r

co + cac(t) + ) e (t)

is finite.
In order to do so, we put

o) —

dO + daa + Z drﬂr

and define

Op(t) := (58)

do + dar(t) + Y dpBr(t)

Because the constants dy, d,, and Y, |d,|? are finite, the generality is not lost if we restrict
these constants as

jdI? := |do|® + |da|® + Y |d[* < 1. (59)

Obviously, O, € B with s =n, ¢y = do, ¢, = dy, ¢ = d;, K = ndg, and ay = 1.
Now we evaluate the quantity

X, = max max (Oy)y.
cf|ci] 1 t'€[0,t]
From Eq. (56), we have
X, < 2ke?r Z (Oq(t))g +b ), max g% (Oq(t))y (60)
q=0 =0 %I [<1#€l04]

where b = 2F~1e2r 2L 1 (2k + 3)/N].
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Now we use the property of a(t) and ,(t). By substituting Eq. (47) into the definition

of Oq4(t), we have
q

Oy(t) = ; (61)

dy+dya+ > dB,

where L
dy = do + daha(t) + > dphy(t) =: d - h(t),

d:z = dagaa (t) + Z drgra(t)7

d;« = dagar (t) + Z dr’gr’r(t)'

\
The norm of this new vector d is given by
2

Y

@7 = |d|* + |4 * + Y |dh[* < [h(@)F +

Z dm’gm’m(t)

where z,2' € {a,{r}}. Now we use the fact that the matrix g(¢) is unitary (the absolute
value of any eigenvalue of g(¢) is unity). This yields

@1* < A +1, (62)

and the RHS is finite for any fixed time ¢ because of the linearity of Eq. (44) and the
assumption of non-pathological external field. This also indicates that O,(t) € B, therefore,
the first term of the RHS in Eq. (60) is finite. We write it as f,,(t) = 2Fe?" > a=0 {Oq(1))g-

We define the vector d := d/(|h(t)|2 + 1), whose norm is less than or equal to unity,

—

|d"| < 1 regardless of the choice of d. Obviously {d?’ c|d7) < 1} 2 {d7’ d| < 1}. There-
fore, from Egs. (60) and (61), we obtain
q>
t,

q
>t’

= fu(t) +b (\E(t)P + 1) > (63)
q=0

Xy < fult) +0 <|ﬁ(t)|2 + 1) max max
a—o Lldi<1t €[0,¢]

0+ doo+ Y dlB,
T

< fult)+0 <|ﬁ(t)|2 —1—1) . max —max <

=0 d’:|di"|<1 V' €[0,t]

o+ dio+ > dB,
T

Since we can choose b as an arbitrarily small number, by starting from Ay = 1, we can
inductively show that all the X, are finite by using the above inequality. This completes
the proof of the finiteness of the expectation values, because the RHS of Eq. (56) is then
finite.

In particular, we find

lim lim By = lim lim B3= lim lim By =0. (64)

L—o00 N—oo L—oo N—oo L—o00 N—oo
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5.2 Justification of the mean-field approach

The proof proceeds very similarly to Sec 5.1. From Eqs. (39) and (40), we obtain the upper
bound

‘/d2 <H/d5r)Tr12 #OW (a, 07, {5%5})( QMFt)

< B| + By + B3 + By. (65)

Here B3 and By are the same as in Sec. 5.1. B} and Bj are defined by

/ o (H/ dzﬁ ) Tr12.,0 0 (0", {5, 57))

t—1
/dt1 dts .. / dty U WEUF DD | kit (KD (Q Vol Qﬁﬁ?%)

'/d2 <H/d 5r> Trig,. ,O% (a, 0%, {8, 5 })

t1 tr—1
x / dty / dts . .. / dt U WU+
0 0 0

1

B1—

tr—1,tL

U(k-i-L 1)W(k+L 1) <Q§\]; Ql(\]/i;f > ‘
it L
(66)

In Appendix A, it is shown that limy_,o B3 = limy_oc B4 = 0 in the time interval
t € [0,tp]. The proof of
lim lim B] = lim lim Bj) =0 (67)

L—o00 N—o0 L—o00 N—o00
for t € [0,tp] is similar to the analysis in Appendix A. We give the derivation of Eq. (67)
in Appendix B.

