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We review various bounds concerning out-of-equilibrium dynamics in few-level and manybody quantum systems. We primarily focus on closed quantum systems but will also
mention some related results for open quantum systems and classical stochastic systems.
We start from the speed limits, the universal bounds on the speeds of (either quantum
or classical) dynamical evolutions. We then turn to review the bounds that address how
good and how long would a quantum system equilibrate or thermalize. Afterward, we
focus on the stringent constraint set by locality in many-body systems, rigorously formalized as the Lieb-Robinson bound. We also review the bounds related to the dynamics
of entanglement, a genuine quantum property. Apart from some other miscellaneous
topics, several notable error bounds for approximated quantum dynamics are discussed.
While far from comprehensive, this topical review covers a considerable amount of recent
progress and thus could hopefully serve as a convenient starting point and up-to-date
guidance for interested readers.
Keywords: quantum speed limit; quantum thermalization; Lieb-Robinson bound; entanglement dynamics; error bound

1. Introduction
While physics laws are typically equalities, there are also well-known inequalities
represented by the second law of thermodynamics and Heisenberg’s uncertainty
principle. The former states that the entire entropy change during a thermodynamic process can never be negative,1 while the latter states that the product of
the standard deviations of position and momentum is always lower bounded by
~/2.2 Ultimately, these inequalities or bounds can be derivable from some underlying equality relations, which are the entropy fluctuation theorem3 and the canonical
commutation relation4 for the two specific examples mentioned above. Historically,
however, these inequalities are of fundamental importance in constraining the con1
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sistent theories (e.g., stochastic thermodynamics5 and quantum mechanics6 ) based
on equalities.
In this review, we focus on inequalities or bounds concerning nonequilibrium
quantum dynamics, which has become an extremely active interdisciplinary field at
the interface of quantum information, quantum optics, condensed matter, statistical
mechanics, and even high energy physics. Primarily, we consider closed quantum
systems governed by the Schödinger equation
i~

d
|ψ(t)i = Ĥ|ψ(t)i,
dt

(1)

where the Hamiltonian Ĥ may be time-dependent and may contain a few or a
macroscopically large number of energy levels. This is our starting point for obtaining all the bounds, ranging from the celebrated time-energy uncertainty relation
(cf. Sec. 2.1.1) to the recently uncovered bound on chaos (cf. Sec. 7.2.2), which
may further rely on additional properties of the Hamiltonian such as locality in
quantum many-body systems (cf. Sec. 4). For convenience, we may also work with
d
Ô(t) = [Ô(t), Ĥ] for an operator Ô or/and the disthe Heisenberg picture i~ dt
crete version |ψ(t + 1)i = Û |ψ(t)i with Û being a unitary. Sometimes the essential
mathematical structure used for deriving the bounds applies also to open quantum
systems and even classical stochastic systems, the latter of which can be relevant
to, e.g., biophysics and network science. These natural generalizations will also be
mentioned briefly.
The bounds we will discuss can be important in several aspects. First, they are
of fundamental significance on the theoretical side, in the sense that they unveil the
ultimate limitations set by the basic laws of (quantum) physics. For example, the
Mandelstam-Tamm bound (5) on the quantum speed limit makes it clear that one
cannot simultaneously suppress the evolution rate and energy fluctuation. Second,
they can be testified in state-of-the-art experiments. For example, the emergent
light cone for correlation propagation, which is rigorously formalized as the LiebRobinson bound (85), has been observed in locally interacting many-body systems
emulated by, e.g., ultracold atoms in optical lattices and trapped ions. Third, they
may have crucial application implications for quantum science and technology. For
example, the Trotter-Suzuki error bound justifies the faithfulness of digital quantum
simulations based on Trotterization (cf. Sec. 6.1.1).
The purpose of this introductory review is to provide a brief overview on some
notable topics in nonequilibrium quantum dynamics to newcomers in the field and
to remind more professional researchers of some recent progress scattered in the
literature. In each section, we provide some more specialized and comprehensive
reviews for those readers with particular interests. Some open problems will also
be mentioned, either in the relevant sections or the outlook part. Due to a large
amount of references, it is inevitable that our selection of topics and materials
is highly biased and far from complete. Nevertheless, we hope this review could
provide strong evidence that the known results are no more than the tip of the
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iceberg, and thus stimulate further studies on deriving bounds or other rigorous
results concerning nonequilibrium quantum dynamics.
The rest of the review is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we focus on the speed
limits in both few-level and macroscopic quantum systems, as well as their natural
generalizations to classical systems. In Sec. 3, we talk about the bounds related
to quantum thermalization in both isolated and open quantum systems. So far,
the results do not rely heavily on the Lieb-Robinson bound, which is reviewed in
Sec. 4 and will be frequently used afterward. In particular, we will discuss the
Lieb-Robinson bounds for both short-range and long-range many-body systems, as
well as their implications for equilibrium properties. Entanglement generation is
the main topic of Sec. 5, where the Lieb-Robinson bound is exploited for proving
general upper bounds for many-body systems. Section 6 is devoted to covering a few
remarkable error bounds for approximated quantum dynamics. Some miscellaneous
topics with particular recent interest are given in Sec. 7. Finally, in Sec. 8, we
conclude the review and provide some outlooks for future studies.
2. Speed limit
As a first topic, we discuss fundamental bounds on how fast the transition of a
state occurs, which are known as speed limits. Speed limits are originally developed
for unitary quantum dynamics. It dates back to the seminal work by Mandelstam
and Tamm7 , who showed that the transition time and the energy fluctuation of
the system cannot be reduced simultaneously. Later, speed limits were extended
to open quantum systems, mixed states, and classical systems. Here, we overview
the basic concepts and several recent topics. We refer interested readers to a more
comprehensive review on quantum speed limits.8
2.1. Few-body systems
2.1.1. Bounds for unitary quantum dynamics
Let us first review the most fundamental quantum speed limit, i.e., the MandelstamTamm bound.7 To begin with, let us consider an arbitrary (time-independent)
observable Â and its expectation value hÂ(t)i = Tr[Âρ̂(t)] with respect to state
ρ̂(t) at time t. Suppose that the system evolves under a time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ. Then, the speed of the observable, |d hÂ(t)i /dt| = | h[Â(t), Ĥ]i |/~ =
| h[Â(t) − hÂ(t)i , Ĥ − hĤi]i |/~ (Â(t) = eiĤt Âe−iĤt is the Heisenberg representation of Â), is bounded as
2
d hÂ(t)i
≤ σA (t) · σH ,
dt
~

(2)

where
σA (t) =

q

h(Â(t) − hÂ(t)i)2 i

(3)
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is the quantum fluctuation of an observable Â at time t (σH is definedqsimilarly).
Here, we have used an inequality | h[B̂, Ĉi]| ≤ | hB̂ Ĉi | + | hĈ B̂i | ≤ 2 hB̂ 2 i hĈ 2 i

for Hermitian operators B̂ and Ĉ. The inequality in (2) means that the instantaneous speed of the observable is upper bounded by its fluctuation and the energy
fluctuation σH = ∆E. Let us assume a pure state ρ̂(t) = |ψ(t)i hψ(t)| and take
Â = |ψ(0)i hψ(0)| to be the projector onto the initial
state. Then, the quantum
√
2
fidelity F (t) = | hψ(t)|ψ(0)i | satisfies |dF/dt| ≤ 2 F − F 2 ∆E/~ and thus
dL(t)
∆E
≤
,
dt
~

(4)

p

where L(t) = arccos F (t) is the Bures angle between the initial and time-evolved
states. Integrating over time, we find that the time T for the state satisfying F (0) =
1 becomes orthogonal to the initial state, i.e., F (T ) = 0, is bounded as
~π
.
(5)
2∆E
This inequality demonstrates that the energy fluctuation should be large for the
fast transition of the state. This is regarded as an uncertainty relation between
energy and time, as discussed by Mandelstam and Tamm. Note that this uncertainty
relation between time and energy is quite different from that between position and
momentum2 formulated by Kennard4 and Robertson.9 In fact, while the uncertainty
for the latter is described by the standard deviation associated with measuring
observables, i.e., σx σp ≥ ~/2, we cannot make a similar argument for the former
since time is usually not regarded a standard observable in quantum mechanics.
Instead, inequality (5) indicates that TMT sets an intrinsic time scale for quantum
dynamics.
While Mandelstam-Tamm bound relies on the energy fluctuation, which were
occasionally studied and re-derived afterwards,10,11,12 Margolus and Levitin realized
that the energy expectation value is also useful for bounding the transition time.13
They showed
T ≥ TMT =

T ≥ TML =

~π
,
2(E − E0 )

(6)

where E = hĤi and E0 is the ground state of Ĥ. From the Mandelstam-Tamm
bound and Margolus-Levitin bound, we have T ≥ max(TMT , TML ). Reference 14
showed that the
√ equality condition is attainable only for a two-level state |ψi =
(|E0 i + |E1 i)/ 2, up to a degeneracy of the energy level E1 and phase factors for
the eigenstates. In this case, we have an evolution time T = ~π/(E1 − E0 ).
There are several generalizations of the bounds above. For example, the
Mandelstam-Tamm bound can be generalized to time-dependent Hamiltonians,
mixed states, and arbitrary angles. Indeed, we can show that
τ≥

~L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ ))
∆E

(7)
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Fig. 1. Geometry of a time-evolving quantum state. The length lγ (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(t)) of the path γ for
the state to evolve from ρ̂(0) to ρ̂(t) (red) is always lower bounded by the geodesic distance
LG (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(t)) (yellow).

with the Bures distance for mixed states

where ∆E =

1
τ

Rτ


F (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) =

L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) = arccos

p
F (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )),

(8)

σ (t)dt is the average energy fluctuation over time, and
2
qp
p
ρ̂(0)ρ̂(τ ) ρ̂(0)
is the fidelity for the mixed states.
Tr
0 H

Inequality (7) was obtained by Ref. 15 for the case with pure states, and by Ref. 16
for mixed states, which were re-derived by a geometrical approach.17
Speed limits turn out to be deeply related to a geometry of quantum states.12,18
Let us consider an evolution generated by a unitary Ûλ , where λ = {λµ }M
µ=1 are
parameters. When we change the parameters from λ = λi to λ = λf , the evolved
state ρ̂λ = Ûλ ρ̂0 Ûλ† draws a path γ in the space of quantum states, which connects
P
ρ̂λi and ρ̂λf . When a metric ds2 = µν gµν dλµ dλν on the quantum-state
space
R
is defined, the length of γ can be calculated as lγ (ρ̂λi , ρ̂λf ) = γ ds. Now, let us
assume that λ is time-dependent and that λ(0) = λi and λ(τ ) = λf . Then, the
length of γ can be expressed as
Z τ sX
gµν λ̇µ λ̇ν ,
(9)
lγ (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) =
dt
0

µν

where ρ̂(t) = ρ̂λ(t) . On the other hand, this length is always lower bounded
by the geodesic distance LG (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) (subscript G denotes “geodesic”), i.e.,
LG (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) ≤ lγ (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) (see Fig. 1). In particular, it is known that the Bures
distance L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) is associated with the quantum Fisher information metric. For
simplicity, let us consider the case for a single parameter (M = 1) and set λ(t) = t
(we omit ν and µ) with Ĥ(t) = −i~Ût ∂t Ût† . We then obtain
τp
L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) ≤ lγ (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) =
FQ .
(10)
2
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Here FQ is called the (symmetric logarithmic derivative) quantum Fisher information, which was first introduced in quantum estimation theory19 (see Ref. 20 for a
recent review),

2
X 2
dρ̂
2 X (qi − qj )2
2
(11)
i
j
FQ = 4g = 2
| hi|Ĥ|ji | =
~ ij qi + qj
qi + qj
dt
ij
P
with the state being diagonalized as ρ̂ =
i qi |ii hi| (time dependence will be
omitted for simplicity hereafter from time to time). Since FQ ≤ 4∆E 2 /~2 (the
equality condition is achieved if and only if qi qj | hi|Ĥ − hĤi |ji |2 = 0 for all i, j,21
which is satisfied for, e.g., pure states), inequality (10)17 gives a better bound than
(7) for a generic mixed state. We also note that inequality (2) is tightened by the
quantum Fisher information as
q
d hÂ(t)i
≤ σA (t) · FQ (t).
(12)
dt
This is known as a (generalized) quantum Cramér-Rao inequality, which is a fundamental bound in quantum estimation theory.
We note that a different metric leads to a different inequality. For example, if
we consider the Wigner-Yanase information metric g 0 , we have22
τ √
I,
(13)
L0 (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) ≤ √
2~
p
p
where L0 (ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) = arccos[Tr[ ρ̂(0) ρ̂(τ )]] is the distance based on the quan√
tum affinity, and I = −(1/2)Tr[[ ρ̂, Ĥ]2 ] = ~2 g 0 /2 is the Wigner-Yanase skew
information. Generalizing these ideas, Ref. 23 derived an infinite family of geometric quantum speed limits, on the basis of contractive Riemannian metrics under
completely positive trace-preserving map.
2.1.2. Bounds for classical dynamics
While we have discussed quantum speed limits, fundamental dynamical constraints
exist even for classical systems. Shanahan et al.24 formulated the quantum speed
limit for the Wigner representation and obtained the corresponding classical speed
limit by its semiclassical expansion. Okuyama and Ohzeki25 formally derived a
speed limit for a large class of classical dynamics, including the classical Liouville
equation, the Fokker-Planck equation, and the Markov equation.
Later, Shiraishi et al.26 realized that there is a tradeoff relation between the transition time and the entropy production rate in classical stochastic thermodynamics,
as for the tradeoff relation between time and energy (fluctuation) in isolated quantum systems. They considered a stochastic system whose probability distribution
obeys the Markov equation,
X
dpi
=
Wij pj .
(14)
dt
j
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Here, we assume the detailed-balance condition for simplicity, i.e., Wij e−βEj =
Wji e−βEi is satisfied for any i and j, where Ei is the energy of the ith state, and β
is the inverse temperature of the heat bath, although they also extended their results
for systems without this condition. Let us consider the statistical distance between
P
initial and final states as d(p(0), p(t)) =
i |pi (0) − pi (t)|/2, which is called the
total variation distance. The authors evaluated the instantaneous speed |dpi (t)/dt|
as
p
X dpi (t)
≤ 2AΣ̇,
(15)
dt
i
P
where A = i6=j Wij pj quantifies the rate of transitions and is called the dynamP
ical activity, and Σ̇ = (1/2) i6=j (Wij pj − Wji pi ) ln(Wij pj /Wji pi ) is regarded as
the entropy production rate (see E.g., Ref. 27 for a review on stochastic thermodynamics). This inequality states that the large entropy production is inevitable to
enhance the transition speed, indicating the tradeoff relation between time and entropy production. In addition, from this inequality, the transition speed is evaluated
as (cf. inequality (7))
τ≥

d(p(0), p(τ ))
d(p(0), p(τ ))
q
,
≥
q
AΣ̇
2

(16)

AΣ̇
2

where the rightmost result above arises simply from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The results in Ref. 26 are recently improved in several ways; for example, while
Ref. 26 also discussed the case without the the detailed-balance condition (using
the so-called Hatano-Sasa entropy production28 ), Ref. 29 improved it by a constant
factor; Reference 30 derived a tighter bound using a geometric approach. We note
that the result in (16) is also regarded as a relation stating that the entropy production is lower bounded by the statistical distance d(p(0), p(τ )). Such lower bounds
of the entropy production are also actively investigated nowadays; a closely related
topic will be discussed briefly in Sec. 7.3.3.
For a (time-independent) random observable A whose expectation value is given
P
P
by hAi = i ai pi , its speed is bounded as |d hAi /dt| ≤ kAk∞ i |dpi (t)/dt|, where
kAk∞ = maxi |ai | and we have used the Hölder inequality. Thus, we also have
p
d hAi
≤ kAk∞ 2AΣ̇.
(17)
dt
Another approach concerning the tradeoff relation for classical systems is the
uncertainty relation between time and information.31,32 For any (possibly timeP
dependent) observable Â, its classical expectation value hAi (t) = i ai (t)pi (t) has
a speed31
 


d hAi
dI
dA
= −cov A,
+
,
(18)
dt
dt
dt
P
where cov(A, B) = hABi − hAi hBi is the covariance, hdA/dti =
i pi (dai /dt),
and I = {Ii } = {− ln pi }, which corresponds to the obtained information when
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we observe that the system is in the state i. This identity is known as the Price
equation. Since |cov(A, B)| ≤ σA σB , we have31


p
d hAi
dA
≤ σA Fc ,
−
(19)
dt
dt
where
2
Fc = σdI/dt
=

X


pi

i

d ln pi
dt

2
=

X 1  dpi 2
pi dt
i

(20)

is the classical Fisher information.
Inequality (19) is analogous to quantum speed limit based on the quantum Fisher
information in (10); however, since we consider classical dynamics, the identification
of the information as the energy fluctuation no longer applies. Still, (19) is regarded
as the uncertainty relation between transition time and information. Indeed, if we
√
dA
define a characteristic time τA−1 = dhAi
/σA , it satisfies τA ≥ 1/ Fc ,
dt − dt
suggesting that the time and information cannot be simultaneously small. Note
that this inequality holds for a wide class of dynamics, indicating the universality
of the time-information tradeoff relation. Indeed, while it was originally discussed
for linear stochastic dynamics31,32 , it can also be applied to nonlinear dynamics,
such as population dynamics, which describe evolutionary and ecological processes
of species.33,34
Similarly, we can also show the bound based on the total variation distance as
2d(p(0), p(τ ))
.
√
Fc

τ≥
This is proven by
2d(p(0), p(τ )) =

X Z
i

0

τ

ṗi (t)dt ≤

Z

τ

dt

X

0

i

|ṗi (t)| ≤

(21)

Z
0

τ

v
u
p
uX |ṗi (t)|2
= τ Fc .
dtt
pi (t)
i
(22)

2.1.3. Bounds for open quantum dynamics
Speed limits also exist for open quantum systems. Historically, this fact was
demonstrated35,36,37 before the work on classical speed limits; for example, Ref.
35 derived a geometrical bound based on quantum Fisher information, Ref. 36 derived a bound defined from the relative purity. We here detail the bound by Deffner
and Lutz37 , who provided bounds based on the generator of an arbitrary dynamics
dρ̂/dt = L[ρ̂]. To see this, we assume p
that the initial state is pure ρ̂(0) = |ψ0 i hψ0 |,
which leads to L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )) = arccos hψ0 |ρ̂(τ )|ψ0 i. From this, we obtain
2 cos(L) sin(L)

dL
≤ | hψ0 |L[ρ̂(t)]|ψ0 i | ≤ kL[ρ̂(t)]k,
dt

(23)
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where kÂk denotes the largest singular value of Â. From this, we obtain the speed
limit
τ≥

sin2 (L(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ )))
kL[ρ̂]k

.

(24)

Note that this bound is related to the Mandelstam-Tamm and Margolus-Levitin
bounds for specific cases by applying different bounds on kL[ρ̂]k. For example, when
we consider the unitary dynamics
p L[ρ̂] = −i[Ĥ,
√ ρ̂]/~, we find that the energy fluctuation appears as kL[ρ̂]k ≤ Tr[|L[ρ̂]|2 ] = 2∆E/~ in a manner similar to the
Mandelstam-Tamm bound.
Another approach is to generalize the time-information uncertainty relation in
classical systems31 to the quantum realm. In fact, as a quantum extension of the
results in the previous subsection, one can show38
*
+


dÂ
d hÂi
= cov L̂, Â +
,
(25)
dt
dt
 
R∞
where L̂ = 2 0 dse−ρ̂s ddtρ̂ e−ρ̂s satisfies dρ̂/dt = {L̂, ρ̂}/2 ({Â, B̂} = ÂB̂ + B̂ Â),

and cov(Â, B̂) = h{Â, B̂}i /2 − hÂi hB̂i is the symmetrized covariance. From this,
we have
*
+
p
d hÂi
dÂ
≤ σA F Q ,
(26)
−
dt
dt
where
FQ = hL̂2 i =

X
ij

2
| hi|L[ρ̂]|ji |2
qi + qj

(27)

is the (symmetric logarithmic derivative) quantum Fisher information. Note that inequality (26) is a generalization of inequality (12). Furthermore, Ref. 38 decomposed
the observable and the Fisher information into coherent (quantum) and incoherent
(classical) parts and derived the speed limits similar to (26) for each part, which
can provide tighter bounds than (26).
When we focus on a more specific setting, different types of speed limits, i.e.,
bounds using the entropy production rate, can be obtained. Let us consider a quantum system coupled to a Markovian bath, whose dynamics is represented by the
following Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) equation:39,40
i
dρ̂
= L[ρ̂] = − [Ĥ, ρ̂] + D[ρ̂],
dt
~
where the dissipator reads
h
n
oi
1X
D[ρ̂] =
γµ (ω) 2L̂µ (ω)ρ̂L̂µ (ω)† − L̂µ (ω)† L̂µ (ω), ρ̂ .
2 µ,ω

(28)

(29)

Here, the jump operator L̂µ (ω) describes a quantum jump from one energy eigenstate of Ĥ, |Eα i, to another eigenstate |Eβ i, where Eα − Eβ = ω is satisfied.
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Fig. 2. A single particle on a one-dimensional lattice with size L. If we initially place the wave
packet at the left end, it will move to the right as time increases.