Up to now, we showed that B} + By + B3 + By — 0 as N — oo for 0 <t < ty. It
means that Eq. (50) has been shown for 0 < ¢ < ¢y. Finally for completeness of the proof,
we must extend the time interval from ¢ € [0,¢] to ¢ € [0,00), but there is no difficulty on
this point. If we regard t = ty as a new initial time and repeat the argument, we can show
that Eq. (50) is correct for any fixed time ¢t > 0. Thus the proof of the justification of the
MF dynamics has been completed.

6 Conclusion

Finally we conclude the present work by making some remarks on our result:

e Our result is quite general: environments may be attached to the system of interest,
and a time-dependent driving field may be applied. When an environment is large
enough, it acts as a thermal reservoir on the system of interest, hence the result
of this work is applicable to open quantum systems. However, we assumed a special
Hamiltonian for the 0-environment, Hg,+Hj, in Eq. (21). It is preferable to generalize
our result to a wider class of 0-environmental Hamiltonians in the future.
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e We restricted the class of physical quantities to 5 in the present work. This restriction,
however, might be just a technical assumption. Extension to a more general class of
operators is an important issue. Another important issue is to treat the fluctuations.
For instance, a'a/N = (aa! —1)/N = (a/\/N)(a'/\/N) — 1/N belongs to B, but
(ata — (a){(a))/1/N, whose expectation value converges to a finite value as N — oo,
does not. In the seminal work by Hepp and Lieb [16], the authors showed that,
under the singular reservoir limit and the approximation of replacing the bosons by
the ensemble of fermions, the equations of motion for the fluctuations are equal to
the linearized equation of the intensive observables, which is known as the Onsager’s
regression hypothesis [30-32]. We have not been able to confirm the validity of this
hypothesis without those approximations yet.

e Without the driving force, and if the thermal reservoirs have identical temperatures,
the MF dynamics usually predicts thermalization of the system of interest. This
means that the limit of N — oo and the limit of ¢ — oo are interchangeable under
such an equilibrium situation. In other words, there is no quasi-stationary state in
open systems under the equilibrium situation, which is in contrast to closed systems,
see [33] for this aspect. However, it is less obvious whether or not the thermodynamic
limit and the long-time limit are interchangeable under the nonequilibrium situation
studied in this paper. In this work, we always take the limit of N — oo first and
then the limit of ¢ — oco. In a real experimental setup, there can be a situation in
which the thermodynamic limit ought to be taken after the long-time limit since the
number of atoms in the cavity is not large enough.

e We can justify the MF theory, but it is a separate issue whether the MF dynamical
equations, Egs. (24) and (25), can be solved. Since the degrees of freedom of environ-
mental systems remain, it is difficult to solve the MF dynamical equations exactly.
It would be very interesting if we could exactly solve the quantum dynamics of the
whole system including thermal reservoirs with the help of the MF theory. If this
were done, we would be able to obtain some insight into the effects of non-Markovian
dynamics [25] and the accuracy of the perturbative quantum master equation at long
times [34, 35] in an interacting many body system. When the system of interest is
small, which is the standard setting of open quantum systems, it is recognized that
the non-Markovian effect is negligible in the van Hove limit [36]. When the system
of interest is large, however, it is not obvious whether the use of the Born-Markov
quantum master equation is justified even for the small coupling between the system
of interest and the thermal bath, because two limits, the thermodynamic limit and
the van Hove limit, are involved. Therefore, it is important to obtain the exact time
evolution in a macroscopic open system. It is noted that Merkli and Berman [23]
recently obtained a rigorous result in this direction for a simple model which is purely
dephasing and where the relaxation of energy does not take place. In our setting, if we
assume that each spin interacts with infinitely many reservoirs of the same structure,
the dynamics will be solved at least in a numerically exact manner, because we can
also apply the MF approximation to the coupling between the system of interest and
the reservoirs in that case.