This means that L̂µ (ω)† = L̂µ (−ω) and [L̂µ (ω), Ĥ] = ω L̂µ (ω). We also assume that these dissipators satisfy the detailed-balance condition, meaning that
γµ (−ω) = γµ (ω)e−βω , where β is the inverse temperature of the bath. We can also
P
diagonalize the state as ρ̂ = i qi |ii hi| and define Wijµ,ω = γµ (ω)| hi|L̂µ (ω)|ji |2 .
Under this assumption, Ref. 41 considered the constraint on the p
change of the
trace distance, d(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(t)) = kρ̂(0) − ρ̂(t)k1 /2, where kÂk1 = Tr[ Â† Â] is the
trace norm of Â. Then, they found, as a generalization of inequality (16),
τ≥

d(ρ̂(0), ρ̂(τ ))
q
,
∆ED
∆E
AΣ̇
+
+
~
~
2

(30)

P0
where ∆E = σH is the energy fluctuation of the Hamiltonian, A = ijµω (Wijµ,ω qj +
P
0
µ,−ω
µ,−ω
µ,−ω
Wji
qi )/2 and Σ̇ = (1/2) ijµω (Wijµ,ω qj − Wji
qi ) ln(Wijµ,ω qj /Wji
qi )a correspond to the dynamical activity and the entropy production rate of this system,
respectively. Furthermore, ∆ED = σHD is the additional term that comes from the
P
ρ̂]]|ji
off-diagonal term in D, where ĤD = qi 6=qj i~hi|D[
|ii hj|. Note that this final
qi −qj
term is characterized by the speed of the unitary evolution due to the bath, which
is unique to open quantum systems.
2.2. Macroscopic systems
While speed limits discussed in the previous section have a wide variety of applications, they cannot provide a good bound for certain situations, such as processes
involving macroscopic transitions. As a simple example, let us consider a single particle on a one-dimensional lattice with size L (Fig. 2). If we initially place the particle
at the left end, it will move to the right with the spreading of the wave packet. In
this case, how much time will it take for the particle to be transferred to a distant
place, say, x ∼ L/2? Naively, it takes at least t & O(L) for this process; this is
indeed true for local Hamiltonians, which is also consistent with the Lieb-Robinson
bound detailed in section 4. On the other hand, many quantum speed limits, such
as inequalities (6) or (7), cannot capture this macroscopic timescale that increases
a Here,

P0

ijµω

denotes the sum that excludes the indices that satisfy (i = j) ∧ (ω = 0).
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with L. As a different viewpoint, let us consider the dynamics of, e.g., an observPL
able x̂ = l=1 l |li hl|. While we expect that d hx̂(t)i /dt is finite, inequalities (2)
and (12) only provide diverging bounds with respect to L or t. For example, we
typically have ∆x ∼ tα (α > 0) during the spreading of the wave packet, which is
divergent for t = O(L). Note that the situation becomes even worse for many-body
systems, where ∆E also diverges with respect to the particle numbers.
There are at least two difficulties with the standard approaches. First, many
distance measures to define the quantum speed, such as the trace distance or the
Kullback-Leibler divergence, cannot take account of the local structure of the lattice
geometry (note that these measures are invariant under arbitrary, typically non-local
unitary transformation). For example, if we consider the case for the onep
particle

system, k |1i h1| − |li hl| k1 = k |1i h1| − |mi hm| k1 = 2 (here kÔk1 ≡ Tr[ Ô† Ô])
even when |l − m|  1 as long as l, m 6= 1, which indicates that the trace distance
is not appropriate for distinguishing the transport from 1 to l and that from 1 to
m. Second, even when the magnitude of the change of the distance is finite, we
may obtain only divergent bounds for the speed of macroscopic observables from
this. For example, while the speed limits for kdρ̂/dtk1 41,42 lead to the corresponding
bound of an observable as |d hÔi /dt| ≤ kÔk · kdρ̂/dtk1 due to the Hölder inequality,
the right-hand side can diverge when kÔk diverges (e.g., kx̂k = L in the above
example).
There are several different approaches to obtain more feasible timescales for
such macroscopic systems. One of such approaches is to invoke the Lieb-Robinson
bound, which provides a state-independent general bound for information propagation (see section 4). Another approach is to evaluate a time for an initial state
to be transferred to another state from a geodesic length imposed by the geometry of the eigenstate manifold set by the space of control parameters, as discussed
theoretically43 and experimentally.44
2.2.1. Continuous systems
Reference 45 derived convergent bounds for dynamics with macroscopic transitions,
employing the local conservation law of probability. For intuitive understanding of
the results, let us first derive speed limits for a mean-field type nonlinear Schödinger
equation in a continuous space, which is given by


~2 2
∂ψ(x, t)
2
= −
∇ + Vext + g|ψ(x, t)| ψ(x, t).
(31)
i~
∂t
2m
This equation is also regarded as the Gross-Pitaevskii equation46 describing
the
of a Bose gas. Here, we assume that ψ is normalized such that
R dynamics
dx|ψ(x, t)|2 = 1 without loss of generality; we will then regard |ψ(x, t)|2 as a
probability density. In this setting, the continuity equation holds as
∂ρ(x, t)
= −∇ · j(x, t),
∂t

(32)
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where ρ = |ψ|2 is the probability density and j = ρv is the probability current. The
velocity v is given by v = ~∇θ/m, where ∇θ is the gradient of the quantum phase
√
(θ is determined from the Madelung transformation47 ψ = ρeiθ ). b
We consider an observable A defined on a space point R x. Its expectation
value andqthe standard deviation are given by hA(t)i =
dxa(x)ρ(x, t) and
2

σA (t) = hA(t)2 i − hA(t)i , respectively. Let us derive speed limits for the expectation value. If we use the Cramér-Rao type bound discussed in the previous
section, we have
√
d hAi
≤ σA F,
dt

(33)

R
where F = dxρ(x, t)(d ln ρ(x, t)/dt)2 (cf. inequality (19)). Unfortunately, this
bound becomes loose when σA becomes large, which can occur for, e.g., a(x) = x1 ,
the position in the first direction. Instead, Ref. 45 first used the continuity equation, performed the integral by parts, and applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
obtaining
sZ
p
p
p
|j|2
~p
d hAi
≤ h(∇A)2 i
dx
= h(∇A)2 i 2Ekin =
h(∇A)2 i h(∇θ)2 i,
dt
ρ
m
(34)
2

~
2
where Ekin = 2m
2 h(∇θ) i is the kinetic energy of the gas. Compared with (33),
inequality (34) has two distinguished points. First, since σA is replaced with
p
h(∇A)2 i, the bound in (34) can be much tighter than that in (33). For example, if we consider a one-dimensional space and a(x) = x, σx diverges with t
but h(∇x)2 i = 1 is always a constant. This means that inequality (34) can be a
useful bound for macroscopic transitions. Second, inequality (34) contains a term
Ekin ∝ h(∇θ)2 i, which describes the averaged magnitude of the quantum phase
gradient. Thus, this inequality suggests that we cannot reduce the magnitude of the
quantum phase gradient and the transition time simultaneously, which indicates a
tradeoff relation different from the time-information uncertainty relation. We note
that a similar technique leads to the speed limit by the entropy production rate for
classical stochastic dynamics described by the Fokker-Planck equation.49 We also
note that, while we do not introduce an explicit distance of two probability distributions here, inequality (34) may be understood by the change of the Wasserstein
distance known in the optimal transport theory.50
Furthermore, using the local conservation law of probability, we can even find a

b We

here assume that θ(x) can be expressed as a smooth single-valued function, which means
that there are no quantum vortices. When there are quantum vortices, θ(x) is a multi-valued
function. Even under thisHsituation, we can ensure that ψ is a single-valued function by imposing
a quantization condition C dθ = 2nπ (n ∈ Z) along any closed loop C.48 In this case, it is often
assumed that the gradient of the phase, ∇θ(x), can be as taken as a single-valued function.
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speed limit for the standard deviation as45
p
dσA (t)
≤ k∇Ak∞ 2Ekin ,
dt
where k∇Ak∞ = maxx |a(x)|. From the inequalities, we have, e.g.,
p
|hx(T )i − hx(0)i| ≤ 2Ekin T
p
|σx (T ) − σx (0)| ≤ 2Ekin T

(35)

(36)

in one dimension. From these inequalities, we find a concentration of probability.
For example, when hx(0)i = 0, we have
√
Z √2Ekin T +∆l
(σx (0) + 2Ekin T )2
ρ(x, T )dx ≤
(37)
1− √
∆l2
− 2Ekin T −∆l
for l > 0. Note that the following exponential-type concentration inequality also
holds:
Z l
~
(38)
1−
ρ(x, T )dx ≤ 2 hcosh λxi (0) × eλ(−l+ m k∇θk∞ T )
−l

for λ > 0, which indicates that the tail of the distribution ρ(x, T ) is exponentially
suppressed for l  ~k∇θk∞ T /m.
2.2.2. Discrete systems
The discussion in the previous section can be extended to discrete systems, which
include many-body systems.45 We can map an arbitrary system onto a graph with
vertices V and edges E, where a vertex i corresponds to a basis state |ii and the
edges between vertices i and j exist if and only if Hij 6= 0 and i 6= j. We focus
P
on observables given by Â = i ai |ii hi|. Assuming the Schödinger equation (with
P
~ = 1), we find a continuity equation of probability dpi /dt = − j:j∼i Jji , where
pi = ρii and Jij = −i(Hij ρji − ρij Hji ) (here, Xij = hi|X̂|ji and j ∼ i means the set
of j such that (j, i) ∈ E). Using this relation, we find, as a counterpart of (34),
v
2
u
sP
q
ij
2u X
d hÂi
i∼j r (ai − aj ) u
2 − E2
ij  − E 2
t
P
r
≤
k∇Ak
CH
≤
∞
trans
trans ,
ij
dt
i∼j r
i∼j
(39)
√
where rij = |Hij | pi pj , Etrans = i∼j Hij ρji = hĤtrans i is the expectation value
P
of the off-diagonal (transition) part of the Hamiltonian Ĥtrans = Ĥ − i Hii |ii hi|,
k∇Ak∞ = maxi∼j |ai − aj | is the maximum discrete gradient on the graph, and
P
CH = maxi j:j∼i |Hij | is the maximum strength of the transition. Note that rij
only depends on the probability distribution (not off-diagonal coherent parts), Etrans
is a standard expectation value of an observable, and CH is easily calculable if Ĥ
is given.
P
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There are several remarks about inequality (39). First, The factor
ij
2
i∼j r (ai − aj ) (called the graph Laplacian in the graph theory) and k∇Ak∞
only involve the gradient of the observable, which dramatically suppresses the bound
when, e.g., k∇Ak∞  ∆A, kÂk. For example, when we take a single particle and
PL
x̂ = l=1 l |li hl|, k∇Ak∞ = 1 and kÂk = L. Second, for a simple case, the term
r
P
2
√
2
ij
r
− Etrans
reduces to 2Ekin in the previous subsection in the coni∼j
P

tinuous limit, indicating that inequality (39) is regarded as a discrete version of
the tradeoff relation between time and the quantum phase difference. Third, since
(39) is a state-dependent inequality through rij or Etrans , it can be tighter than
the Lieb-Robinson velocity in section 4. In particular, (39) achieves the equality
condition for certain situations.
An inequality similar to (35) is also obtained. We have
dσA (t)
≤ k∇Ak∞
dt

q
2 − E2
CH
trans .

(40)

When we choose Â as additive observables, variance of Â is known to relate with the
measure of macroscopic quantum coherence.51,52 Thus, in that sense, (40) indicates
the upper bound of how fast macroscopic quantum coherence can change via unitary
time evolutions.
As a simple example, let us consider a single particle on a one-dimensional lattice
P
whose Hamiltonian is given by Ĥ = −K i (â†i+1 âi + h.c.). In this case, Etrans = E
becomes the total energy, and we have
v
!2
u
u
p
X√
d hx̂i
t
≤
pi pi+1
− E 2 ≤ 4K 2 − E 2
(41)
2K
dt
i
and
p
dσx (t)
≤ 4K 2 − E 2 .
dt

(42)

Concentration inequalities similar to (37) and (38) can also be obtained.
Finally, we note that the above methods using the local conservation law of
probability can be applied to speed limits for classical and quantum stochastic
systems. For example, one can show, for classical stochastic systems, that
s
d hAi
AΣ̇
,
(43)
≤ k∇Ak∞
dt
2
where A is the dynamical activity and Σ̇ is the entropy production rate. Note that
this becomes much tighter than inequality (17) when k∇Ak∞  kAk∞ ; this is the
case in, e.g., macroscopic transport in the exclusion processes.53
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3. Quantum thermalization
In this section, we introduce the problem of quantum equilibration and thermalization as well as the relevant bounds. Here, the problem of quantum equilibration
and thermalization asks the following: does an initial nonequilibrium state relax to
some stationary state by quantum dynamics? If yes, how and when does this occur?
What is the effective ensemble describing the stationary state? These questions are
of direct relevance with the foundation of quantum statistical mechanics. For example, in isolated quantum macroscopic systems, statistical mechanics asserts that any
nonequilibrium state relaxes to a stationary state described by the (micro)canonical
ensemble.54 Is this principle derived only from the law of quantum mechanics, i.e.,
unitary dynamics? We note that the problem has a long history dating back to von
Neumann’s seminal work in 1929.55 In the last decade, thermalization and equilibration have been tested in laboratories, thanks to the experimental development
of artificial quantum systems.56,57
3.1. Isolated systems
Let us first consider a finite-dimensional isolated quantum many-body system described by a time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ and discuss its equilibration and
thermalization. Since dynamics is described by the unitary evolution (we set ~ = 1
throughout this chapter), ρ̂(t) = Û ρ̂(0)Û † with the unitary operator Û = e−iĤt ,
the state cannot be equal to the thermal state ρ̂therm , such as the microcanonical
state ρ̂E,δE (having mean energy E and the energy window δE) or the canonical
state ρ̂β = e−β Ĥ /Z with inverse temperature β for any t. Nevertheless, when we
focus on few-body observables that are relevant for statistical mechanics (such as
the local magnetization and spatial correlation function), ρ̂(t) and ρ̂therm can lead to
the same expectation values for sufficiently large t. In other words, thermalization
of a relevant observable Ô on a level of the expectation value roughly means
Tr[ρ̂(t)Ô] ' Tr[ρ̂therm Ô]

(44)

for sufficiently long t. Here, ' means that the difference becomes negligible in the
thermodynamic limit, i.e., |Tr[ρ̂(t)Ô]−Tr[ρ̂therm Ô]|/kÔk → 0. Because of the energy
conservation, E in ρ̂E,δE or β in ρ̂β is determined from the condition Tr[ρ̂(0)Ĥ] =
Tr[ρ̂E,δE Ĥ] = Tr[ρ̂β Ĥ].
Now, let us clarify the meaning of “sufficiently long t” mentioned above. Importantly, Eq. (44) cannot be true for all t that satisfy t ≥ τ with some timescale
τ (see 3). This is due to the quantum recurrence phenomenon,58 which states
that for any  > 0 there exist recurrence times τrec,n (n = 1, 2, · · · ) such that
| hÔ(τrec,n )i − hÔ(0)i | <  in finite-dimensional isolated quantum systems, where
hÔ(t)i = Tr[Ôρ̂(t)]. However, such recurrence phenomena are rare in generic systems since τrec,n are very long. Thus, to discuss “sufficiently long t,” it is natural to
focus on the behavior at a typical time in the long run, not at every time. Namely,
we usually say that thermalization occurs if Eq. (44) holds true for almost all t,
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Fig. 3. Schematic illustration of a unitary time evolution of an expectation value of Ô. While
hÔ(t)i ' hÔ(t)i for almost all t in systems showing equilibration, this relation cannot hold true
for all t due to the recurrence phenomena at time τrec,n (n ∈ N).

instead of all t. More precisely, we consider a uniform probability measure in the
time domain [0, T ], and ask whether Eq. (44) holds with probability one under this
measure, when we take the long-time limit T → ∞.
To show the statement that Eq. (44) holds for almost all t, it is sufficient to
answer the following two questions:
(I) Does the temporal fluctuation of Ô become sufficiently small around the stationary value? The answer is affirmative if
Tr[ρ̂(t)Ô] ' Tr[ρ̂(t)Ô]

(45)

for almost all t. Here,
1
T →∞ T

Z

ρ̂(t) = lim

T

dtρ̂(t)

(46)

0

is the long-time average of the time-evolving state, regarded as a stationary
R T state
of the dynamics. Note that, in this chapter, the overline · · · = lim T1 0 dt · · ·
always denotes the infinite-time average, instead of the average over the finite
duration in the previous section.
(II) Is the stationary state well described by the thermal state? The answer is affirmative if
Tr[ρ̂(t)Ô] ' Tr[ρ̂therm Ô].

(47)

When the condition Eq. (45) is satisfied, we often call that the equilibration (on
average) occurs for the expectation value of Ô. When both of the two conditions
Eqs. (45) and (47) hold, we call that the thermalization occurs for the expectation
value of Ô. Note that we can also consider equilibration and thermalization beyond
the expectation value of a single observable. For example, we often consider an
entire set of observables that nontrivially act on a subsystem S and investigate
their higher-order quantum fluctuations as well as the expectation value. In this
case, thermalization requires that k(ρ̂(t))S − (ρ̂therm )S k1  1 for almost all t, where

August 30, 2022

1:10

WSPC/INSTRUCTION FILE

Bound˙final

Bounds in Quantum Dynamics

17

(ρ̂)S is the reduced density matrix of ρ̂ to S. Here, the usage of the trace norm is
advantageous because |Tr[Ôρ̂(t) − Ôρ̂therm ]| ≤ kÔkk(ρ̂(t))S − (ρ̂therm )S k1 holds for
any Ô acting on the subsystem S because of the Hölder inequality. In the following,
however, we focus on the expectation value of a single observable for simplicity.
The above definition of equilibration on average and thermalization cannot take
account of concrete relaxation timescales, since it relies on the statement for almost
all t. Thus, there are also works that try to complement this problem with asking
(III) How can we define the timescale of equilibration? How should we evaluate it?
Plenty of works have addressed these three questions both numerically and analytically. This review will not cover all of the topics; we refer the interested reader
to the previous reviews; Refs. 59, 60, 61 provide the overview of this field; Refs. 62,
63, 64 are comprehensive theoretical review papers.

3.1.1. Equilibration
We first discuss the question (I) above, i.e, the problem of equilibration on average.
First of all, the validity of Eq. (45) for almost all t is equivalent to the smallness of
the temporal fluctuation of an expectation value hÔ(t)i = Tr[Ôρ̂(t)] defined by
q
δOt =

(hÔ(t)i − hÔ(t)i)2 .

(48)

Indeed, Chebyshev’s inequality indicates
h
i
Probt∈[0,∞) | hÔ(t)i − hÔ(t)i| ≥ kÔk ≤

δOt2
2 kÔk2

(49)

for any  > 0, where Probt∈[0,∞) [· · · ] is the probability with respect to the random
time uniformly chosen from [0, ∞).c This means that vanishing the standard deviation δOt in the thermodynamic limit leads to the vanishing probability that hÔ(t)i
deviates from hÔ(t)i, i.e., the equilibration on average.
We next evaluate δOt , which was put forward by Refs. 65, 66, 67, 68. We assume
that the state is pure, i.e., ρ̂(t) = |ψ(t)i hψ(t)|, for simplicity. We introduce the
Pdim[H]
spectral decomposition of the Hamiltonian, Ĥ = α=1 Eα |Eα i hEα |, where H is
the Hilbert space, Eα is the αth energy eigenvalue, and |Eα i is the corresponding
energy eigenstate. Since
hÔ(t)i =

c To

X
α,β

ei(Eα −Eβ )t c∗α cβ hEα |Ô|Eβ i ,

(50)

be more precise, this probability distribution is not normalizable. For a more rigorous treatment, we first consider the uniform measure in [0, T ] and take T → ∞.
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where cα = hEα |ψ(0)i, we can explicitly evaluate δOt using the information of the
spectrum. Indeed, one can show that69
s
DG kÔk2
δOt ≤
,
(51)
deff
where
1
4
α |cα |

deff = P

(52)

is called the effective dimension and
DG = max [# of (α, β) satisfying Eα − Eβ = E]
E

(53)

is the maximum degeneracy of the energy gap. For generic systems without any
symmetry, we expect that the gap is not degenerate and that DG = 1.
When we assume that DG is independent of the system size N , confirming
d−1
eff → 0 is sufficient to show the equilibration. Intuitively, deff (1 ≤ deff ≤ dim[H])
measures how the initial state |ψ(0)i is spread over the √
energy eigenbasis. For example, deff = k for |ψ(0)i = (|E1 i + |E2 i + · · · + |Ek i)/ k. While deff is expected
to grow exponentially with increasing N for generic dynamics, it is not easy to
show this generally. On the other hand, when we assume some physically reasonable conditions, we can rigorously show that deff becomes vanishing for N → ∞.
Specifically, let us consider a system on a d-dimensional hypercubic lattice with N
sites. We assume that the initial state ρ̂(0) (or, alternatively, its time average ρ̂(t))
satisfies the following exponential clustering property of correlations: there exist
N -independent constants ξ > 0 and K > 0 such that for any lattice regions X and
Y
max
supp[Â]⊆X,supp[B̂]⊆Y

hÂB̂i − hÂi hB̂i

|X||Y | · kÂkkB̂k

≤ Ke−dist(X,Y )/ξ ,

(54)

where supp[Â] denotes the support of Â, |X| is the cardinality (number of sites)
of X, dist(X, Y ) ≡ min{dist(x, y)|x ∈ X, y ∈ Y } denotes the distance between X
and Y , and h· · ·i denotes the average over ρ̂(0) (or ρ̂(t)). We also assume that the
P
Hamiltonian Ĥ is k-local, i.e., Ĥ = X:|X|≤k ĥX with ĥX having a support on X
(k is independent of N ), and that kĥX k is upper bounded by an N -independent
constant. Under these conditions of the exponential clustering property and the
locality, we can show that70
1
CN ln2d N
≤
,
deff
∆E 3

(55)

with some N -independent constant C, where ∆E is the energy fluctuation for ρ̂(0)
(or, equivalently, ρ̂(t)). The proof is made by quantum extension71 of the BerryEsseen theorem, which evaluates the difference between the sum of random variables
and the normal distribution.
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√
We stress that ∆E is often easier to calculate than |cα |. Moreover, ∆E ∝ N
for typical macroscopic systems, which indicates that deff indeed vanishes in the
thermodynamic limit. In conclusion, equilibration is justified just by evaluating ∆E
for locally interacting Hamiltonians for the state with the exponential clustering
property.
Although inequality (55) applies to a broad class of systems without any assumption about energy eigenstates, its convergence with respect to N is very slow. In fact,
generic systems are expected to have exponentially small δOt with respect to N . In
Ref. 72, this exponentially good convergence is shown to be ensured if we assume a
certain volume law of entanglement for energy eigenstates. Here, the volume law of
entanglement intuitively means that Sz (ρ̂α
X ) ∼ |X| for sufficiently large subsystem
is
the
reduced
density
matrix
of |Eα i hEα | and Sz (ρ̂) = ln Tr[ρ̂z ]/(1−z)
X, where ρ̂α
X
is the Rényi-z entropy. Roughly speaking, Ref. 72 showed that, when every eigenstate of a locally interacting Hamiltonian with finite energy density satisfies the
volume law for Rényi-2 entanglement entropy for some subsystem, 1/deff becomes
exponentially small ∼ e−kN with respect to N for an initial product state with finite
energy density (see the reference for the rigorous statement). Since generic manybody systems are expected to satisfy the volume law of entanglement entropy (see
the next section), this theorem strongly supports equilibration for such systems.
3.1.2. Thermalization
We next discuss the question (II) above, i.e., the problem of thermalization. In
general, this problem is more challenging than the problem of equilibration in that
fewer rigorous results have been obtained. One of the most important topics concerning thermalization is the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH), which
was essentially proposed in Ref. 55 for macroscopic observables, clearly stated in
Refs. 73, 74 on the basis of random-matrix argument and semiclassical analysis,
respectively, and demonstrated in Ref. 75 by a beautiful numerical simulation using
hardcore bosons. The ETH provides a sufficient condition for the relaxation to thermal equilibrium from any initial state and is numerically verified in various chaotic
systems. Here, after briefly reviewing the ETH, we refer to some rigorous results on
related topics (see reviews 63, 64 for detailed and comprehensive discussions).
The ETH and thermalization. To simplify the discussion, let us assume that
the Hamiltonian has no degeneracy. In this case, Eq. (47) can be written as
X
X
1
hEα |Ô|Eα i , (56)
|cα |2 hEα |Ô|Eα i ' Tr[Ôρ̂E,δE ] =
dim[HE,δE ]
α
α:|Eα i∈HE,δE

where we take the microcanonical state ρ̂E,δE for the thermal state. Here, HE,δE
is the microcanonical energy window, i.e., the Hilbert space spanned by energy
eigenstates of Ĥ whose eigenvalues are within [E, E + δE] (The choice of δE is not
important as long as it is subextensive). What is the condition for this equality to
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hold? If all |cα |2 are approximated by 1/dim[HE,δE ], this equality holds; however, it
requires a specific choice of initial states, which is not satisfactory for understanding thermalization from a broader class of initial states. Instead, it is now widely
accepted that quantum thermalization for generic systems occurs because of the
ETH, which states that
X
1
hEγ |Ô|Eγ i ' Tr[Ôρ̂Eγ ,δE ] =
hEα |Ô|Eα i
(57)
dim[HEγ ,δE ]
α:|Eα i∈HEγ ,δE

for every γ in the energy scale Eγ ∈ [E1 , E2 ] of interest. This hypothesis intuitively
indicates that every energy eigenstate |Eγ i serves as a thermal state by itself. Note
that the above definition that we adopt in this paper is again only for the expectation
values of an observable Ô. Instead, we can formulate the ETH for the subsystem S
by requiring that k(|Eiα hE|α )S − (ρ̂therm )S k1 is vanishingly small.
If we assume the ETH, thermalization is justified for all initial states with
the corresponding energy scale [E, E + δE] ⊂ [E1 , E2 ] and the subextensive
energy fluctuation ∆E. Indeed, since ∆E is small, all hEα |Ô|Eα i in the lefthand side (lhs) of Eq. (56) can be replaced with Tr[Ôρ̂Eα ,δE ] ' Tr[Ôρ̂E,δE ] +
c∆E + (higher order terms) using Eq. (57), where c is a constant depending on
Ô. Since the term involving ∆E is negligible in the thermodynamic limit, we have
P
P
2
2
α |cα | hEα |Ô|Eα i '
α |cα | Tr[Ô ρ̂E,δE ] = Tr[Ô ρ̂E,δE ]. This discussion can be
76
made more precise.
Off-diagonal matrix elements and random-matrix theory. While the ETH
predicts the behavior of the diagonal matrix elements of the energy eigenstates in
the thermodynamic limit, it can be generalized to off-diagonal matrix elements and
finite system sizes. Indeed, it was conjectured (first for semiclassical systems77 and
later general many-body systems78 ) that matrix elements for chaotic systems take
the following form:
hEα |Ô|Eβ i = Tr[Ôρ̂Eα ,δE ]δαβ + fÔ (E αβ , ωαβ )e−S(E αβ )/2 Rαβ ,

(58)

where E αβ = (Eα + Eβ )/2, ωαβ = Eα − Eβ , S(E) is the thermodynamic entropy
at energy E, fÔ (E, ω) is a smooth function, and Rαβ is a pseudo-random variable
with zero mean and unit variance. The distribution of Rαβ is expected to be Gaussian for local observables, but can be non-Gaussian for some non-local many-body
observables.79,80 If we assume this conjecture, we immediately obtain the ETH by
considering the diagonal elements and thermodynamic limit. The conjecture (58)
indicates that the pseudo-random fluctuations around Tr[Ôρ̂Eα ,δE ]δαβ are exponentially small with respect to the system size due to the factor e−S(E αβ )/2 , since S(E)
is extensive.
The hypotheses Eqs. (57) and (58) are deeply related to the analogy between
quantum chaotic systems and random matrix theory.81 In particular, it is widely
believed that certain spectral statistics of quantum chaotic systems, such as the
statistics of nearest-eigenvalue spacings82 , coincide with those of random matrices.
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While the analogy is mainly verified by numerical simulations, it is verified analytically for the quantity called the spectral form factor for semiclassically chaotic
quantum systems83,84 and Floquet systems described by dual unitary dynamics.85
For energy eigenstates, assuming eigenstate distributions of random matrices86
leads to analogous expressions to Eqs. (57) and (58). For example, if we pick an
eigenstate ofqthe Gaussian random matrix with dimension D, we have hEα |Ô|Eβ i '
Tr[Ô]
D δαβ

2

2

Ô]
+ Tr[Ô ]−Tr[
Rαβ ,63,79 which is similar to Eq. (58) but free from the
D
energy dependence. We note that the analogy with random matrix theory also
results in the volume law of entanglement entropy for chaotic energy eigenstates.87
While the ETH and the ansatz by Srednicki themselves remain conjectures,
several analytical results related to these concepts have been investigated. First, let
us discuss the behavior of hEα |Ô|Eβ i for large |Eα − Eβ |, which corresponds to the
behavior of fÔ (E, ω) for large ω if we assume Eq. (58). When we consider a local
observable Â and a few-body interacting Hamiltonian Ĥ, the off-diagonal matrix
elements are shown to decay exponentially with respect to the energy difference. In
particular, when Eα ∈ [E 0 , ∞) and Eβ ∈ [0, E] with E < E 0 , it is sufficient to show
that kΠ̂[E 0 ,∞) ÂΠ̂[0,E] k is exponentially small, where Π̂[a,b] is the projection operator
onto the subspace with energy within the energy window [a, b]. To be specific, we
assume that the Hamiltonian is k-body interacting (k is independent of N ) with
P
the form Ĥ =
X:|X|≤k ĥX , where X denotes a set of lattice sites. Let us also
P
assume that local energy at each single site i is bounded as X:i∈X kĥX (t)k ≤ g
with N -independent constant g. We take a local observable Â supported on finite
lattice sites. We define A as a subset of lattice sites composing the interaction term
P
P
of [Ĥ, Â] (= X∈A [ĥX , Â]). Then, defining R = X∈A kĥX k, one can show88

kΠ̂[E 0 ,∞) ÂΠ̂[0,E] k ≤ kÂke

h

1
E 0 −E−R 1+ln
− gk

E 0 −E
R

i

1

≤ kÂke− 2gk (E

0

−E−2R)

.

(59)

Since R is independent of N in our setting, macroscopic energy difference E 0 − E =
O(N ) means the exponential decay of off-diagonal terms.
What is the behavior of off-diagonal terms in the other limit, i.e., small ω? In
the conjecture in Eq. (58), it is often assumed from random matrix theory that
fÔ (E, ω) is almost constant with respect to ω for ω . ETh , which is regarded
as a many-body Thouless energy.63 Although this behavior is confirmed for several
situations63,89 , we note that there exist arbitrary many local observables that do not
satisfy this condition. In fact, if we take a local observable Ô for which fÔ (E, ω)
is a (non-zero) constant for ω . ETh , another local observable i[Ĥ, Ô] leads to
fi[Ĥ,Ô] (E, ω) = iωfÔ (E, ω), which is a non-constant with respect to ω even for
ω . ETh .79,90 These behaviors of f (E, ω) for large and small ω are not captured by
the random matrix theory alone and reflect the specific structure (e.g., few-body
property of interactions) of quantum many-body systems.
The weak version of the ETH. Another known result is about the number
of energy eigenstates that are thermal. While the standard ETH requires that
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Eq. (57) holds for all γ (at a given energy scale of interest), a weaker version of
the ETH,91,92,93 asserting that Eq. (57) holds for almost all γ, can be rigorously
proven under some conditions, such as locality of interactions, translation invariance, and the exponential decay of correlation functions.93 Reference 94 used the
large deviation technique95 to show that the number of energy eigenstates that
are far from the microcanonical average decays exponentially. To be precise, let us
consider a locally interacting Hamiltonian with a finite-temperature state in one
dimension or a sufficiently high-temperature state in higher dimensions. Then, one
can show that, for any  > 0, there exists Γ > 0 such that
h
i
Prob|Eγ i∈HE,δE hEγ |Ô|Eγ i − Tr[Ôρ̂E,δE ] >  ≤ e−ΓN ,
(60)
where Prob|Eγ i∈HE,δE means that we uniformly choose an eigenstate from the microcanonical energy shell. The right-hand side vanishes in the thermodynamic limit,
indicating that most energy eigenstates behave thermally. Note that the exponential decay of the fraction of the exceptional states in (60) is numerically found for
integrable systems; on the other hand, the fraction is found to decay double exponentially for non-integrable systems.96 We also note that the weak version of the
ETH is, in general, not sufficient to justify thermalization.
The breakdown and the universality of the ETH. The validity of the (standard) ETH deeply depends on the structure of the Hamiltonian. Many nonintegrable systems are numerically found to satisfy the ETH; however, the ETH and
thermalization are known to be violated for several situations. For example, integrable systems relax to the so-called generalized Gibbs ensemble97,98 , which takes
the conserved quantities for integrable systems into account in addition to energy
(review papers: Refs. 99, 100). Another famous example is systems showing manybody localization101,102,103 , where strong disorder prohibits the system from thermalizing (review papers: Refs. 104, 105). Recently, new types of non-thermalizing
systems attract recent attention, such as quantum many-body scars106,107,108 and
the Hilbert-space fragmentation.109,110,111
Against this background, the natural question is whether the ETH and thermalization are universal or not. One naive way to address this question is to assume that
energy eigenstates {|Eα i} of a generic Hamiltonian and the eigenstates {|os i} diagPdim[H
]
onalizing the projected observable (P̂E,δE ÔP̂E,δE = s=1 E,δE os |os i hos |, where
P
P̂E,δE = Eα ∈[E,E+δE] |Eα ihEα |) are uncorrelated to each other. In fact, if we assume that the basis-transformation matrix between {|Eα i} and {|os i}, denoted by
U , is chosen uniformly from the unitary Haar measure, the ETH follows.55,112,113,114
However, it was shown that this argument cannot be justified unless the energy
window δE is exponentially small when we consider a set of few-body (or local)
Hamiltonian and observables. In such an experimentally relevant setup, a nontrivial correlation between {|Eα i} and {|os i} exists and prevents us from identifying U
as a randomly sampled matrix from the Haar measure.90
Recently, universality of the ETH for local translation-invariant spin-1/2 Hamil-
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tonians was numerically addressed in Ref. 115. The authors introduced Ĥ =
PN
i
−i
, where T̂ is the lattice translation operator and ĥ(l) acts nontrivially
i=1 T̂ ĥ(l) T̂
on l consecutive spins, and took ĥ(l) as a 2l × 2l random matrix. They considered
the indicator of the ETH as
∆∞ =

maxγ hEγ |Ô|Eγ i − Tr[Ôρ̂Eγ ,δE ]
maxs os − mins os

,

(61)

where ∆∞ → 0 (N → ∞) indicates the ETH for a given ĥ(l) . They then focused on
the following Markov inequality
Probĥ(l) [∆∞ ≥ ] ≤

Aveĥ(l) [∆∞ ]

,
(62)

finding (numerically) that the average Aveĥ(l) [∆∞ ] with l ≥ 2 decays as ∼

N e−cm N (cm > 0) for large N . By taking  = e−cN with 0 < c < cm , we can
show that the fraction of the local Hamiltonians for which ∆∞ does not decay exponentially is exponentially suppressed with N . This indicates the universality of
the ETH for locally interacting systems. If we give up locality and consider powerlaw decaying interactions (∼ r−α ), ∆∞ becomes larger as we decrease α, which
reflects the permutation symmetry at α = 0.116 In particular, the signature of the
universality of the ETH was not found for a system that consists of up to 20 spins
with α ≤ 0.5, which is consistent with the experiment with trapped ions.117
The ETH near the ground state. Before ending this subsection, let us review
a recent work that proves the ETH for a specific setting. As mentioned above, the
ETH in Eq. (57) and the conjecture in Eq. (58) are often attributed to the analogy between quantum chaos and random matrix theory, which is expected only
for the middle of the energy spectrum (minα Eα  E1 < E2  maxα Eα ). Counterintuitively, however, recent work 118 succeeded in a rigorous proof of the ETH
in Eq. (57) near the ground states of a class of Hamiltonians and observables. To
be specific, they considered a general spin Hamiltonian Ĥ that consists of N local
PN
terms as Ĥ = i=1 ĥi on a d-dimensional hypercube and a global observable Ô
PN
that consists of N local terms as Ô = N1 i=1 ôi . Here, ĥi and ôi nontrivially act
on finite regions whose diameters are less than l0 and l, respectively. We also set
the energy of the ground state is zero. Now, assume that the canonical ensemble
with inverse temperature β ∗ satisfies the clustering property (cf. Eq. (54)) in the
form | hÂX B̂Y iβ ∗ − hÂX iβ ∗ hB̂Y iβ ∗ | ≤ kÂX kkB̂Y ke−dist(X,Y )/ξ for dist(X, Y ) > r
with some constants r and ξ, where ÂX (B̂Y ) are arbitrary operators nontrivially
acting on regions X (Y ). Then, Ref.118 showed the following bound
1
hEα |Ô|Eα i − hÔiβ=∞ ≤ √ max (c1 A1 , c2 A2 )
N

(63)

for any energy eigenstate |Eα i, where hÔiβ=∞ is the expectation value over the

ground state, A1 = (β ∗ Eα + ln Zβ ∗ )

(d+1)/2

, A2 = [ld (β ∗ Eα + ln Zβ ∗ )]1/2 with
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Zβ = Tr[e−β Ĥ ], and c1 , c2 are constants depending on r, d, ξ, and l0 . If we choose β ∗
1
such that log Zβ ∗ = O(1) and consider a low-energy regime Eα = O(N c ) (c < d+1
),
the right-hand side vanishes. This means that the low-lying energy eigenstates are
indistinguishable from the ground state if we observe Ô, meaning that the ETH
holds near the ground state. The above choice of β ∗ is possible when the density
of states in the low-temperature regime is sufficiently sparse, which typically holds
true for gapped systems. Note that the ETH near the ground state does not require
nonintegrability of the Hamiltonian and is expected to occur by a different mechanism of the high-temperature ETH with the random-matrix-type matrix elements
in Eq. (58).
3.1.3. Equilibration timescales
In this subsection, we consider the question (III) raised at the beginning of the section, i.e., the problem of timescale of equilibration. This problem is hard to tackle
because of at least three difficulties. First, the definition of timescales is less definitive than that of equilibration or thermalization, i.e., there is no good consensus
in the literature. Second, details of timescales seem to depend on the details of
the system highly. For example, certain systems exhibit prethermalization behavior
with multiple timescales. Third, a nonequilibrium state involves the complicated
superposition of energy eigenstates, and we may need to deal with the process of
many-body dephasing of such eigenstates.119,120 Thus, it is less easy to extract
useful information for timescales than the case for thermalization, which is clearly
explained by the ETH.
To demonstrate the complexity of considering timescales, we first introduce
an analytical result showing that the timescale can be both extraordinarily long
and short depending on the choice of the subspace to define the relaxation. In
Ref. 121, the authors introduced a measure of equilibration to a subspace Heq
RT
as p(T ) = T1 0 dt hψ(t)|P̂neq |ψ(t)i. Here, P̂neq is the projection operator onto a
nonequilibrium subspace Hneq , which is defined through HE,δE = Heq ⊕ Hneq . Although the equilibrium subspace should be determined from physically relevant
observables (such as local observables), we here take Heq and Hneq at our will. The
condition p(T )  1 for ∀ T > T0 indicates that the state reaches equilibrium after
the timescale T0 .d Under certain conditions, this is justified for infinitely large T .
On the other hand, reference 121 showed that the timescale can be very long if we
take a specific Hneq . They showed that, for any dimension 0 < d ≤ dim[HE,δE ], and
any state |ηi ∈ HE,δE , there exists a subspace Hneq 3 |ηi with dim[Hneq ] = d such
that, for any initial state |ψ(0)i ∈ Hneq , one has
p(T ) ≥
d Since

3
= 0.95...
π

(64)

the expression of p(T ) involves average over time, this quantity does not suffer from the
problem of recurrence phenomena in evaluating the degree of equilibration.
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π
d. When we consider the case where 1  d =
with any T satisfying T ≤ 6δE
O(N )
e
 dim[HE,δE ], the inequality means that T0 becomes exponentially large
with respect to the system size for some artificially chosen subspace Hneq (note
that the subspaces with this property can be different from physically realistic
nonequilibrium subspace). In contrast, Ref. 122 showed that the extremely quick
equilibration occurs for most of the subspaces with respect to the Haar measure.
d
Precisely speaking, we take an arbitrary basis state {|φs i}s=1 and construct a ranPd
dom subspace P̂neq = s=1 U |φs i hφs | U † with a dim[HE,δE ] × dim[HE,δE ] random
unitary matrix U over the Haar measure. Then, for almost all P̂neq , one can show

p(T ) .