We hope that the result of this work will become a good starting point to consider the
above remaining problems and analyze some interesting nonequilibrium phenomena.
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A Upper bounds of {B;}

Evaluation of B;

First we consider the term Bj;. From Eqs. (34), (35), and (45), we obtain the following

expression:
t1 ti—1
B = Z /d2 H/d B | Tria. 1 0W(a /dtl/ dts .. / dt;
=0
: ®__ 0 (01) F7(k+1) O (02)
T Ty XU Ty o X7
< 2 Vg gy e N U gy el
{oj==%1}
(o1) 77 (k+1) ~(k+1)
. mTI'k_i_le_,:l Uth N,0 5 (68)
where X M, = Xj and X; . X]T-. By performing integration by part, we obtain
t1 ti—1
dt dtg.../ dtl/d2a H/d% Trio. kit
0 0 .
Z XX X
{oj=%1}
) ) )
X O®) (a(t), a*(t), {B-(t), B (¢
T (R b Tt K o GO RN CREXCRACH
~(k k+1 ~(k+l—1 ~(k+1 k+1
x Ut(vtf}Ut(jz )}...Ut(lj " )}Ut(l,o* QG| (69)
We put
t t1 t_ 1
Bt . /0 dty | dta.. / Z x\xle) . x\

{ oj=+1}

o) o L i
aaaz(tl) aaal—l(tl—l) Oag, (1)
« O®) (a(t), o (1), {5, (1), B2(0)]) 5’}U§f§’} Uﬁﬁtftl”}ﬁé’fo“’. (70)

Then B is expressed as
= k1) (k-+
=S| o (T ) s amt vt

=0 r
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In Eq. (70), a quantity like
8"@(,];)
0y, (t1)00g, (t2) . .. Oty (ty)

appears. We find that

~(k
aUt{s) _ /t dt/[j(k) 8ﬁa(a(t/ ) ~(k

)
oo, (t1) Y dag, (t)
t / k
= — 177(K) dag, (') (—o1)x 77(k)
= —ig / dt'vyy Po (6] ;Xj ;")
k
—ig / AU} goa (' — 1) D X5 7T, (72)
7j=1

where X](-_Ul)x(-) = [X](-_ol), (+)] is the commutator. Remember that |g.q(t)| < 1 because
of Eq. (48). Therefore,

a~t(k)
— 5% | < 2kg|| Xl (t — $).
Bam(t|_ = kgl X loo (£ — 5) (73)
Similarly, we can obtain
d < [2kg|| X || (t — 8)]™. 74
Bamn(()0arale) - Darg, Gy | = PRI el = ) (74)

Because of Eq. (74), we can replace OU; /Do, (') simply by 2kg|| X ||leo (t — 5)Uys as far as
it is concerned with the upper bound of the operator norm. This fact makes much easier
to evaluate the upper bound.

We define the set

Nip i={{mi,ma,...,mp}:1<my <mg <---<m,<Il, mjeN}.
If one of the elements of A, is denoted by N, = {mi,ma,...,my,}, we define Np, =
{1,2,...,1}\ Ny .

By using Eq. (74), we then obtain

HBWH gHXlloo 5 ZI: 5

o {o;=%+1} n=0 N, €N

( 11 aaa )Ok)(a(t),a*(t),{ﬁr(t),ﬂ?f(t)})

JENn

X (k+1—1)k+1-2)...(k+n) x (29| X||lsot) ™™ (75)
Because O*) € B, we have
X|loo >
HBYH!)H < (9] X lst)" H Z Z S S g o+ conlt) + 3 et
o {U]—:tl}n ONlnEMnQ 0 r
x (k+1—1)k+1-2)...(k+n)x (29| X|lect)™. (76)
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Since Z{Uj:il} 1=24 ZNL,'rLEM,n 1 =11/(n!(l = n)!), we obtain the upper bound