τB
T

(65)

for
any
initial
state
|ψ(0)i
and
any
T
such

1/4
1/6
that T ≤ τB min (dim[HE,δE ]/d) , (dim[HE,δE ])
. Here, τB = hβ is called
the Boltzmann time, where the temperature β −1 is determined from the energy
derivative of the density of the states. Since τB is typically small for high energies
(e.g., τB ∼ 10−13 s at β −1 = 300K), this inequality indicates that the equilibration
is achieved very quickly for short times satisfying T  τB . This fast timescale cannot explain macroscopic transport behavior or information propagation discussed
in sections 2.2 and 4, since taking random P̂neq gives up the local or few-body
structure of the system. On the other hand, it is also argued123 that the Boltzmann
time may capture the rapid relaxation to the local thermal equilibrium, instead of
the global thermal equilibrium. We note that a very recent work Reference 124 also
discussed a different but related timescale using the uncertainty principle for local
observables.
While the above discussion relies on a nonequilibrium subspace, we can discuss
equilibrium timescale based on observables. In Ref. 69, Short and Farrelly considered a measure of the finite-time equilibration of an observable as the temporal
fluctuation over the range [0, T ],
Z T 
2
1
dt hÔ(t)i − hÔ(t)i ,
(66)
M (T ) =
T kÔk2 0
where · · · denotes the infinite-time average. Note that limT →∞ M (T ) = δOt2 /kÔk2 ,
where δOt is defined in Eq. (48). Reference 69 then showed the upper bound for
M (T ) for a time independent Hamiltonian as


NG ()
8 log2 dE
M (T ) ≤
1+
(67)
deff
T
for any T > 0 and  > 0. Here, dE is the number of the distinct energies in the
energy spectrum of Ĥ, and NG () denotes the maximum number of the energy gap
at a density , i.e.,
NG () = max [# of (α, β) satisfying Eα − Eβ ∈ [E, E + )] .
E

(68)
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Since lim→0+ NG () = DG , the limit lim→0+ limT →∞ of inequality (67) reduces to
inequality (51).
While inequality (67) addresses a general bound for finite-time fluctuations, the
bound is in general loose for macroscopic systems. Reference 125 derived timescales
that are more plausible for realistic settings. Here, we explain one of the simplest
applications of their results, which corresponds to Theorem 1 in their paper. Their
approach is to expand M (t) with energy eigenstates as
X va v ∗ Z T
b
M (T ) =
dte−i(Ga −Gb )t ,
(69)
T
0
a,b

where a, b, . . . denote the set of (α, β), Ga = Eα − Eβ is the energy gap, and va =
hEα |ρ̂|Eβ i hEβ |Â|Eα i /kÂk. They also define a probability distribution pa = |va |/Q
P
with Q = a |va |. Now, consider a situation where a small subsystem S is attached
to a large bath B, whose Hamiltonian can be written as Ĥ = ĤS + ĤI + ĤB . We
assume that the initial state is given by a mixed product state ρ̂ = ρ̂S ⊗ ρ̂B,β=0 ,
where ρ̂B,β=0 is the infinite temperature state for the bath. Then, for an observable
of the subsystem Â = ÂS ⊗ ÎB , one can show that
Teq
M (T ) ≤
+ 4πδ()Q2
(70)
T
with
Teq =

4πa()kÂS k1/2 Q5/2
d2 hÂS i
dt2 |t=0

(71)

p
for any , and that Q is bounded as Q ≤ dS TrS [ρ̂2S ] (dS is the Hilbert-space
dimension of the subspace). Here, δ() and a() are quantities that are determined
from the probability distribution of {pα } (see Ref. 125 for explicit representations).
Let us assume that we can have δ()  1 and a() ∼ 1 by an appropriate choice
of . Since Q is finite, we can see that M (T ) becomes sufficiently small for T  Teq ,
where Teq is not too small or large. As a caveat, the above assumption, e.g., nonlarge a(), can be violated for certain slow dynamics, such as a system that consists
of a conserved part and a small conservation-breaking Hamiltonian.126
3.2. Dissipative systems
3.2.1. GSKL equation and its spectral decomposition
As discussed in the previous section, it is not easy to extract equilibration (or
thermalization) timescales of physical observables from the system’s spectrum alone
in isolated systems. On the other hand, the situation seems to be simplified for nonunitary systems, such as systems with external dissipation. In this section, let us
consider quantum dissipative systems described by the GKSL equation
o
X
dρ̂
1n †
†
= L[ρ̂] = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +
L̂µ ρ̂L̂µ −
L̂ L̂µ , ρ̂
(72)
dt
2 µ
µ
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Fig. 4. Typical example of the eigenvalues λa of the GKSL super-operator. Assuming a unique
stationary state, which corresponds to λ1 = 0, all the other eigenvalues become negative. We can
define the gap ∆a as the (absolute value of) real part of λa .

and ask the timescale for the system to equilibrate to the stationary state. Note
that, in contrast with isolated systems, there is no quantum recurrence due to the
Markovian environment.
Since the GKSL super-operator is a linear operator, we can consider its eigenstate equation. Assuming that the dimension of the Hilbert space is finite and that
L is diagonalizable, we have
L[φ̂a ] = λa φ̂a ,

L† [χ̂a ] = λ∗a χ̂a ,

(73)

where
o
X
1n †
†
L [ρ̂] = i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +
L̂ L̂µ , ρ̂
L̂µ ρ̂L̂µ −
2 µ
µ
†

(74)

is the conjugate of L, and φ̂a and χ̂a are respectively the right and left eigenstate
of L with eigenvalue λa ∈ C. Note that Re[λa ] ≤ 0 for every a, since the mode with
Re[λa ] > 0 would grow indefinitely in time (see Eq. (75)), which is incompatible with
the relaxation to the stationary state (see e.g., Ref. 127 for a detailed discussion). For
simplicity, we assume that there is a single stationary state and that the eigenvalues
are labeled by 0 = λ1 > Re[λ2 ] ≥ Re[λ3 ] ≥ · · · ≥ Re[λdim[H]2 ] (see Fig. 4). Here,
φ̂1 = ρ̂ss is regarded as the stationary state of the GKSL equation, which is obtained
from the infinite-time limit of Eq. (75). We assume the normalization condition of
eigenstates as kφ̂a k1 = kχ̂a k1 = 1.
We can expand the time-evolved state as
dim[H]2
Lt

ρ̂(t) = e [ρ̂(0)] = ρ̂ss +

X
a=2

ca eλa t φ̂a

(75)
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with
ca =

Tr[χ̂†a ρ̂]
Tr[χ̂†a φ̂a ]

.

(76)

From Eq. (75), one naively think that the longest timescale of equilibration to the
stationary state is determined from
∆a = |Re[λa ]|

(77)

with a = 2, which is called the Liouvillian gap.128 Indeed, since the mode with
a = 2 exhibits the slowest decay rate |Re[λ2 ]|, the equilibration time toward the
stationary state might be
τa '

1
∆a

(78)

with a = 2. This is indeed true for many cases, including few-body and manybody ones. Assuming (78) (for general a) leads to various conclusions. For example,
the finite/vanishing Liouvillian gap in the thermodynamic limit often indicates finite/divergent equilibration times. When λa are vanishing for a ≤ ac and gapped for
a > ac , there can appear a long-lived meta-stable state characterized by the modes
with a ≤ ac (the equilibration time for the meta-stable state will be τac +1 ).129
Similar arguments are often made for other dynamics and situations. For
example, if we consider classical Markovian systems, dynamics is described by
P
∂t pi = j Wij pj , where W is the transition rate matrix and p~ = (p1 , · · · , p|S| )T
is the probability distribution over the state set S. If we assume the diagonalizability of W , the eigenvalues of W , λ0α ∈ C, again satisfy Re[λ0α ] ≤ 0, which is
understood from the eigenstate decomposition (similar to Eq. (75))
p~(t) = eW t [~
p(0)] = p~ss +

|S|
X

0

~0
c0α eλα t φ
α

(79)

α=2

Here, we assume that the stationary state is unique and label 0 = λ01 > Re[λ02 ] ≥
~ 0 is the right eigenstate
Re[λ03 ] ≥ · · · ≥ Re[λ0|S| ], c0α is the expansion coefficient, and φ
α
~ 0 = p~ss is the stationary state, which is obtained by t → ∞ above.
of W . Note that φ
α

From this, the longest timescale towards relaxation is often regarded as 1/|Re[λ02 ]|.
A similar discussion applies to discrete-time systems. Let us consider quantum
dynamics given by ρ̂n+1 = K[ρ̂n ], where (time-independent) K is a super-operator
satisfying the completely positive and trace-preserving condition. Assuming the
diagonalizability, we can perform the spectral decomposition of K for the time
evolution:
dim[H]2
n

ρ̂n = K [ρ̂0 ] = ρ̂ss +

X

Ca Λna Φ̂a ,

(80)

a=2

where Λa ∈ C and Φ̂a are the eigenvalue and the right eigenstate of K, respectively, and Ca is the expansion coefficient. Here, we assume that the stationary
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state ρ̂ss = Φ̂a is unique. In addition, since the eigenvalues of K should satisfy
|Λa | ≤ 1 (otherwise a nonphysical growing mode would exist), we have labeled
1 = Λ1 > |Λ2 | ≥ |Λ3 | · · · .e From the above expansion, the longest equilibration
timescale is often considered as −1/ ln |Λ2 | (a similar argument applies to classical
discrete-time Markovian processes).
3.2.2. Discrepancy between the inverse gap and the equilibration time
Although the above estimate in Eq. (78) and the identification of the equilibration
time as τ2 seem clear, recent analyses show that there is a caveat for this simple
argument. In fact, the coefficient ca in Eq. (76) can be so large that ca eλa t is
not small even for t ∼ τa . In this case, the equilibration time for an observable
τm (sometimes called the mixing time) can be different and even larger than the
timescale τ2 . Here, τm = τm () can be defined as
τm () = min t s.t.

d(t) ≤ 

(81)

with some cutoff  > 0, where d(t) = maxρ̂(0) kρ̂(t) − ρ̂ss k1 /2.f The distinction
between τ2 and τm has been widely understood in classical Markovian systems130
and recently realized in quantum Markovian systems.131,132,133
Then, what kind of physical conditions lead to such discrepancy between the
inverse of asymptotic convergence rate τ2 and the mixing time τm ? This question is
investigated quite recently134,135 motivated by the development of open quantum
systems with engineered dissipation or measurement.
One of the situations was considered by Haga et al.,135 who showed that “skin
effect” of Liouvillian eigenstates leads to the divergence of τm despite finite τ2 . For
simplicity, let us consider a dissipative single-particle system on one-dimensional
L lattice sites with the open boundary condition. The dynamics is assumed to be
described by the GKSL equation, where the Hamiltonian and the jump operators
P
√
√
are given by Ĥ = −J l (b̂†l+1 b̂l + b̂†l b̂l+1 ), L̂R,l = γR b̂†l+1 b̂l , and L̂L,l = γL b̂†l−1 b̂l
(b̂l is the annihilation operator of a particle at site l). Note that the jump operators
indicate the incoherent hopping of a particle, which becomes asymmetric for γR 6=
γL . The dynamics is exactly solvable for L → ∞ and J = 0, and the Liouvillian
√
√
gap is shown to be ∆2 = ( γR − γL )2 , which is finite for the asymmetric hopping
case, γR 6= γL . On the other hand, τm is proportional to L, which is much larger
than τ2 = O(L0 ). To see this, let us consider an initial state where the particle is at
the left end (l = 1) for the case with γR > γL . Under the dissipative time evolution
toward the stationary state, the particle is transferred to the right end (l = L) due
to the asymmetric hopping. If we take an observable as n̂L = b̂†L b̂L , the time for
the observable to change from hn̂L (0)i = 0 to hn̂L (t)i ' 1 takes t = O(Lα ) (α ≥ 1)
e If

K is given by K = eLτ (τ > 0), we have Λa = eλa τ , and thus nonpositive λa indicates Λa ≤ 1.
classical
systems, d(t) reduces to the maximized total variation distance d(t) =
P
maxp(0) i |pi (t) − pss,i |/2.
f In
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Fig. 5. Schematic illustration of a cutoff phenomenon. At a mixing time t ∼ τm (c ), the distance
d(t) rapidly changes from 1 to 0 for L → ∞, where ∆τm /τm (c ) → 0 is satisfied.

(see Secs. 2.2 and 4), where α = 1 is expected for this model. Thus, the discrepancy
between τ2 and τm appears; in this case, the coefficient of c2 should be large. A
similar situation was numerically found to appear even for J 6= 0.
Reference 135 noticed that the left and right eigenstates of L (assumed to diagonalizable) respectively localize at the left and right ends of the system, which
makes the overlap between these states exponentially small with respect to L, i.e.,
Tr[χ̂†2 φ̂2 ] ∼ e−O(L/ξ) with the localized length ξ. Such a localization of eigenstates
recently attract much attention for non-Hermitian systems and is called the skin
effect.136,137,138,139 Here, this is regarded as the Liouvillian counterpart of the nonHermitian skin effect.135,140 As a result of this Liouvillian skin effect, c2 (and similarly other ca ) exponentially diverges as eO(L/ξ) , which leads to the mixing timescale
for this system as
τm () ≥ τ () ∼

cL
ln(1/)
+
∆2
∆2 ξ

(82)

with some constant c. This formula is obtained by assuming that the relevant
timescale is determined from the mode α = 2, |c2 |e−∆2 τ ∼ . This timescale diverges
as L → ∞, as expected. We note that the above Liouvillian skin effect cannot occur
for systems with microreversibility, which imposes a certain constraint on the right
and left eigenstates.141,142
Interestingly, if we identify τ () as τm () in Eq. (82), we find that
lim

L→∞

τm ()
=1
τm (1 − )

(83)

for all 0 <  < 1 (see Fig. 5). This means that, the distance for the stationary
state d(t) can suddenly change from 1 to 0 when the time is measured in the
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unit of τm (c ) (c is arbitrary, but let us take c = 0.5 here). Namely, the time
interval ∆τm for the change of d(t) from 1 to 0 vanishes compared with τm (c ),
i.e., limL→∞ ∆τm /τm (c ) = 0, which is called the cutoff phenomenon143 originally
known in classical systems.
While the Liouvillian skin effect is one mechanism to cause the discrepancy between τ2 and τm as well as the cutoff phenomenon, other mechanisms for these phenomena have also been found. In Ref. 134, the authors considered quantum manybody chaotic systems coupled to boundary dissipation and numerically found that
2
ca (including a  2) can diverge as ∼ eO(L ) , which explains the diffusive timescale
τ ∼ O(L2 ) of the system even when τ2 ∼ O(L2 ) is not satisfied. Reference 144
investigated classical many-body stochastic systems exhibiting metastability and
demonstrated that the large coefficients ca are responsible for the metastability. As
a related observation, the authors in Ref. 145 analyzed the entanglement dynamics of unitary random quantum circuits through some Markovian transfer matrix
describing the averaged evolution of the entanglement.146,147 It was found that the
rate of the convergence of the entanglement toward the stationary value is different
from the eigenvalue gap of the transfer matrix, which is attributed to the large
expansion coefficients.

4. Lieb-Robinson bounds
Propagation of quantum information in locally interacting many-body systems is
limited by an emergent “soft” light cone, which is rigorously described by the LiebRobinson bound. Originally proved for strictly local systems nearly half a century
ago, the Lieb-Robinson bound has undergone constant improvement and generalizations, especially to include algebraically decaying interactions. They have also been
found to be useful for proving constraints on equilibrium properties (e.g., clustering
condition), which we will also review briefly in this section. They will be extensively
used in the following sections for proving constraints on dynamical properties arising from locality. While our discussions here are mostly theoretical, we would like
to mention a very recent review concerning the experimental tests of Lieb-Robinson
bounds.148

4.1. Short-range systems
We first review the Lieb-Robinson bound for systems with short-range interactions
that decay no slower than exponentially. In this case, the correlations outside the
“soft” light cone are suppressed exponentially as well. For translation-invariant free
systems, we will see that the Lieb-Robinson velocity is essentially the maximal group
velocity determined by band dispersions.
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4.1.1. Introductory example
Before introducing the general form of the Lieb-Robinson bound, it is instructive
to first consider a simple situation — a single particle in a 1D lattice with a finite
P
hopping range. By assumption, denoting the Hamiltonian as Ĥ = j,j 0 hjj 0 |jihj 0 |,
where j ∈ Z is the site label and khk (operator norm of matrix h) is assumed to
be finite, we have hjj 0 = 0 ∀|j − j 0 | > χ with χ being an O(1) constant.g Suppose
that the particle is initialized at site 0, then the amplitude on site r can be upper
bounded by149
|hr|e

−iĤt

|0i| ≤

∞
X
n=d

|r|
χ

e

|r|
khkn n
t < eekhkt− χ ,
n!

(84)

where we have used the fact hr|H n |0i = 0 ∀n < d|r|/χe and the inequality
P∞
n
ex−m
∀x ≥ 0.h
n=m x /n! < e
P
In the second quantization picture, Ĥ = j,j 0 hjj 0 â†j âj 0 and the lhs of Eq. (84)
can be rewritten as k[â†r (t), â0 ]k (k{â†r (t), â0 }k) for bosons (fermions), where â†r (t) =
eiĤt â†r e−iĤt . The rhs of Eq. (84) takes the form of e−κ(|r|−vt) with κ = χ−1 and
v = eχkhk. One may interpret κ as the inverse of correlation length, while v is
essentially determined by the hopping strength.
4.1.2. General form
Despite the situation discussed above is specific (1D and noninteracting), the observation turns out to be universal even for general interacting systems. It was
originally proved by Lieb and Robinson that for a many-body quantum spin system Ĥ with finite interaction range, and for any two local operators ÔX and ÔY
supported on X and Y , respectively, there exist constants κ, v and c such that150
k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k ≤ ce−κ[dist(X,Y )−vt] .

(85)

Later this result was generalized to a broader class of short-range systems with exponential tails in the interactions.151 Let us give a precise statement of this generalized
version, which will be extremely useful hereafter:
Theorem 1. (Lieb-Robinson bound) For a many-body quantum spin system living
on a d-dimensional lattice Λ, suppose that the Hamiltonian takes the form of Ĥ =
P
A⊆Λ ĥA and that for some κ > 0
X
s ≡ max
|A|kĥA keκdiam(A) < ∞,
(86)
x∈Λ

g Hereafter,

A3x

we use “O(1) constant” to emphasize that the constant does not depend on the size
or Hilbert-space dimension of the system or subsystem of interest. The exact meaning should be
clear in the context where it appears.
h This result can be confirmed by comparing the coefficients in the Taylor series.

Y
dist(X, Y )
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(1)

(b)

r
Y
X
dist(X, Y )

X

(2)

Fig. 6. Two equivalent Lieb-Robinson bounds. (a) The commutator between a time-evolved local operator ÔX (t) initially supported on X and another
local operator ÔY supported on Y is
(1)
exponentially suppressed by dist(X, Y ) (cf. Eq. (85)). (b) The error of approximating OX (t) by
its truncation on X r (interior of the dashed circle) is exponentially suppressed by r (cf. Eq. (90))
1

.

where ĥA is supported on A, |A| denotes the cardinality (number of sites) of A and
diam(A) ≡ max{dist(x,ry) : x, y ∈ A} is the diameter of A. Then Eq. (85) is valid
for

X c = 2 min{|X|, |Y |}kÔX kkÔY k,

v = 2κ−1 s.

(87)

See Ref. 152 for a detailed proof. It is worth mentioning that the above result can
be readily extended to time-dependent systems. Also, one can get rid of the factor
|A| in Eq. (86), at the price of making v a bit more complicated:285
(2)

Theorem 2. Consider the same setting as Thm. 1 except for additional timedependence in ĥA and that for some κ > 0 and ∀t0 ∈ [0, t]
X
0
µ(t
)
≡
max
kĥA (t0 )keκdiam(A) < ∞.
(88)
1
x∈Λ

A3x

Also, assume that the lattice geometry satisfies |A| ≤ cd (1 + diam(A))d ∀A ⊆ Λ for
some constant cd . Then Eq. (85) is valid for the same c given in Eq. (87) and
 d
2cd
d
v=
µ̄(t),
(89)
κ − η eη
Rt
where η ∈ (0, κ) can be chosen arbitrarily and µ̄(t) ≡ t−1 0 dt0 µ(t0 ).
Note that the Lieb-Robinson bound (85) only makes sense for t < dist(X, Y )/v.
Otherwise, due to the exponential dependence on t, it may be much looser than
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the trivial bound k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k ≤ 2kÔX kkÔY k at late time. It is worth mentioning
that there is an equivalent statement that only involves ÔX :
[r]

ÔX (t) − ÔX (t) ≤ ce−κ(r−vt) ,

[r]

ÔX (t) ≡

1X r
⊗ TrX r [ÔX (t)],
Tr1X r

(90)

where X r ≡ {x : dist(x, X) < r} (r ≥ 1) and X r ≡ Λ\X r is its complement. This
result (90) can be derived from Eq. (85) by choosing ÔY to be a Haar random unitary
supported on X r and then taking the average.154 Conversely, one can reproduce
Eq. (90) from Eq. (90) (up to a factor 2 on the rhs) by using k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k =
[r]
[r]
k[ÔX (t) − ÔX (t), ÔY ]k ≤ 2kÔX (t) − ÔX (t)kkÔY k with r = dist(X, Y ).
While Thms. 1 and 2 assume spin systems, the generalization to short-range
fermion systems is conceptually straightforward thanks to the Pauli exclusion principle (implying the finiteness of Hilbert space at each site), although a bit technically involved due to the anti-commuting nature of fermion operators.153 The
results do not change at all if at least one of ÔX and ÔY is bosonic. The commutator in Eq. (85) should be replaced by the anti-commutator if both ÔX and ÔY are
fermionic. Equivalently, one may simply determine which is the case depending on
whether [ÔX , ÔY ] = 0 or {ÔX , ÔY } = 0 for disjoint X and Y . On the other side,
the generalization to boson systems seems to be difficult since each local term ĥA
has a divergent operator norm. Nevertheless, by assuming the finiteness of the commutators between local terms, one can still obtain a bound like Eq. (85).155 Very
recently, variations of Eqs. (85) and (90) with respect to some low-density initial
states have been proved for a class of Bose-Hubbard-like models.156,157,158,159
4.1.3. Free systems
While the Lieb-Robinson is rigorous and qualitatively tight, the velocity v is typically overestimated, and thus the bound could be quantitatively very loose. This is
especially the case for free-fermion (and also free-boson) systems with translation
invariance, which can be described by band theory. It is widely believed, and indeed
confirmed in many models160 and even some experiments,161,162 that the optimal
v should be the maximal group velocity determined from the derivatives of band
dispersions. Recently, this connection has finally been established in Ref. 163 for 1D
systems with separable bands. The central idea lies in the analytic extension of the
wave vector, a technique that had been used to prove the localization properties of
Wannier functions.167,168,169 Here, we generalize the result to arbitrary dimensions.
Without loss of generality, we consider a d-dimensional translation-invariant
and number-conserving free-fermion (or boson) system living on a square lattice
and with exponentially decaying hopping amplitudes. By assumption, the Bloch
P
Hamiltonian h(k) = r∈Zd hr e−ik·r can be analytically extended to h(k + iκ) at
least for |κ| < ξ −1 , where ξ is the localization length, since khr k ≤ Je−|r|/ξ for
some constant J. Moreover, one can check h(k + iκ)† = h(k − iκ). Here h(k) or
hr is a |I| × |I| matrix, where I is the set of internal states at each site (unit cell).
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Denoting ârs (r ∈ Zd , s ∈ I) as the creation operator of a particle with internal
state s at site r, we know that k{â†rs (t), â0s0 }k (or k[â†rs (t), â0s0 ]k for bosons) is
upper bounded by
Z
Z
dd k −ih(k)t+ik·r
dd k −ih(k+iκer )t
−κ|r|
e
≤
e
ke
k, (91)
C(r, t) ≡
d
d
B.Z. (2π)
B.Z. (2π)
where B.Z. = (2πR/Z)d is the d-dimensional Brillouin zone, er ≡ r/|r| is the
unit vector along r and κ ∈ (0, ξ −1 ) can be chosen freely. This inequality can be
understood by deforming the integral contour, which leaves the integral invariant
due to the analyticity of the integrand. The analyticity simply follows short-range
nature (i.e., the hopping amplitude decays exponentially) of the system.
†
Noting that keM k ≤ ekM +M k/2 for an arbitrary matrix M ,i we can further
bound C(r, t) by the Lieb-Robinson form C(r, t) ≤ e−κ(|r|−vt) , where
v = max kw(k, κ)k, w(k, κ) =
k∈B.Z.

1
[h(k + iκer ) − h(k − iκer )].
2κ

(92)

We claim that v is a non-decreasing function of κ. To see this, it is sufficient
to show that for κ < κ0 , w(k, κ) is majorized by w(k,
κ0 ), i.e., there exists a
R
0
0
dd k
0
positive semi-definite kernel K(k, κ; k , κ0 ) such that B.Z. (2π)
d K(k, κ; k , κ ) =
R
d 0
d k
K(k, κ; k0 , κ0 ) = 1 and
B.Z. (2π)d
Z
dd k 0
w(k, κ) =
K(k, κ; k0 , κ0 )w(k0 , κ0 ).
(93)
d
B.Z. (2π)
R
0
0
dd k
0
0
If this is true, then kw(k, κ)k ≤ B.Z. (2π)
d K(k, κ; k , κ ) maxk0 ∈B.Z. kw(k , κ )k =
maxk0 ∈B.Z. kw(k0 , κ0 )k ∀k ∈ B.Z. and in particular maxk∈B.Z. kw(k, κ)k ≤
maxk0 ∈B.Z. kw(k0 , κ0 )k. In fact, we can analytically figure out the expression of the
P
kernel to be K(k, κ; k0 , κ0 ) = G∈(2πZ)d Y (k − k0 + G; κ, κ0 ), where
Y (k; κ, κ0 ) =

δ(k − (k · er )er ) sin( κκ0 π)
≥ 0.
2κ[cosh( κπ0 k · er ) + cos( κκ0 π)]

(94)

This completes the confirmation of the monotonicity. Taking κ → 0, we obtain
v ≥ lim max kw(k, κ)k = max ker · ∇h(k)k.
κ→0 k∈B.Z.

k∈B.Z.

(95)

While the result appears not optimal except for the single-band case (so that
er · ∇h(k) is the group velocity), it does not require band separations and is thus
more general than Ref. 163. Moreover, by assuming band separation,j it is possible to
make use of the approach in Ref. 163 to improve the result by spectral decomposing
†
see this, first denoting MS ≡ (M + M † )/2 = MS† and MA ≡ M − MS = −MA
, we have
R1
←
−
dtM
(t)
M
−M
t
M
t
S
A M e A . Using the unitary invariance of operator
= e A Te 0
with MS (t) =
e
S
P
Rt
←
Q
−
Q
norm and k j eMj k ≤ j keMj k ≤ e j kMj k , we end up with keM k ≤ e 0 dtkMS (t)k = ekMS k .
j The spectrum of a Hermitian matrix is stable against arbitrary non-Hermitian perturbations. See,
e.g., Ref. 164. Therefore, the complex-energy bands remain separated for a sufficiently small κ.
i To

eM
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P|I|
L
†
e−ih(k+iκer )t = α=1 e−iα (k+iκer )t uR
α (k+iκer )uα (k+iκer ) followed by applying
a similar argument to each eigenenergy α (k + iκer ), which should be analytic in
k. In this case, v reduces to maxk,α ker · ∇α (k)k in the κ → 0 limit, which is the
desired result. On the other hand, there will be an additional Petermann factor
before e−κ(|r|−vt) due to the discrepancy between left and right eigenvectors uL/R
of a non-Hermitian matrix.165
Finally, we mention that the idea of deforming the contour integral can be
applied to the single-particle Green’s functions of translation-invariant interacting
systems. Again, this approach can lead to much tighter bounds than Thm. 1.166
4.2. Long-range systems
Long-range interactions with power-law decay appear ubiquitously in nature. Wellknown examples include Coulomb interactions (∝ r−1 ), dipole-dipole interactions
(∝ r−3 ) and van der Waals interactions (∝ r−6 ). They are also relevant to many
quantum simulators, such as polar molecules170 , trapped ions171 and NV-centers.172
Studying the Lieb-Robinson bound in long-range systems is thus not only fundamentally important for understanding the nature, but also has direct implications on
implementing various quantum tasks (e.g., quantum state transfer173 and quantum
simulation174 ) on many atomic, molecular, and optical platforms.
4.2.1. Logarithmic light cone
Let us again start from the single-particle example in Sec. 4.1.1. The only difference
is that now Ĥ involves long-range hoppings that decay algebraically in distance, i.e.,
|hjj 0 | ≤ J(1+|j−j 0 |)−α for some positive constants J and α. To ensure the finiteness
of the single-particle energy in the thermodynamic limit, we assume α > 1 so that
P
P∞
khk ≤ maxj ( j 0 |hjj 0 |) ≤ J(2ζ(α) − 1) < ∞ (ζ(s) ≡ n=1 n−s is the Riemann zeta
function). Using the power-law decay bound on |hjj 0 |, one can obtain
|hr|e

−iĤt

∞ n
X
epJt − 1
t
|hr|Ĥ n |0i| ≤ δr0 +
,
|0i| ≤
n!
p(1 + |r|)α
n=0

(96)

P
where p is a constant that validates j (1 + |j1 − j|)−α (1 + |j − j2 |)−α ≤ p(1 + |j1 −
j2 |)−α ∀j1,2 .k Clearly, this bound (96) implies a logarithmic light cone, i.e., the rhs
becomes small for t  tc ∼ (α/pJ) log |r|.
Just like the short-range case, by replacing the lhs with the norm of commutator
(or anti-commutator for fermions), Eq. (96) applies to general many-body systems
with algebraically decaying interactions. That is, for any two local operators ÔX
k For

example, one can take p = 2α+1 (2ζ(α) − 1). To see this,P
we only have to note that min{(1 +
|j1 − j|)−α , (1 + |j − j2 |)−α } ≤ (1 + |j1 − j2 |/2)−α , implying j (1 + |j1 − j|)−α (1 + |j − j2 |)−α <

P 
|j −j |
(1 + 1 2 2 )−α j (1 + |j1 − j|)−α + (1 + |j − j2 |)−α < 2α+1 (2ζ(α) − 1)(1 + |j1 − j2 |)−α .
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and ÔY , there exist constants c and λ such that175
k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k ≤ c

eλt − 1
.
(1 + dist(X, Y ))α

(97)

Here, we used (1 + dist(X, Y ))−α instead of dist(X, Y )–α simply because the former
is well-defined also for dist(X, Y )) = 0. However, the latter is also commonly used
in the literature (as we will soon encounter later), in which case X and Y are always
assumed to be disjoint. More precisely, we have:175
Theorem 3. (Hastings-Koma bound) For a many-body quantum spin system living
on a d-dimensional lattice Λ, suppose that the Hamiltonian takes the form of Ĥ =
P
A⊆Λ ĥA with ĥA ’s satisfying ∀x, y ∈ Λ
X
A3x,y

kĥA k ≤

J
,
(1 + dist(x, y))α

(98)

where α > d and J is a constant. Further assuming the existence of constant p such
that ∀x, y ∈ Λ
X
1
p
1
≤
,
(99)
α
α
(1 + dist(x, z)) (1 + dist(z, y))
(1 + dist(x, y))α
z∈Λ

then Eq. (97) holds true for
c = 2p−1 kÔX kkÔY k|X||Y |,

λ = 2pJ.

(100)

For the hypercube lattice Λ = Zd , one can check that one valid p could be
P
−α
2Rα+1 r∈Zd (1 + |r|)
the sum is bounded since it is roughly given by
R ∞ , where
d
−α
−(α−d+1)
d
r|r|
∝
drr
, which converges for α > d. In fact, the condi|r|≥1
1
tion (99) may be replaced by
X
q≡
(1 + dist(x, y))−α < ∞,
(101)
y∈Λ

so that Eq. (99) is always validated by p = 2α+1 q.
As we will see in the following, Thm. 3 is qualitatively correct, in the sense
of the logarithmic light cone, only for α ∈ (d, 2d). This result is especially not
satisfactory in the short-range limit α → ∞, in which case p and thus λ diverges.
To fix this shortcoming, Gong et al. pointed out in Ref. 176 that it is better to
separately estimating those term in the lhs of Eq. (99) with z close to x or y
(precisely speaking, those with dist(z, x) ≤ 1 or dist(z, y) ≤ 1) from the remaining.
P
At least for systems with two-body interactions, so that Ĥ = x,y∈Λ ĥxy and that
Eq. (98) is simplified into kĥxy k ≤ J(1 + dist(x, y))–α , this leads to a “hybrid-form”
bound:
c1 (eλ1 t − 1)e−κr + c2

eλ 2 t − 1
,
[(1 − κ)r]α

(102)
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where r = dist(X, Y ) ≥ 1 (this notation simplification will be used hereafter), κ ∈
(0, 1) is tunable and c1 , c2 , λ1 , λ2 are all constants that remain finite for α > d. While
the light cone predicted by Eq. (102) is still logarithmic, this bound is obviously
tighter than Eq. (97) for large α.
4.2.2. Sublinear and linear light cone
While Eq. (102) is after all a quantitative improvement compared to Eq. (97), the
idea of separating the short-range interacting part from the long-range one turns
out to be very useful and can indeed lead to qualitative improvement for sufficiently
large α (precisely speaking, α > 2d). That is, we can tighten the logarithmic light
cone into a sublinear and even a linear one.
Let us briefly explain how to execute the idea mentioned above. For technical
reasons, in addition to Eq. (98), we will further assume ∀x ∈ Λ
X
A:x∈A,diam(A)≥R

kĥA k ≤

J1
,
(1 + R)α−d

(103)

where J1 is some constant. Given a general many-body Hamiltonian Ĥ =
we can decompose it as Ĥ = Ĥsr + Ĥlr , where
X
X
Ĥsr ≡
ĥA , Ĥlr ≡
ĥA ,
A:diam(A)<χ

P

A⊆Λ

ĥA ,

(104)

A:diam(A)≥χ

and χ is a tunable parameter. The time-evolution generated by Ĥ can thus be
rewritten in the interaction picture:
R t 0 (I) 0
←
−
e−iĤt = e−iĤsr t T e−i 0 dt Ĥlr (t ) ,

0

(I)

0

Ĥlr (t0 ) = eiĤsr t Ĥlr e−iĤsr t .

(105)

For Ĥsr , one can apply the conventional short-range Lieb-Robinson bound discussed
in Sec. 4.1. Choosing κ = χ−1 in Eq. (86), one will obtain a Lieb-Robinson velocity
proportional to χ, provided that s is finite for the κ = 0 version (which is true for
k-body interactions with k finite). Moreover, for sufficiently large χ, each term in
Ĥlr will be of very small norm. In particular, the single-particle energy of Ĥlr given
by the κ = 0 version of Eq. (88), which essentially determines λ in the HastingsKoma bound (97), becomes as small as χ−(α−d) according to Eq. (103). After time(I)
evolution by Ĥsr in the interaction picture, the single-particle energy of Hlr (t)
d −(α−d)
d −(α−2d)
roughly grows as (χt) χ
=t χ
, which can be made arbitrarily small
by choosing a sufficiently large χ for α > 2d.
The first big progress along this line was made by Foss-Feig et al., who proved
that for any long-range systems with two-body interactions and α > 2d, the rhs of
Eq. (97) can be improved to149
−γ

c1 eλt−rt

+ c2

tα(1+γ)
,
rα

γ=

d+1
,
α − 2d

(106)
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1

by choosing χ = tγ . This result implies a sublinear light cone t ∝ r γ+1 . Matsuta et
al. then generalized this result to include arbitrary multiple-body interactions. The
bound takes the form of177


η
t
1
t
α − 2d
c1 + c2 2η eλt−r + c3 η , η =
=
,
(107)
r
r
1+γ
α−d+1

which also predicts the same sublinear light cone t ∝ rη , but has a much slower
spatial decaying tail compared to Eq. (106) (i.e., r−η vs r−α ). The above result was
recently improved by Else et al. to303
d+1

vt−r 1−σ

c1 e

c2 t + c3 t 1−σ
+
,
rσ(α−d)