— K" (k+1-1)! “n
N gnzﬁ NI eI 0N

3 a, (77)
q=0
Here we used (k + 1 — 1)!/[(I — n)!/(k +n — 1)!] < 2¥*=1 and restrict the time interval

t € [0,t0] where ty is determined by 2g|| X||soto = 1/2. This restriction will be removed in
Sec. 5.2. Then we obtain

co+ cao(t) + ) erBr(t)

s q
B <2 N g e+ cant) + D erBr(0) (78)
q=0 r
From Eq. (71) and Eq. (78), we obtain
s q
B; < 2ke2“/d2a (H/dQﬁr) Zaq co + cqa(t) + Zcrﬁ,«(t) (79)
T q=0 T

Here, |co + cqa(t) + >, ¢ B (t)|7 € B (which will be explicitly shown in Sec. 5.1). By
assumption, at the initial time ¢ = 0, the expectation value is finite for any O%) e B.
Therefore, B is also finite.

Evaluation of B,

By is given by

t t1 tr—1
_ / Pa (H / d%) Trio. ,O® (a,0”, {8, B7}) / dt, / dts... / dtr
. 0 0 0

Ut(fl))/\)(k)Ut(ﬁ;l)W(k—l—l) UUH_L 1)w(k+L 1) Q (k+L)

tr_1,tr Nitr,
(80)
This is written in the form
ng/d%( /d%)/ dty dtg.../tLl dtLTrl,Z___,HLHBSHL)H Q4P
0 (81)

where BékJrL) is given by

k+L o
Bé )= g" Z Xk+1 k+2 XIE+LL)
{oj=%1}

0 0 0
X B ) {aam ) { By (1) {
< O (a(t), 0" (), (B (1), B (1)}) T }Uéfz”} Uéﬁtﬁj’}. (82)
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Similarly to the evaluation of By, we obtain the upper bound

/ d*a <H / d%) / dts .. / " a0t

k L
x Z 2’f+L L(2g]|X [l t) =™ mZaq co + Cact +ZC,@ gij
q=0
L
<@glX[lset)E S - 2H L1 (2g] X oo t) 2
m=0 :

Q Mo (83)

X K™ Zaq max/da(H/CFﬁr)

Here, we again restrict the time interval ¢ € [0,to] (tp was determined by 2¢|| X ||coto = 1/2
in the previous subsection). Then we obtain

k+L) —L+k—1
HBé H < o= b+ Z m' (2r)™ Zaq
q=0

Co + Cqx + Z CT’BT

Cco + Cqx ‘|‘ Z Crﬁr(t)

< 9 LAk—lg2m Z aq |co + cqa(t) + Z e Br(t) (84)
q=0 2
Substituting it into Eq. (81), we have
By <9~ Ltk 12 m' (25)™ Zaq max /dza (H/d2ﬁr)
X |cg + cqex —i—Zcrﬁr Nt,
§2—L+k—le2n a tpg[aO}i]/d? < /d @) co + co +ZCTB" g\?t, (85)
Evaluation of Bs;
Next we evaluate Bs, which is given by
By d’a (H / m) Trip,. sO® (@, 0”, {5, 67 })
/ dty / "t / i U WU DWW kD gy te=n o=
(86)
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If we put

t t1 ti—1
B ::(—ig)lt/ dt dtz.../ dt;
0 0

(a1)
Z Xk+1 k+2 Xk—ifl
{JJ—:H}

% aaj(tz) {3001?@1—1) { o aaf(tl) {

« O (a(t), o* (1), {6, (8), B (1)}) O }Ufftt”} Ry ”}véﬁﬂh

where

ZX for o =1,
k
Z for o0 = —1,

V() =

o

we obtain the upper bound of Bs:

Bs § — t%%}i]/d a (H/d25r> HB k+l)H QNt’

Similarly to the evaluation of Bs, we obtain for 0 < t < tg

HB:gk—l—l)H < (k+l)2k—l—1e2n§:aq
=0

o0

q
co + cac(t) + ) erfr(t)

Therefore,

L
1 k-1 2% 2 2
B3 < N Z(k‘ +1)2 e aq t%[%}i] d*« H d B,

=1 q=0
X |co + cqeu(t) + Z ¢ Br(t) Qg\of?tl.
By elementary calculation, we find Zlel 1/2! < 2, and thus
1, o
B3 < N2k Lk +2)e? ;aq t;g[%ﬁ]/dza <1:I/d25r> co + cqa(t) + Z:crﬁr(t)

Evaluation of B,

Finally we evaluate the contribution of By. Its upper bound is given by
B < il d 428, ‘B (k+1) H k-i—ll)7
= “é?’f/ C“(H/ ﬂ) N
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89)

(91)

q
0
QY.