(108)

where σ ∈ (ηγ, 1) is tunable. The sublinear light cone is again consistent with the
above results in the σ → ηγ limit. Moreover, it improves the decaying exponent
from η < 1 to σ(α − d) > d, which is still worse than Eq. (106) but is good enough
for confirming the existence of the so-called second-type light conel for arbitrary
long-range systems with α > 2d.
A second big progress was made by Chen and Lucas, who found that for 1D
systems with two-body long-range interactions, there exists a linear light cone for
α > 3.179 Recently, this result was greatly generalized by Kuwahara and Saito to
arbitrary long-range interactions and dimensions:180
Theorem 4. Consider the same setting as Thm. 3 except for an additional condition given in Eq. (103) and α > 2d + 1, then we have
k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k ≤ c|X (vt) ||Y (vt) |

t2d+1 log2d (r + 1)
,
(r − vt)α

t<

r
,
v

(109)

where v and c are constants that depend only on {d, α, J, J1 }, X (ξ) is defined as the
smallest subset of X such that X ⊆ {x : dist(x, X (ξ) ) ≤ ξ}.
While the rigorous proof is very technical, one may intuitively understand why a
linear light cone exists for α > 2d + 1 as follows:180 We recall the idea of separating
short-range and long-range parts, but now make a cutoff for the long-range part at
2χ and consider its influence on a fixed short-range Hamiltonian. We would like to
see whether the long-range contribution survives in the limit of χ → ∞. For a finite
χ, however, we may even apply the short-range Lieb-Robinson bound to this “longrange” part. Following a similar argument explaining why the Hasting-Koma bound
can be improved for α > 2d, we can evaluate the long-range contribution to the LiebRobinson velocity in the interaction picture to be χ × td χ−(α−d) ∼ χ−(α−2d−1) for
t ∼ χ, which vanishes for α > 2d + 1.
l This

refers to the light cone outside which the change of the Hamiltonian (almost) does not alter
the operator dynamics. For short-range systems, it coincides with the usual first-type light cone,
outside which the operators (almost) commute.
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4.2.3. Optimality
There remains the problem whether the long-range Lieb-Robinson bound mentioned
above is optimal in the qualitative sense, i.e., whether one can improve (enlarge)
the exponent β in the light cone t ∼ rβ . The linear light cone for α > 2d + 1 is
certainly optimal since even short-range Hamiltonians can generate linear correlation propagations. It turns out that the threshold 2d + 1 cannot be smaller, as
it was found by Tran et al. that for a d-dimensional qubit lattice there exists a
fast operator-spreading protocol generated by a time-dependent Hamiltonian with
(no slower than) r−α decay (∀α > d) such that k[σ̂0x (t), σ̂rx ]k ≥ ct1+2d |r|−α for
t ∈ (3, c0 |r|α/(1+2d) ).181 Here σ̂rx is the Pauli-x operator acting at site r and c, c0 are
both constants.
For α ∈ (d, 2d), the Hastings-Koma bound (97) is also optimal, if one does not
distinguish log r from poly(log r). This is because one can find an iterative protocol
for preparing a Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger state on a d-dimensional hypercube
with length r starting from a product state and with time cost ∝ logκ r, where κ
is a constant depending only on α and d.182 Applying the same construction to
α ∈ (2d, 2d + 1), one obtains a protocol with time cost ∝ rα−2d . While the sublinear
Lieb-Robinson bounds in Eqs. (106), (107) and (108) seem to suggest a much smaller
time cost t ∝ r(α−2d)/(α−d+1) , a very recent work by Tran et al. showed that the
light cone can indeed be tightened as t ∝ rα−2d− with arbitrarily small  > 0.183
The derivation of this optimal bound again involves an iteration technique: unlike
simply decomposing the Hamiltonian into two parts (short-range and long-range)
Pn
as done in Sec. 4.2.2, we may perform a more general decomposition Ĥ = j=1 Ĥj
with Ĥj containing the interactions ranging from `j−1 (`0 ≡ 0) to `j (`n ≡ ∞). By
Pj−1
iteratively analyzing the effect of adding Ĥj to j 0 =1 Ĥj 0 , one will end up with the
optimal light cone t ∝ rα−2d− for α ∈ (2d, 2d + 1), and also reproduce t ∝ r for
α > 2d + 1.
Finally, it is worthwhile to mention that for noninteracting systems described
by quadratic Hamiltonians, we have a linear light cone for α > d + 1 and a sublinear
light cone t ∝ rα−d for α ∈ (d, d + 1). These results are optimal because there exist
single-particle transfer protocols with such types of time cost.181 To understand the
new threshold d + 1, one may further assume the translation invariance such that
the system can be described by a Bloch Hamiltonian with band dispersions k ’s.
Just like the Hamiltonian, the Fourier components of k also decay as |r|−α , so the
group velocity ∇k is ensured to converge only for α > d + 1 (cf. Sec. 4.1.3).
4.3. Application to equilibrium physics
While the Lieb-Robinson bound is a dynamical constraint, it has important implications on the equilibrium, typically ground-state properties of gapped quantum
many-body systems. Here we pick up a few popular topics and explain the general
ideas of gaining insights into equilibrium physics from the Lieb-Robinson bound.
Readers with interest may refer to more expert reviews such as Refs. 152 and 184.
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4.3.1. Clustering condition
A quantum state is said to obey the clustering condition if its correlation function of
two observables ÔX , ÔY always decays with increasing distance r = dist(X, Y ) between the observables. It was first noted by Hastings that the Lieb-Robinson bound
can be used to prove the clustering condition for ground states of strictly local and
gapped Hamiltonians.185 This result was later generalized to include exponential151
and even algebraic tails.175 For simplicity, here we focus on quantum spin systems
with unique ground states, although it is rather straightforward to generalize the
results to fermion systems or/and degenerate ground states.m
We consider a gapped many-body Hamiltonian Ĥ with either short-range or
long-range (yet α > d) interactions and, without loss of generality, assume its ground
state |Ψ0 i to have zero energy. The central quantity is the correlation function:
Cor(ÔX , ÔY , |Ψ0 i) ≡ hΨ0 |ÔX ÔY |Ψ0 i − hΨ0 |ÔX |Ψ0 ihΨ0 |ÔY |Ψ0 i.

(110)

In order to make a connection with the Lieb-Robinson bound, we observe
that hΨ0 |[ÔX (t), ÔY ]|Ψ0 i = hΨ0 |ÔX e−iĤt ÔY |Ψ0 i − hΨ0 |ÔY eiĤt ÔX |Ψ0 i. Accordingly, Rsuppose there is a filter function f (t) whose Fourier transform
∞
F (ω) = −∞ dtf (t)e−iωt is exactly sgn(ω)/2, we have Cor(ÔX , ÔY , |Ψ0 i) =
R∞
dthΨ0 |[ÔX (t), ÔY ]|Ψ0 if (t). However, even if F (ω) is not exactly sgn(ω)/2 but
−∞
an odd function approximating it, we can bound the correlation function (110) by
Z ∞
Cor(ÔX , ÔY , |Ψ0 i) ≤ 2
dt|f (t)|B(r, t) + kÔX kkÔY k max |1 − 2F (ω)|, (111)
0

ω∈[∆,∞)

where ∆ > 0 is the energy gap and B(r, t) ≥ k[ÔX (t), ÔY ]k is a Lieb-Robinson
Rx
2
bound. In particular, we may choose F (ω) = erf(ω/σ)/2 (erf(x) ≡ 2π −1/2 0 dye−y
2 2
is the error function) and f (t) = ie−σ t /4 /(2πt). For the short-range (long-range)
Lieb-Robinson bound (85) (Hastings-Koma bound (97)) B(r, t) ∼ eλt−κr (B(r, t) ∼
eλt /rα ),n we can set σ ∼ r−1/2 (σ ∼ log r) to obtain an exponential (algebraic)
0
0
clustering property Cor . e−κ r (Cor . r−α ) with κ0 = κ/(1 + 2λ/∆) (α0 = α/(1 +
2λ/∆)).175 We mention that for long-range systems with only two-body interactions
and α > 2d, we can use the improved long-range Lieb-Robinson bound in Eq. (106)
+
to show that the clustering property can be improved to Cor . r−α+0 (“0+ ”
means there could be poly(log r) corrections).181 On the other hand, it remains an
open problem whether the correlation in the ground state essentially follows the
same algebraic decay as the Hamiltonian also for α ∈ (d, 2d], as is observed in the
long-range Kitaev chain.186
The Lieb-Robinson bound can also be used to prove the clustering condition
for fermionic Gibbs states ρ̂β = e−β Ĥ /Tr[e−β Ĥ ] and odd -parity operators such as
m In

the presence of degeneracy, we have to properly subtract some matrix elements between
different ground states from the correlation function to obtain the clustering condition.
n Since the first term in Eq. (111) is a time integral to infinity, it is better to use the trivial bound
B(r, t) = 2kÔX kkÔY k for late times.
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fermion creation and annhilation operators. This is based on the identity187,188
Z
i ∞ h{ÔX (t) − ÔX (−t), ÔY }iβ
hÔX ÔY iβ =
dt
,
(112)
β 0
2 sinh(2πt/β)
where h· · · iβ ≡ Tr[· · · ρ̂β ] and X ∩ Y = ∅ so that {ÔX , ÔY } = 0. Also note that
hÔX iβ = hÔY iβ = 0 due to the fermion superselection rule, implying that Eq. (112)
is indeed the correlation
R ∞ function. Similar to Eq. (111), Eq. (112) can be simply
upper bounded by 0 dtB(r, t)/(β sinh(2πt/β)), where B(r, t) is a Lieb-Robinson
bound. It is worth mentioning that the clustering properties have been proved for
general systems above critical temperatures189,190 (or at arbitrary temperatures, if
one concerns entanglement191 ), although they are more relevant to the “imaginarytime” Lieb-Robinson bound rather than the real-time one.192
4.3.2. Boundary-condition insensitivity
Intuitively, the bulk properties of locally interacting quantum many-body systems
should be almost independent of the boundary condition, provided that the system
size is large enough. This statement can be formalized as a perturbation problem,
where the boundary terms are naturally identified as the perturbation part. Again,
the Lieb-Robinson bound turns out to be very useful in this context, as we explain
in the following.
Consider a parametrized Hamiltonian Ĥh = Ĥ0 + hV̂ with h ∈ [0, 1]. Suppose
that the ground state |0h i is non-degenerate, then for any observable Ô we have
∂h hÔih = h(Ô − hÔih )(Eh − Ĥh )−1 (V̂ − hV̂ ih ) + H.c.ih ,

(113)

where h· · · ih ≡ h0h | · · · |0h i and Eh is the ground-state energy. Note that (Ô −
hÔih )|0h i is orthogonal to |0h i, so the action of (Eh − Ĥh )−1 is well-defined. Just
like the correlation function (110),
the rhs of Eq. (113) can also be obtained from the
R∞
nonequal-time commutator via −∞ dth[Ô(t), V̂ ]ih f (t), although now the Fourier
transform of the filter function f (t) reads F (ω) = −1/ω. To suppress the longtime contribution, we can again use an approximate filter to obtain a bound like
Eq. (111), where the Lieb-Robinson bound appears. For example, we can choose
2
2
F (ω) = (e−ω /σ − 1)/ω and set σ ∼ r−1/2 (r = dist(supp[Ô], supp[V̂ ])) for shortrange systems, leading to193,194
√
(114)
|∂h hÔih | ≤ ckÔkkV̂ k re−κr
where c is a constant that does not depend on r (but on ∆h , the gap of Ĥh ; roughly
we have c ∝ ∆−1
h ), and κ follows that in Eq. (85). An immediate implication of this
result is that, for a system with finite size L, the deviation of a bulk local observable
from the thermodynamic limit is exponentially suppressed by L, provided that ∆h
is no smaller than poly(L−1 ).o
o This

includes the case of, e.g., 2D quantum Hall and topological insulators. Although their open
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A more tricky situation appears for the so-called twisted boundary condition,
which formally requires ĉr+Lj ej = eiθj ĉr (j = 1, 2, ..., d) on a hyperrectangle lattice, where ej and Lj are the unit vector and length along the jth direction. If
the system has a global U(1) symmetry (such as total particle-number or spinexcitation-number conserving), an equivalent way of imposing the twisted boundary condition is to introduce a U(1) gauge field. Thanks to the gauge degree of
freedom, this modification can be made local for finite-range interacting systems so
that Eq. (114) applies. In particular, choosing Ô = Ĥθ (θ ≡ [θj ]dj=1 ), we obtain the
flatness of the ground state energy with respect to θ. This is because for each local
term in Ĥθ , we can choose a different gauge such that the perturbation is far away
from its support. Further assuming the existence of a local operator Ô0 such that
the |h1h |Ô0 |0h i| is at least poly(L−1 ), where |1h i is the first excited eigenstate of
Ĥh , one can show that the energy gap ∆θ should also have very week dependence on
θ for sufficiently large L.193 This fact is crucial for proving the Lieb-Schultz-MattisOshikawa-Hastings theorem,195,196,197 which rules out the possibility of a unique
ground state for gapped U(1)-symmetric short-range systems with fractional filling
factors in arbitrary dimensions. It is worth mentioning that the insensitivity to the
twisted boundary condition also applies to bulk response properties, such as the
Hall conductance which is related to the Chern number.198 This fact implies that
the many-body Chern can be obtained near a fixed twisted boundary condition
without integration.199
4.3.3. Entanglement area law
It is widely believed that the ground states of a gapped Hamiltonian with sufficiently “local” interactions obey the entanglement area law, i.e., the entanglement
entropy of a subsystem V scales like |∂V |.200 A remarkable breakthrough on this
topic was made by Hastings, who rigorously proved that for the ground states of
finite-range interacting quantum spin Hamiltonians in 1D, the entanglement entropy
is always bounded for any segment of the spin chain.201 In the original proof, the
Lieb-Robinson bound was explicitly used to show a useful lemma. Later, this entanglement upper bound, which has a polynomial dependence on the local Hilbert-space
dimension, was improved by Arad et al. to have a poly-logarithmic dependence using a very different method called approximate ground state projection,202 which
also applies to long-range systems.203 It is also worth mentioning that the exponential clustering condition has been proved to imply the entanglement area law in
1D.204,205,206
In higher dimensions, the entanglement area law has only been proved with
rather strong further assumptions, such as noninteracting207,208 or frustrationfree.209 Physically, however, it is rather natural to expect the area law from the
boundary spectra are gapless in the thermodynamic limit due to the topological edge modes, there
is generally a nonzero gap ∆ ∝ L−1 for finite L.
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perspective of phases of quantum matter210 — any two many-body states in the
same phase should be related to each other by a finite-depth quantum circuit of local unitaries (possibly with some rapidly decaying tails), which only generate |∂V |
amount of entanglement for a subsystem V . Then provided that each phase has
a representative obeying the area law, we know that the area law holds generally.
This idea was partially made rigorousp by Acoleyen et al. in Ref. 211 based on
a tight bound on entanglement generation, as we will review in the next section,
and by the quasi-adiabatic continuation technique,212,213 which relies heavily on the
Lieb-Robinson bound and will be briefly reviewed in the following.
Roughly speaking, the quasi-adiabatic continuation is a kind of shortcut-toadiabaticity with locality constraint. For a smooth path of gapped Hamiltonians
P
Ĥ(λ) =
Ĥ (na) (λ) that
A⊆Λ ĤA (λ) (λ ∈ [0, 1]), the non-adiabatic Hamiltonian
←
− −i R λ dλ0 Ĥ (na) (λ0 )
mimics the adiabatic evolution, i.e., satisfies |Ψ0 (λ)i = Λ e 0
|Ψ0 (0)i
with |Ψ0 (λ)i being the ground state of Ĥ(λ), can be constructed as214
XZ ∞
Ĥ (na) (λ) =
dtf (t)eiĤ(λ)t ∂λ ĤA (λ)e−iĤ(λ)t ,
(115)
A⊆Λ

−∞

R∞
where f (t) is a real filter function satisfying F (ω) ≡ −∞ dtf (t)e−iωt = −F (−ω)
and F (ω) = i/ω for |ω| ≥ ∆, with ∆ being the minimal gap along the path Ĥ(λ).
Thanks to the degree of freedom of F (ω) for |ω| < ∆, one may make f (t) decay
rapidly for large t so that each term in Eq. (115) roughly stays local, provided
that Ĥ(λ) satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound. The finite-time dynamics governed
by Ĥ (na) (λ) should thus not be able to generate too much entanglement. Note that
the above analysis applies not only to short-range systems, as originally considered
by Acoleyen et al., but also to long-range systems with sufficiently large α.215 The
later point will be discussed in further detail in Sec. 5.2.
5. Entanglement generation
The Lieb-Robinson bound generally sets a limit on the propagation of correlation,
which is not necessarily purely quantum. In this section, we focus on the dynamical
behavior of entanglement, a genuinely quantum property. We will see that the locality of Hamiltonian has a very strong constraint on the entanglement growth —
that is, an area law for the growth rate. We will also discuss some specific situations where the entanglement growth has a lower bound, as well as a hydrodynamic
description for coarse-grained entanglement dynamics, where a hierarchy of various
entanglement velocities emerges.
p This

is not a final proof of the area law since one still has to rigorously show the second statement,
i.e., there is always a representative obeying the area law in each phase. It may not be so difficult
to demonstrate the area law for some specific states, but it is definitely difficult to show that those
states form a complete set of representatives, in the sense that their parent Hamiltonians can be
smoothly deformed to cover all the Hamiltonians of interest without closing the gap.
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Fig. 7. Entanglement generation in a general bipartite system AB starting from |Ψi and time
a
evolved by Ĥ. Here a and b are ancillas
ofA
A and B,
Brespectively,
b while Ĥ acts nontrivially only
on A and B. Our concern is the entanglement entropy of the reduced state on aA (cf. Eq. (116)).

e

5.1. Bipartite systems

iHt

Let us start from the simplest, yet most general situation – a bipartite system
evolved by a general Hamiltonian. The minimal setup
| i of entangling two qubits
was studied by Dür et al. in Ref. 216. A remarkable observation is that the same
Hamiltonian evolution may generate more entanglement, if ancillas are allowed. This
motivates the following general formulation of the problem: Consider a bipartite
Hamiltonian Ĥ acting on two subsystems A and B, which are associated with
auxiliary subsystems a and b, respectively. For a quantum state |Ψi on aABb, the
entanglement rate is defined by217
Γ(Ĥ, |Ψi) ≡

dS(ρ̂aA (t))
dt

,
t=0

ρ̂aA (t) = TrBb [e−iĤt |ΨihΨ|eiĤt ],

(116)

where S(ρ̂) ≡ −Tr[ρ̂ log ρ̂] is the von Neumann entropy. See Fig. 7 for a schematic
illustration of the setup. After straightforward calculations, one can obtain the
following explicit expression:
Γ(Ĥ, |Ψi) = iTraAB [Ĥ[ρ̂aAB , log ρ̂aA ]],

(117)

where ρ̂aAB = Trb |ΨihΨ| and ρ̂aA = TrB ρ̂aAB , Ĥ and log ρ̂aA should be understood
as 1a ⊗ Ĥ and log ρ̂aA ⊗ 1B , respectively. The entanglement capability of Ĥ can
then be defined as Γ(Ĥ) ≡ max|Ψi Γ(Ĥ, |Ψi), which is an intrinsic property of
the bipartite Hamiltonian itself. Note that the maximization is carried out also
to include arbitrarily large ancillas. Similarly, we can define the disentanglement
capability as Γ̃(Ĥ) ≡ − min|Ψi Γ(Ĥ, |Ψi) 4= Γ(−Ĥ), which is generally not equal to
Γ(Ĥ).218
It is not obvious whether Γ(Ĥ) is well-defined since it may diverge as the ancillas
become larger and larger. This possibility was ruled out by Bennett et al., who
showed that Γ(Ĥ) ≤ ckĤkD4 for arbitrary ancillas.219 Here c is a universal O(1)
constant and D = min{dim HA , dim HB } is the minimal Hilbert space of subsystems
A and B. The D-dependence of this upper bound was then constantly improved to
D2 ,217 D,220 and finally to211,221,222
Γ(Ĥ) ≤ ckĤk log D,

D = min{dim HA , dim HB },

(118)

(19)
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which is called the small incremental entangling conjecture attributed to Kitaev.217
This bound is tight, in the sense that logarithmic dependence on D cannot be
further improved, unless additional constraint on Ĥ is assumed (for example, if
Ĥ = ĤA ⊗ ĤB , then one can get rid of the D-dependence223 ). When applied to
quantum spins on a lattice, Eq. (118) implies that the entanglement growth rate
will be at most proportional to the volume of the support. This fact turns out to
be very useful in dealing with entanglement growth in many-body systems, as we
will see later.
Let us briefly explain how to derive Eq. (118) following Ref. 221. First, let us
introduce the small incremental mixing conjecture attributed to Bravyi,217 which
states that
Λ({pj , ρ̂j }1j=0 , Ĥ) ≡

dS(ρ̂(t))
dt

t=0

≤ c0 kĤkh({pj }1j=0 ),

(119)

where {pj }1j=0 is a binary probability distribution, {ρ̂j }1j=0 are two normalized

density operators on a finite Hilbert space, ρ̂(t) = p0 ρ̂0 + p1 e−iĤt ρ̂1 eiĤt and
h({pj }1j=0 ) = −p0 log p0 − p1 log p1 is the (classical) Shannon entropy. Although
not obvious, Eq. (119) implies Eq. (118) with c = 4c0 upon the substitution
p0 = D−2 = 1 − p1 , ρ̂0 = ρ̂AB = Trab |ΨihΨ| and ρ̂(0) = TrB [ρ̂AB ] ⊗ 1B /D (here
D = dimHB ≤ dimHA is assumed without loss of generality).217 It thus suffices to
derive Eq (119). After some straightforward calculations, one can show
S(ρ̂(t)) − S(ρ̂(0)) = −

1
X
j=0

pj log pj (Spj (ρ̂j ||ρ̂1−j ((−)j t)) − Spj (ρ̂j ||ρ̂1−j )),

(120)

where Sα (ρ̂||σ̂) ≡ S(ρ̂||αρ̂ + (1 − α)σ̂)/(− log α) (α ∈ (0, 1)) is the quantum skew
divergence (S(ρ̂||σ̂) ≡ Tr[ρ̂(log ρ̂ − log σ̂)] is the usual quantum Kullback-Leibler
divergence) and ρ̂0,1 (t) = e−iĤt ρ̂0,1 eiĤt . Thanks to the following nice property
satisfied by the quantum skew divergence:221
Sα (ρ̂||eiÔ σ̂e−iÔ ) − Sα (ρ̂||σ̂) ≤ 2kÔk,

∀Ô† = Ô,

(121)

we know that the rhs of Eq. (120) can be upper bounded by 2tkĤkh({pj }1j=0 ).
Taking the t → 0 limit, we obtain Eq. (119) with c0 = 2.
5.2. Many-body systems
Having in mind the upper bound (118) on entanglement generation for arbitrary
bipartite systems, we are in a position to show some fundamental limit on the
entangling power of many-body Hamiltonians with a certain kind of locality. We
will also see some rare examples where the entanglement growth admits a lower
bound.
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5.2.1. Area law for growth rate
As is obvious from Eq. (117), the entanglement rate satisfies the additivity Γ(Ĥ1 +
Ĥ2 , |Ψi) = Γ(Ĥ1 , |Ψi) + Γ(Ĥ2 , |Ψi). Since we can always make the decomposition
Ĥ = ĤA + ĤB + ĤAB , where only the third term ĤAB acts simultaneous on
A and B, we have Γ(Ĥ, |Ψi) = Γ(ĤAB , |Ψi) since Γ(ĤA + ĤB , |Ψi) = 0. For a
locally interacting many-body Hamiltonian, setting A = V (B = V̄ ) to be the
subsystem of interest (its complement), we typically encounter the situation in which
PP
ĤV V̄ = j=1 Jj v̂j ⊗ ûj ,154 where v̂j ’s (ûj ’s) act on V (V̄ ) with kvj k ≤ 1 (kuj k ≤ 1)
and Jj ’s are uniformly bounded O(1) constants, and P is of the order of O(|∂V |).
We can then use the D-independent version223 of Eq. (118) to obtain
P
X
dS
|Jj | ≤ cP max |Jj | ∼ O(|∂V |),
≤c
j
dt
j=1

(122)

implying that the entanglement growth rate satisfies the area law. Accordingly,
we know that the thermalization time (provided the validity of ETH) for local
Hamiltonians should at least scale linearly with respect to the subsystem size.
The above argument by Bravyi et al. was made in 2006 before the proof of
Kitaev’s small incremental entangling conjecture. Now with Eq. (118) in hand,
we can generalize the result to more general systems especially with long-range
P
interactions.211,215 For a general many-body Hamiltonian Ĥ = A⊆Λ ĥA on a lattice Λ with local Hilbert-space dimension ds per site, the entanglement growth rate
for subsystem V should be bounded by
X
dS
≤ c log ds
|A|kĥA k.
(123)
dt
A:A∩V 6=∅,A∩V̄ 6=∅

The sum in the rhs can be further bounded by
X
A:A∩V 6=∅,A∩V̄ 6=∅

|A|kĥA k ≤

∞ X
X

X

r=0 x∈Σr A:x∈A,diam(A)>r

|A|kĥA k,

(124)

where Σ0 ≡ ∂V and Σr ≡ {x ∈ V : r ≤ dist(x, Σ0 ) < r + 1} for r ∈ Z+ . By further
assuming that the lattice geometry validates |Σr | ≤ c0 |Σ0 | for some O(1) constant
c0 ≥ 1 and that
X
J
max
|A|kĥA k ≤
,
(125)
x∈Λ
(1 + R)α−d
A:x∈A,diam(A)≥R

which is a locality constraint stronger than Eq. (103), we obtain
∞
X
dS
1
≤ cc0 J log ds |Σ0 |
∼ O(|∂V |),
dt
(1 + r)α−d
r=0

(126)

provided that α > d + 1. Note that for many-body systems involving up to k-body
interactions, there is no essential difference between Eqs. (125) and (103).
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Let us recall the entanglement-area-law problem for ground states, which can
be related to the dynamical entanglement generation problem via the quasiadiabatic-continuation technique (cf. Sec. 4.3.3). It was pointed out by Gong
et al. that, for any smooth path of a gapped two-body interacting HamiltoP
−α
nian Ĥ(λ) =
and
x,y ĥxy (λ) (λ ∈ [0, 1]) with kĥxy (λ)k ≤ J(1 + dist(x, y))
0
−α
k∂λ ĥxy (λ)k ≤ J (1 + dist(x, y)) , if α > 2d + 2, then the ground state |Ψ0 (λ)i
always satisfies the area law, provided that |Ψ0 (λ = 0)i does.215 To see this, it suffices to show that the generator for quasi-adiabatic continuation (115) is sufficiently
local. Using the long-range Lieb-Robinson bound in Eq. (106), we can decompose
each quasi-local term in Ĥ (na) (λ) as
Z ∞
∞
X
iĤ(λ)t
−iĤ(λ)t
ĥ(na)
(λ)
=
dtf
(t)e
ĥ
(λ)e
=
k̂xy (λ, R),
(127)
xy
xy
−∞

BxR ∪ ByR
−(α−d)

R=0

(BxR

≡ {y ∈ Λ : dist(y, x) ≤ R}) and satisfies
where k̂xy (λ, R) acts on
kk̂xy (λ, R)k . O((1 + R)
)(1 + dist(x, y))−α . Estimating the rhs of Eq. (123)
for fixed R ≥ 1 then yields R|∂V |O(R−(α−d) )Rd , where R|∂V | roughly gives the
volume of {x ∈ V : BxR ∩ V̄ 6= ∅} and Rd arises from |BxR ∪ ByR |. After summing R
up, we end up with a finite result for α > 2d + 2. As mentioned in Ref. 215, this
result may not be optimal, in the sense that the entanglement area law may remain
correct for some α ≤ 2d + 2.
5.2.2. Specific lower bounds
In some specific situations, the entanglement growth rate may have a lower bound
given by other physical quantities. Here we provide two such rare examples; both
are short-range systems in 1D.
The first example is quantum cellular automata (QCA),224,225,226 which are
unitary transformations that map (strictly) local operators to local operators. In
1D, QCA are equivalent to matrix-product unitaries227 and are fully classified by
a topological invariant called (chiral) index,228 which is quantized as log Q+ and
is additive upon tensoring and composition. While there are several ways to define
the index for a 1D QCA Û , one elegant definition is given by the following entropy
formula:229,230,231
1
(128)
ind = (S(ρ̂LR0 ) − S(ρ̂L0 R )),
2
where ρ̂LR0 and ρ̂L0 R are two reduced density operators of the Choi-Jamiolkowski
state |Û i ≡ (Û ⊗ Î)|Φ+ i (|Φ+ i: maximal entangled state on two copies of 1D lattices)
shown in Fig. 8(a). Using the triangle inequality, we immediately obtain a lower
bound on the operator entanglement entropy (cf. Fig. 8(b)):
S(ρ̂LRL0 R0 ) ≥ |S(ρ̂LR0 ) − S(ρ̂L0 R )| = 2|ind|.

(129)

Recalling the additivity of the index, we know that, whenever ind 6= 0, the operator
entanglement of Û t grows linearly in terms of the time step, ruling out the possibility
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of any sublinear behavior including many-body localization.232,233 We mention that
Eq. (129) actually holds true for arbitrary Rényi entropies and is robust against
exponential tails in Û .231 We also mention that QCA in higher dimensions can
be efficiently represented by projected-entangled-pair unitaries and thus satisfy the
area law for entanglement generation rate,234 just like finite-time evolution of local
Hamiltonians as discussed previously.
The second example is a U(1)-symmetric (i.e., particle-number conserving) freefermion chain with nearest-neighbor hopping and arbitrary on-site potential, whose
Hamiltonian reads
M
M
X
X
(ĉ†j+1 ĉj + H.c.) +
Vj n̂j ,
j=1

(5)
(4)

x D

Fig. 8. (a) Subsystems
in the Choi-Jamio
lkowski state |Û i of a 1D QCA Û for computing the index
C
D
C
D
(128). Here L and R should be two adjacent intervals that are no smaller than the Lieb-Robinson
†
length of QCA, which is the smallest integer r such that Û Ôj Û is supported on [j −r, j +r] for any
· on-site operator Ôj . L0 and R0 are
· · the
· corresponding
···
···
site j· ·and
regions in the replica lattice. (b)
Subsystem V , which is the union of LR0 and L0 R in (a), for computing the operator entanglement
of Û . (c) Subsystem in the Choi-Jamiolkowski state |Û (t)i of a 1D time-evolution operator Û (t)
A
B
B
(6) (133). (d) Subsystems
for computing the entanglement line tension E(v) with v = (x −Ay)/t
for
computing the tripartite information (144).

Ĥ = −J

(4)

Û (t)
(b)

V
L0

R

Û
⌦ ···
Î

2

(130)

j=1

where n̂j = ĉ†j ĉj is the fermion-number operator, ĉj annihilates a fermion on site
j and M is the total number of sites. Thanks to the free nature of Ĥ, a fermionic
Gaussian state remains Gaussian during the time evolution, allowing us to compute
the entanglement dynamics
from the covariance matrix235 and 2numerically access
2
rather large system sizes. On top of the entanglement, another dynamical quantity of
interest is the surface roughness,236,237 which measures the particle-number fluctuaPj
tion and is defined as the variance of the surface-height operator ĥj = j 0 =1 (n̂j −ν),
with ν = N/M (N : total particle number) being the filling factor. Under reasonable
assumptions, one can show
qquantity is well approximated by the biparq that this
tite number fluctuation2 hĥ2M/2 i ≡ Tr[ĥ2M/2 ρ̂[1,M/2] ] (ρ̂[1,M/2] : half-chain reduced
state), which can be used to bound the half-chain entanglement entropy from both

(6)
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sides:238
4hh2M/2 i log 2 < S(ρ̂[1,M/2] ) < hh2M/2 i log M + 1,

∀M > 15.

(131)

This
q result implies that, if the surface roughness growth obeys a power-law scaling
∼ hĥ2M/2 i ∼ tβ , then the entanglement growth should follow the power law ∼ t2β .
5.3. Coarse-grained dynamics
On large spacetime scales, also referred to as the hydrodynamic level, it is possible to have a phenomenological description for the coarse-grained entanglement
dynamics in generic locally interacting systems.239 By generic, we mean the typical
(chaotic) situation without any symmetry, integrability or other structures. Such a
phenomenological theory is usually called entanglement membrane theory,240 where
the entanglement configuration is determined in a very similar way to minimizing the bending energy of an elastic membrane. For simplicity, we will focus on
(1 + 1)D dynamics in homogeneous systems, although the theory also applies to
higher dimensions241 and inhomogeneous systems.242 We will then discuss some order relations between various entanglement velocities within the framework of the
entanglement membrane theory.
5.3.1. Entanglement-membrane theory
Consider a 1D quantum spin chain undergoing discrete (by quantum circuits) or
continuous (by local Hamiltonians) time evolution. Denoting the entanglement entropy for the entanglement cut at position x (i.e., the subsystem of interest consists
of all the sites left to x) and time t as S(x, t), its equation of motion is suggested
to be239
∂t S(x, t) = seq Γ(∂x S(x, t)),

(132)

where seq is the equilibrium entropy density and Γ(s) is the entropy production
function that depends on the microscopic detail of the system. Here the time and
space derivatives can be justified after a proper coarse graining. Formally, one can
always write down the solution of Eq. (132) as




x−y
+ S(y, 0) ,
(133)
S(x, t) = min seq tE
y
t
where E(v) is the entanglement line tension, which is related to Γ(s) via the Legendre
transform




vs
vs
E(v) = max Γ(s) +
⇔ Γ(s) = min E(v) −
.
(134)
s
s
seq
seq
The line tension function satisfies several properties: (i) it is defined on [−vL , vR ],
where vL and vR are the left and right butterfly velocities, respectively; (ii) it is
non-negative (E(v) ≥ 0) and convex (E 00 (v) ≥ 0); (iii) E(−vL ) = vL , E(vR ) = vR
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and E 0 (vR ) = −E 0 (−vL ) = 1. Here the butterfly velocity can be roughly understood
as the actual Lieb-Robinson velocity. Technically, it is determined by looking at the
operator spreading dynamics,243 which may be characterized by the out-of-timeorder correlator (cf. Sec. 7.2.1). Regarding the entropy production function, these
properties are translated into: (i) it is defined on [−seq , seq ]; (ii) Γ(s) ≥ 0 and
Γ00 (s) ≤ 0; (iii) Γ(±seq ) = 0, vL = seq Γ0 (−seq ) and vR = −seq Γ0 (seq ). See Fig. 9(b)
for an illustration of these relations.
Microscopically, the line tension can be obtained by computing the generalized
operator entanglement of the time evolution operator Û (t) with input and output
cuts at different positions y and x, as shown in Fig. 8(c). More precisely, the line
tension at velocity v = (x − y)/t is equal to the generalized operator entanglement
entropy divided by seq t. For some specific models such as the Haar random quantum
circuit consisting of nearest-neighbor gates (cf. Fig. 9(a)),241,244 this can be done
analytically for the Rényi-2 entropy.q Suppose the local Hilbert space is q, we have
seq = log q due to the absence of any conserved quantity. The Rényi-2 line tension
function is given by
E2 (v) = logq

1+v 1−v
1−v
q2 + 1 1 + v
+
logq
+
logq
,
q
2
2
2
2

(135)

from which one can determined the corresponding entropy production function as
Γ2 (s) = logq (cosh seq / cosh s). Note that both of these functions are even, as a result
of the underlying spatial reflection or mirror symmetry. By solving E20 (v) = 1, one
can obtain the butterfly velocity to be
vB = vR = vL =

q2 − 1
.
q2 + 1

(136)

Very recently, the entanglement-membrane theory has been generalized to
anomalous dynamics which are still locality-preserving but are not Hamiltonian
evolution or quantum circuits.246 Examples include discrete dynamics generated by
nontrivial QCA, as discussed in Sec. 5.2.2, and edge dynamics of chiral many-body
localized Floquet phases in 2D.232 This is achieved by simply adding a velocity term
into the equation of motion (132):
∂t S(x, t) +

ind
∂x S(x, t) = seq Γ(∂x S(x, t)),
seq

(137)

where ind is the index given in Eq. (128) for a single time step. While we can
mathematically recast ind
seq ∂x S into Γ, this is not physically appropriate since then
we will not have Γ(±seq ) = 0 nor a clear picture of the background entropy current
indicated by the stationary equation ∂t S + ind
seq ∂x S = 0. The solution (133) to the
entanglement dynamics remains formally the same, although E(−vL ) = vL , E(vR ) =
ind
vR in property (iii) should be modified as E(−vL ) = vL + ind
seq , E(vR ) = vR − seq .
q Precisely

speaking, the ensemble average is taken with respect to the purity, which is the exponentiated Rényi-2 entropy. The resulting difference is rather small for sufficiently large q.245
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Î
52

Û
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Ex.
(9)

(8)
Fig. 9. Typical entropy production function Γ(s) (top), entanglement
t line-tension function E(v)
(middle) and examples (bottom) for 1D normal dynamics (a) with or (b) without mirror symmetry,
as well as (c) anomalous dynamics. In case (a), represented by random quantum circuits, both
(o)
Γ(s) and E(v) are even, leading to vR = vL = vB ≤ vE = vE . In more general case (b) including,
(o)

e.g., the staircase circuits, we have vL 6= vR and vE < vE in general, yet the order relations in
Eq. (142) holds true. In the most2general case (c), such as random QCA, the topological index (128)
comes into play and modifies the order relations into Eq. (143). In all the figures, dashed vertical
lines indicate the domain (i.e., [−vL , vR ], outside which E(v) is plotted as |v| or |v − ind/seq |)
(o)
of E(v), dashed horizontal lines indicate vE (top) or vE (middle), and red lines are tangents at
the boundaries of Γ(s) or E(v). In the top panel of (c), the dashed blue curve corresponds to
Γ(s) − inds/s2eq . In the bottom panel of (c), the dashed and solid legs indicate different Hilbert
space dimensions.

In addition, v in the Legendre transform (134) should be replaced by v −
Fig. 9(c) for an illustration of these modified relations.

ind
seq .

2

See

5.3.2. Order relations for entanglement velocities
In the previous sections, we have mainly focused on the growth rate of state entanglement and also mentioned a little bit that of the operator entanglement. In
the context of coarse-grained entanglement dynamics, it is more convenient to consider the so-called entanglement velocity, which is simply the entanglement growth
rate divided by seq . According to Eq. (133), choosing a product initial state with
S(y, 0) = 0, we know that the state entanglement velocity is given by
vE = min E(v) = Γ(0),
v

(138)
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where the second equality arises from Eq. (134). It is also obvious from the microscopic computation of E(v) that the operator entanglement velocity is given by
(o)

vE = E(0) = max Γ(s).
s

(139)

See Fig. 9(b) for an illustration of the above relations. Combining Eqs. (138) and
(139), we obtain the first order relation
(o)

vE ≤ vE .

(140)

Note that the Haar random quantum circuit with mirror symmetry gives an example
of saturation:241,243

 2
q +1
(o)
.
(141)
vE = vE = logq
2q
Examples of strict inequality can be found in the systems without reflection symmetry, such as the staircase circuits and even some 2-local (nearest-neighbor interacting) Hamiltonians. Recalling properties (ii) and (iii) of the line-tension function,
we obtain the following two order relations:
vE ≤ min{vL , vR },

(o)

vE ≤ max{vL , vR }.

(142)

For the random circuit, one finds an asymptotic saturation in the limit of q → ∞
(cf. Eqs. (136) and (141)). We emphasize that all of these order relations are derived
in a phenomenological manner. It would be interesting to see to what extent these
relations can be justified microscopically, i.e., on the basis of quantum-information
approaches alone as we did in the previous (sub)sections.
Finally, we discuss how the above relations are changed by a nonzero index.
First, Eq. (140) remains valid, although it seems unlikely to achieve the equality
since ind 6= 0 enforces the mirror symmetry to be broken. In an extreme example of
(o)
left or right translations, we have 0 = vE < vE = 1. On the other hand, Eq. (142)
should be modified into


ind
ind
(o)
vE ≤ min vL +
, vR −
, vE ≤ max{|vL |, |vR |}.
(143)
seq
seq
Again, right/left translations with vR = −vL = ±1 are examples of saturation.
It is worthwhile to mention another dynamical quantity called tripartite information, which is defined as a three-party quantum mutual information of the ChoiJamiolkowski state |Û (t)i ≡ (Û (t) ⊗ Î)|Φ+ i:247
I A:C:D (t) ≡ I A:C (t) + I A:D (t) − I A:CD (t),

(144)

where I X:Y (t) ≡ S(ρ̂X (t)) + S(ρ̂Y (t)) − S(ρ̂XY (t)) (ρ̂X (t) ≡ TrX̄ |Û (t)ihÛ (t)|) is
the conventional bipartite quantum mutual information and the configurations of
A, C, D are shown in Fig. 8(d). This quantity measures how much information
from A on the input side is scrambled into C and D on the output side, i.e., the
information that cannot be retrieved by individually observing C and D. At least
for two different types of Haar random QCA in Ref. 246, the tripartite-information
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velocity vtri ≡ − limt→∞ t−1 I A:C:D (t) is found to be the difference between the
operator-entanglement velocity and the scaled index:
(o)

vtri = vE −

|ind|
.
seq

(145)

Note that vtri ≥ 0 implies the entanglement lower bound in Eq. (129),r and another
obvious order relation is
(o)

vtri ≤ vE .