(92)
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where Bikﬂ) is defined by

t1 t—1
B =(—ig)! k—i—l—l/dtl/ dts . . / dty

x>0 XXX
{oj=%1}

o e ) B o
G () \ Bty (1) | Borm, (1)
< OB (a(t), o (1), {5, (1), B(6))) TF) }a<ﬁy>} N Utﬁktfg”}. (04)

We can evaluate the upper bound of Bﬁ(tkH) by some calculations similar to those in

previous subsections, and the result is

HB4k+l H < (B+1-1)2""1e Y "ag feo + caa(t) + Y erBe(t)] (95)
& q=0 r
for 0 <t < ty. Therefore, we conclude that
s q
L k1 2K 2 2 (0)
By < N2 (k+1)e qzzoaq t%[%},i]/d o 1:[ d°Br | |co + caa(t) + Zr:crﬁr(t) QNJI,
(96)

in the time interval 0 < ¢ < t,.

B Upper bounds of Bf and B

Evaluation of B

First we consider the term Bj. Similarly to the case of By, we obtain the following expres-

sion:
L-1 t t1 ti—1
B :Z / dtq dt2.../ dtl/dzoz H/dzﬁr T2, ki
1=0 | /0 0 r

(1) (01)
Z Xk-i-ll k+2 Xk-i-ll
{oj=%1}

 Foni T G
dag (1) | Ocg,_ (ti1) | Oag, (1)
< OV a(e). )0 [0} O Ol (s - i’z;f&)‘- (o7
It is expressed as

L-1
=Y |[da (H / d%) Tr, e BE Q) - QWD) |-
=0 r
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where B£k+l) was defined by Eq. (70). From the assumption of the initial condition (49),

we can conclude that limy_,o, B} = 0 if we can show B%kﬂ) € B.

(k+1)

In order to show B, € B, we must consider the quantity

8mB(k+l)
! ; (99)
0oy, 0a, ...0a;,,
where 7; = £1.
A calculation analogous to that for B; yields
oy g||Xuoot
Oar, 0oy, ... O R T Z Z Z Z Z
T ™l o {o;=%1} n=0 Ni €N}, P=0 Nyn p €N p
OF) (a(t). o (t
g 3% 5w ) | AL gy | OV 0.0 0)
x (k + l)f”(lc F1=1D)(k+1—2)...(k+n)x (29| X|lst) 7. (100)
Because O*) € B, we have
8mB£k+l)
0oy, 00y, ... 00,
gHX”oo Z Z Z Z Z
- {U]—:tl}n ONlnean ONmpENmp
X (k+DP(k+1—1)(k+1-2)... (k+n)(2g]X|lot) P
X gMTMAP Z aq |co + cqa(t) + Z crfBr (101)
q=0 r
Since Z{Jj:il} 1=2" ZNl,neM,n 1 =1!/(n!(l — n)!), we obtain the upper bound
6’”B§k+l)
0oy, 00, ...0a;,,
2k+l 1 Z 29HX||00 )2n l
q
x [k +2(k + 1) g|| X ot] Zaq o+ cac(t) + Y erBre(t)] - (102)
From this expression, we find that B£k+l) € B for any fixed . Thus we can conclude that
A}gnoo B} =0. (103)
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Evaluation of B},

B, is given by

t t1 tr—1
Bl = / P2 (H / d%) Trio. ,O® (a0, {8, B7}) X / ity / dty / it
" 0 0 0

k k+1 k+L—1 k+L) (k+L)
X Ut(7t1)W( )Ut(lfz IWk+1)  prk+L=1)y0,(k+L-1) (QEV,—:L QM;:tL) ‘ (104)

tr—1,0L

This is written in the form

< [ (L[ #8) moaa 5670 (0620 +iit). oo

where BékJrL) is given by Eq. (82). From the upper bound of B§k+L) (see Eq. (84)), it yields

S
B < 2_L+k_1e2“/d2a (H/d257«) Trl,z,...,kzaq
r q=0

q

co + cqa(t) + Z crBr(t)

< (@i + i), (100)

which is almost the same as Eq. (85). Because

. 2 2
A}gnoo d“a <1:I/d Br> Try,. sz::oaq

is finite and not diverging as L — o0, it is concluded that

co+ cao(t) + ) erBr(t)

(k+L) (k+L)
(QN,tL + QMF tL)

lim lim B =0, (107)

L—o0o N—oo

for 0 <t <ty.

References

[1] A. Polkovnikov, K. Sengupta, A. Silva, and M. Vengalattore, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 863
(2011).

[2] J. M. Deutsch, Phys. Rev. A 43, 2046 (1991).
[3] M. Srednicki, Phys. Rev. E 50, 888 (1994).

[4] S. Goldstein, J. L. Lebowitz, C. Mastrodonato, R. Tumulka, and N. Zanghi, Phys.
Rev. E 81, 011109 (2010).

[5] H. Tasaki, arXiv:1003.5424 (2010).

[6] T. Kibble, J, Phys. A: Math. Gen. 9, 1387 (1976).

27



[7] W. Zurek, Nature 317, 505 (1985).

[8] W. H. Zurek, U. Dorner, and P. Zoller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 105701 (2005).
[9] B. Sciolla and G. Biroli, J. Stat. Mech. , P11003 (2011).

[10] M. Kastner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 130601 (2011).

[11] S. Diehl, A. Tomadin, A. Micheli, R. Fazio, and P. Zoller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 015702
(2010).

[12] M. Knap, E. Arrigoni, W. von der Linden, and J. H. Cole, Phys. Rev. A 83, 023821
(2011).

[13] A. Faribault, P. Calabrese, and J. Caux, J. Stat. Mech. , P03018 (2009).
[14] J. Mossel and J. Caux, New J. Phys. 12, 055028 (2010).

[15] J. Sato, R. Kanamoto, E. Kaminishi, and T. Deguchi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 110401
(2012).

[16] K. Hepp and E. H. Lieb, Helv. Phys. Acta 46, 573 (1973).

[17] P. Drummond and D. Walls, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 13, 725 (1980).
[18] P. Drummond, IEEE. J. Quantum Electron. 17, 301 (1981).

[19] T. Shirai, T. Mori, and S. Miyashita, arXiv:1204.5516 (2012).

[20] H. Spohn, Rev. Mod. Phys. 52, 569 (1980).

[21] L. Erdés, B. Schlein, and H. Yau, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 40404 (2007).
[22] B. Schlein, arXiv:0807.4307 (2008).

[23] M. Merkli and G. Berman, Proc. Roy. Soc. A 468, 3398 (2012).

[24] R. Dicke, Phys. Rev. 93, 99 (1954).

[25] H. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The theory of open quantum systems (Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2002).

[26] J. Gripp, S. L. Mielke, L. A. Orozco, and H. J. Carmichael, Phys. Rev. A 54, R3746
(1996).

[27] M. Tavis and F. W. Cummings, Phys. Rev. 170, 379 (1968).

[28] U. Weiss, Quantum dissipative systems (World Scientific Publishing Company Incor-
porated, 1999).

[29] K. Husimi, Proc. Phys.-Math. Soc. Japan, 22, 264 (1940).
[30] L. Onsager, Phys. Rev. 37, 405 (1931).
[31] L. Onsager, Phys. Rev. 38, 2265 (1931).

28



[32] R. Kubo, M. Toda, and N. Hashitsume, Statistical Physics II: Nonequilibrium Statis-
tical Mechanics (Springer, 1991).

[33] S. Gupta and D. Mukamel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 040602 (2010).
[34] T. Mori and S. Miyashita, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 77, 124005 (2008).
[35] C. H. Fleming and N. I. Cummings, Phys. Rev. E 83, 031117 (2011).

[36] E. Davies, Quantum theory of open systems (Academic Press, New York, 1976).

29