(146)

While vtri ≤ vE is also observed in the random QCA models,246 we expect that this
is not always the case and can be violated by some normal (ind = 0) dynamics with
(o)
vE > vE . It would be interesting to see to what extent Eq. (145) can be justified
for anomalous dynamics.
6. Error bounds
Exact descriptions of quantum dynamics, especially in many-body systems, are very
difficult in general. Therefore, we usually carry out some approximations, whose precisions can be justified by estimating the error bounds. In this section, we pick up
a few remarkable examples on this topic, including approximating time-continuous
Hamiltonian evolutions by discrete quantum circuits, approximating periodically
driven dynamics by truncating Floquet-Magnus expansions (which is closely related to Floquet prethermalization), and approximating energetically constrained
dynamics by projection onto the relevant Hilbert subspace.
6.1. Circuitization
One central task in digital quantum simulation is circuitization, which is, namely,
to figure out a quantum circuit that approximates the unitary quantum dynamics
one attempts to simulate.56 To quantify how well the approximation could be for a
specific problem, one usually needs to estimate an error bound that depends on the
capability of implementing quantum-gate operations (e.g., gate locality and circuit
depth) as well as the approach of circuitization. Concretely, focusing on the unitary
evolution governed by a time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ, we would like to find an
upper bound on
←−
Y
N
 ≡ ke−iĤt − Ûc k, Ûc =
(147)
n=1 Ûn ,
where {Ûn }N
n=1 represents a sequence of unitary quantum gates for constructing the
circuit approximation Ûc .
r Here

we do not have a factor 2 simply because we are considering the half-infinite entanglement
cut. For a segment embedded in a periodic ring or infinite chain, as is the case for Eq. (129), there
are necessarily two boundaries.

tt

(9)(9)
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Fig. 10. Schematic illustration
of circuitizing the time evolution by nearest-neighbor interacting
P
ĥ
by (a) Trotterization and (b) cutting exponential tails. In the
spin Hamiltonian Ĥ = L
j,j+1
j=1
(14)
(14)

(14)

a0
m0
b0
bottom of (a), each small block is a short-time
evolution
generated
by nĥ0 j,j+1 . (11)
In the top of (b), the

(I)

(12)

(I)

v
unitaries above e−iĤj t before and
after the
cut are generatedv by ĥj (t) and ĥj,r (t) in Eq. (154),
Ũab
(I)
respectively.
(15)
b

a
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and practice.
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1
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A n
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n
simply on the identity e
= limn→∞ (e e ) with A andv B being arbitrary
v
(9)
(11)
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n
matrices. If we further impose anti-Hermiticity ato A and
of simuU
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v
lating unitary dynamics, for any finite n, we have
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) kcircuit
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where the middle result arises from the general relation
Uab

(I)
Uab

kV1 V2 ...Vn − U1 U2 ...Un k ≤

a

0

(148)
(10)

vb

t
to
ndo staircase circuit

X
a+1
kVm − Um k

m=1

b+1

(149)
(9)

for two sets of unitaries Vm ’s and Um ’s, and the final bound can be obtained from
the following identity (valid also for non-Hermitian A and B):
t
Z x
Z x1to do staircase circuit
ex(A+B) − exA exB =
dx1
dx2 e(x−x1 )(A+B) ex2 A [B, A]e−x2 A ex1 A ex1 B , (150)
0

0

which implies kex(A+B) − exA exB k ≤ x2 k[A, B]k/2. This result can be applied
PL
to, e.g., nearest-neighbor interacting 1D spin Hamiltonian Ĥ =
j=1 ĥj,j+1 by
P
P
choosing A (B) to be
j:even ĥj,j+1 (
j:odd ĥj,j+1 ), leading to an error bound
O(Lt2 /l) for a circuit like the bottom of Fig. 9 with depth l (so that N = 2l,
Q
Q
−i tl ĥj,j+1
−i tl ĥj,j+1
Û2n−1 =
and Û2n =
with n = 1, 2, ..., l in
j:odd e
j:even e
Eq. (147); cf. Fig. 10(a)), provided that each local term ĥj has O(1) norm.
In fact, what we mentioned above is just the first-order version of a large class of
product formulas,251 which are simply products of eas A and ebs B with appropriately
x
x
chosen coefficients as ’s and bs ’s. For example, it is known that S2 (x) = e 2 A exB e 2 A
approximates ex(A+B) up to O(x3 ), if one does not care about the order of the
commutators between A and B. This result has been further generalized recursively

(9)
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via252
S2k (x) = S2k−2 (sk x)2 S2k−2 ((1 − 4sk )x)S2k−2 (sk x)2 ,

sk =

1
1

4 − 4 2k−1

,

(151)

which, roughly speaking, suppresses the error to O(x2k+1 ). Rather surprisingly, the
explicit dependence on commutators, which is simply proportional to k[A, B]k in
the first-order case, has not been rigorously established until recently by Childs et
al.253
PΓ The exact statement, which applies to the more general case of approximating
ex( γ=1 Aγ ) , is the following:
PΓ
Theorem 5. Let A = γ=1 Aγ be the sum of Γ anti-Hermitian matrices. Denoting
PΓ
αcomm = γ1 ,γ2 ,...,γp+1 =1 k[Aγp+1 , · · · [Aγ2 , Aγ1 ] · · · ]k, then ∀x ≥ 0 the Trotter error
of a pth-order product formula Sp (x) is bounded by
kexA − Sp (x)k ≤ cαcomm xp+1 ,

(152)

where constant c relies only on Γ, p but not on {Aγ }Γγ=1 .
As a corollary, we know that the error in Eq. (147) scales like O(αcomm tp+1 /lp ),
where l is the depth of the circuit.s
It should be emphasized that this theorem cannot be obtained by truncating
the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula,253 despite the seeming consistency in the
appearance of higher-order commutators. This is because for a fixed x, the truncation error is not always dominated by the lowest-order commutators.254 Although
there remains the problem of what is the optimal c in Thm 5, this result is powerful enough for recovering or even outperforming the state-of-the-art error scaling
behaviors in various quantum systems.255,256,174 In the latter (outperforming) case,
the typical situation is that the previous error bounds can be reproduced by applying the triangle inequality to αcomm . This may lead to qualitatively loose results if
there are a lot of vanishing commutators due to locality or other specific properties
of the system. For example, if we apply the error bound O((kĤkt)p+1 /lp ) derived
by Berry et al.257 to nearest-neighbor spin chains, we will obtain O(L2 t2 /l) for the
first-order approximation, which has an additional L factor.
6.1.2. Cutting exponential tails
Despite the wide applicability of Trotterization, it may not be so efficient since the
error is only suppressed algebraically by the circuit depth. This is especially the case
for short-range interacting Hamiltonians, for which one naturally expects from the
Lieb-Robinson bound (85) an exponentially small error by cutting the tails outside
the light cone. This intuition was made rigorous by Osborne for 1D finite-range
Hamiltonians.258 Upon coarse graining, it suffices to consider nearest-neighbor spin
s This

is true if any function of p or Γ is considered as O(1). In practice, however, this result might
not be so meaningful since the depth of each product-formula module can scale exponentially in p
and thus lightly exceed l.
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chains mentioned above. The basic idea of circuitization is to pick up a local term
ĥj,j+1 and express the time evolution in the interaction picture (cf. Fig. 10(b)):
R t 0 (I) 0
←
−
e−iĤt = e−iĤj t T e−i 0 dt ĥj (t ) ,

(153)

(I)

where Ĥj = Ĥ − ĥj,j+1 and ĥj (t) = eiĤj t ĥj,j+1 e−iĤj t . Denoting Ĥj,r = Ĥj −
(I)

ĥj−r,j−r+1 −ĥj+r,j+r+1 , we know that the ĥj,r (t) = eiĤj,r t ĥj,j+1 e−iĤj,r t is supported
on [j − r + 1, j + r] and so is the unitary it generates. Moreover, such a unitary turns
(I)
out to be a good approximation for that generated by ĥj (t), with the error being
bounded by
Z t
Z t1
R t 0 (I) 0
R t 0 (I) 0
←
−
←
−
k T e−i 0 dt ĥj (t ) − T e−i 0 dt ĥj,r (t ) k ≤
dt1
dt2 k[L̂j,r (t2 ), ĥj,j+1 ]k, (154)
0

0

where L̂j,r (t) = e−iĤj t (ĥj−r,j−r+1 + ĥj+r,j+r+1 )eiĤj t is the time-dependent generator of e−iĤj t eiĤj,r t . Since Ĥj only involves nearest-neighbor interactions, one can
directly apply the Lieb-Robinson bound (85) to the commutator in Eq. (154), obtaining a bound with order O(e−κ(r−vt) ). Iterating the above procedure to Ĥj in
Eq. (153) and so on, we will end up with a bilayer quantum circuit with each gates
acting on 2r sites and the error in Eq. (147) is of order O(Le−κ(r−vt) /r), where
the factor L/r arises from Eq. (149). This result has been exploited to give an alternative proof to the entanglement-growth-rate area law (122) in 1D259 and the
robustness against Hamiltonian evolution of the entanglement lower bound (129)
for 1D QCA.231
Finally, we mention that an error quantity with more experimental relevance
may depend on an observable:260
o ≡ keiĤt Ôe−iĤt − Ûc† ÔÛc k.

(155)

This kind of bound will be the main concern in Sec. 6.3. One can check that
o ≤ 2kOk, so any bound on Eq. (147) applies straightforwardly. However, such
bound could be very loose if Ô enjoys some specific properties. For example, in
the above circuitization based on the Lieb-Robinson bound, the error would be
O(e−κ(r−vt) ) for local observables. Conversely, if one only attempts to reduce the
error in Eq. (155), then the required resource could be much less. Taking the same
example, we know that it suffices to circuitize near the support of Ô.
6.2. Floquet prethermalization
As discussed in Sec. 3.1.3, no general method is known for evaluating timescales
of thermalization for a given system. On the other hand, for a periodically driven
system, known as the Floquet system (see Refs. 261, 262, 263, 264 for reviews),
notable lower bounds on timescales for thermalization exist. The Hamiltonian for
the Floquet system is given by Ĥ(t) that satisfies Ĥ(t) = Ĥ(t + T ) for the period
T . For simplicity, let us focus on times at the ends of the s periods, i.e., ts = sT .
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Solving the Scrödinger equation from an initial state |ψ(0)i, we have
|ψ(ts )i = ÛFs |ψ(0)i ,

(156)

where
" Z
←
−
ÛF = T exp −i

#

T

Ĥ(t)dt

(157)

0

is called the Floquet operator. Then, introducing the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF =
(i/T ) ln ÛF , we can formally write |ψ(ts )i = e−iĤF ·sT |ψ(0)i.
The Floquet Hamiltonian is, in general, not easy to calculate from Ĥ(t). For
high-frequency driving (i.e., T is small), the following Floquet-Magnus expansion
may be useful to extract the effective dynamics of the Floquet system:
(n)

ĤF ' ĤF

=

n
X

T m Ω̂m ,

(158)

m=0

(n)

where ĤF denotes the truncated Hamiltonian for some truncation order n. Low
orders of Ω̂m are given by, e.g.,
Z
1 T
dtĤ(t),
Ω̂0 =
T 0
Z T Z t
1
Ω̂1 =
dt
dτ [Ĥ(t), Ĥ(τ )];
(159)
2iT 2 0
0
see Ref. 265 for the expression for general n. While the Floquet-Magnus expansion
(n)
dramatically simplifies the original problem, the approximate Hamiltonian ĤF
may not always describe the original dynamics. From the mathematical perspective, the expansion Eq. (158) does not converge for large n in general many-body
systems in the thermodynamic limit even for small T . From the physical perspective, the external driving will eventually heat the system and result in the infinitetemperature equilibrium in the long-time limit, which cannot be obtained by the
(n)
energy-conserving dynamics generated by ĤF . This is proven if we assume the
Floquet eigenstate thermalization hypothesis,266,267,268 which states that all of the
energy eigenstates of the original Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF behave like an infinitetemperature state for local observables. Note that the Floquet eigenstate thermalization hypothesis is confirmed in many nonintegrable many-body systems.
From the above observation, the following questions arise:
(i) What is the rate of the heating? Is it small enough to prohibit complete thermalization for a sufficiently long time?
(n)
(ii) How should we take n? Can we well approximate the dynamics with ĤF of
local observables even for many-body systems?
These two questions were investigated in Refs. 265, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273. In
(n)
Ref. 270, the authors answered the question (i) by showing that ĤF for n ≤ nc ∝
T −1 becomes an almost conserved quantity for an exponentially long time with
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respect to T −1 in general many-body systems with few-body interactions. More
specifically, let us assume a k-body interacting Hamiltonian (k is independent of
P
N ) in the form Ĥ(t) =
X:|X|≤k ĥX (t), where X denotes a set of lattice sites.
We also assume that local energy at each single site i is bounded from above as
P
X:i∈X kĥX (t)k ≤ g, where g is independent of N . Then, for any n satisfying
n ≤ nc = b1/(8kgT ) − 1c, we have
(n)

(n)

| hψ(ts )|ĤF |ψ(ts )i − hψ(0)|ĤF |ψ(0)i |
≤ 16g 2 k2−nc ts + O(T n+1 )
N

(160)

(n)

for T ≤ 1/(8kg). This means that the energy density obtained from ĤF is almost
conserved for exponentially long times with respect to T −1 , i.e., t . O(2nc ) =
O(eC/(kgT ) ) for some constant C.274 In other words, even when the Floquet eigenstate thermalization holds, complete thermalization does not occur during exponentially long times with respect to T −1 . We stress that this is obtained for general
systems with few-body interactions, including long-range interacting systems with
power-law decay whose exponent is α.t
Let us next consider the second question. For this purpose, we need to assume
additionally that the system is composed of short-range interactions. Then, for
n0c = b1/(16kgT )−1c and any local observable ÔX whose support is X, we have265
0

0

| hψ(ts )|ÔX |ψ(ts )i − hψ (nc ) (ts )|ÔX |ψ (nc ) (ts )i |


0
2c
≤ 12g · 2−nc /2 + e−κ(l0 −vt) kÔX k · |X|t
T

(161)

for T ≤ 1/(16kg). Here,
0

(n0c )
t

|ψ (nc ) (t)i = e−iĤF

|ψ(0)i

(162)

denotes the quantum state obtained from the truncated Hamiltonian, l0 ∝
0
2nc /(2d) ∼ e−1/T , and c, κ, and v are constants appearing in the Lieb-Robinson
(n0 )
bound in Eq. (85). This inequality means that the approximate Hamiltonian ĤF c
can almost faithfully describe the exact dynamics for exponentially long times with
0
respect to T −1 , i.e., t . O(eC /(kgT ) ) for some constant C 0 . Since this inequality is
obtained using the Lieb-Robinson bound, it cannot be applied to, e.g., long-range
interacting systems with power-law decay whose exponent satisfies α ≤ 2d (the
inequality still holds for α > 2d).275
The above results of exponentially long-time stability of the truncated Hamiltonian have direct relevance with the engineering of quantum matter by periodic
drivings. For example, the rigorous inequalities ensure that the effective Hamiltonians obtained from periodic driving are useful for realizing systems that are difficult
t For

α ≤ d, where d is the spatial dimension, the Hamiltonian should be appropriately normalized
so that the local energy is bounded, i.e., g becomes N -independent.
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to obtain otherwise as long as the driving frequency is sufficiently large. Furthermore, during the prethermalization regime in the periodic driving, the system may
exhibit a novel dynamical phase such as discrete time crystals.276
Interestingly, the above conclusions are modified in periodically driven classical
systems. Reference 277 considered locally interacting spin-S systems and took S →
∞, which corresponds to the classical limit of the spin systems. By decomposing
each spin-S spin with 2S numbers of spin-1/2 spins, the author showed that the
exponentially long-time prethermalization holds even for those classical systems
from an inequality similar to (160). On the other hand, Ref. 277 also pointed out that
inequality similar to (161) no longer applies. This is formally due to the emergent
long-range interactions accompanied by the decomposition of the original spins into
spin-1/2 ones. Intuitively, the exponential sensitivity of dynamical trajectories in
classical chaos leads to the breakdown of the approximate dynamics in (161). We
note, however, that the truncated Hamiltonian may approximate original dynamics
as an ensemble of trajectories, instead of each trajectory; for example, we can take
an initial state as a distribution that spreads on the classical phase space, not a
single point. This possibility was investigated in Refs. 278, 279, 280, where novel
classical prethermal phases of matter were discovered.
We have discussed prethermalization caused by the high-frequency driving
above. On the other hand, it is recently discovered that driving with high amplitude (not necessarily high-frequency) can also lead to non-thermal behavior of
the system.281,282 While the generality of this phenomenon was discussed in terms
of the emergent conservation law, rigorous bounds on non-thermal behavior as in
(160) and (161) are not known. It would be interesting to uncover such constraints
for high-amplitude driving since this type of driving may open another route to
stabilize non-equilibrium phase of matter.

6.3. Constrained dynamics
It is widely believed on the basis of Fermi’s golden rule that energy mismatch in
isolated quantum systems prohibits coherent transitions. A well-known example of
this statement is the Rydberg blockade, which forbids multiple Rydberg excitations
due to the large energy detuning arising from strong dipole-dipole interactions.
The prototypical model of quantum many-body scars — the PXP model,107 motivated by a recent Rydberg-atom-array experiment,283 explicitly exploits such an
approximation. As indicated by the name, the Hamiltonian simply takes the form
of Ĥ = P̂ X̂ P̂ , where X̂ is the (global) Rabi coupling between the ground states
and Rydberg states, and P̂ is the projector onto the constrained many-body Hilbert
space without adjacent Rydberg excitations. In the following, we generally formalize the problem based on such kinds of projection approximations and review the
related error bounds.
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6.3.1. Setup and main result
Let us consider a Hamiltonian Ĥ = Ĥ0 + V̂ , where Ĥ0 admits an energy band H0
with corresponding spectrum `0 separated from the remaining by gap ∆0 , and V̂ is
more like a perturbation with small kV̂ k (or µ in Eq. (88) in a many-body setting)
compared to ∆0 . Denoting the projector onto H0 as P̂0 , one may naturally expect
that the constrained dynamics e−iP̂0 Ĥ P̂0 t within H0 well approximates the actual
dynamics e−iĤt , provided that the initial state lies in H0 and ∆0 is large enough.
To quantity the precision of such a constrained-dynamics approximation, Gong et
al. studied the following observable-based error similar to Eq. (155):284,285
 = kP̂0 (eiĤt Ôe−iĤt − eiP̂0 Ĥ P̂0 t Ôe−iP̂0 Ĥ P̂0 t )P̂0 k.

(163)

Here the additional projectors outside the operator difference arise from the further
assumption that the initial state lies within H0 . As expected, there is indeed a
rigorous bound which is suppressed by ∆0 and vanishes in the infinite gap limit
∆0 → ∞:285
Theorem 6. (Universal error bound for constrained dynamics) For the setup stated
above and with ∆0 > 2kV̂ k, the error in Eq. (163) for any normalized observable
with kÔk = 1 is always upper bounded by
!
(x − 1)ex + 1
2kV̂ k
4kV̂ k
+ 2f
kV̂ kt, f (x) =
.
(164)
≤
x
∆0 − 2kV̂ k
∆0 − 2kV̂ k
Noting that f (x) ' x/2 for small x, we have the following simple asymptotic bound
for large gaps:
.

4kV̂ k 2kV̂ k2
+
t.
∆0
∆0

(165)

The intercept 4kV̂ k/∆0 and slope 2kV̂ k2 /∆0 in the above turn out to be tight and
can be saturated (separately) in very simple models.284 It is also worth mentioning
that even without assuming ∆0 > 2kV̂ k, we still have a time-linear bound like
Eq. (164) with the slope replaced by 2(e2kV̂ k/∆0 − 1)kV̂ k.u
Without going into the details of the derivation, which will be briefly mentioned
in the next subsection, let us give some intuitions into the form of the asymptotic
bound (165). The order of the intercept can be understood from the standard perturbation theory.286 Note that any initial state |ψ0 i ∈ H0 can be expanded in the
energy basis {|ϕn i}n (of Ĥ) by a dominant component within the perturbed energy
band and those outside. In the simplest case with dim H0 = 1, the coefficients of
these components take the form hϕn |V̂ |ψ0 i/(En − E0 ) (Ĥ|ϕn i = En |ϕn i and |ϕ0 i is
u This

bound leads to a similar asymptotic bound like Eq. (165) but with the slope doubled. On
the other hand, this bound is tighter than Eq. (164) if kV k > y ∗ ∆0 , where y ∗ = 0.1887... is the
solution to e2y = f (2y/(1 − 2y)).
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the eigenvector adiabatically connected to |ψ0 i) and are thus of order O(kV̂ k/∆0 ).
These coefficients will rapidly oscillate with frequency of O(∆0 ), leading to an initial
rapid growth of error that constitutes the intercept. As for the slope, the order can
be understood from the effective Hamiltonian determined by Green’s function.287
In the frequency domain, the discrepancy between the actual and the constrained
dynamics arises clearly from the self-energy Σ̂(ω) = P̂0 V̂ Q̂0 (ω − Q̂0 Ĥ Q̂0 )−1 Q̂0 V̂ P̂0
(Q̂0 = 1 − P̂0 is the complement projector), which accounts for the transient leave
from and reentrance into the energy band and is of order O(kV̂ k2 /∆0 ) for ω ∈ `0 .
On the other hand, we would like to emphasize that the explicit factors (i.e., 4 and
2) in Eq. (165) are far from trivial — even their finiteness cannot be deduced from
the above argument.

6.3.2. Derivation and generalization
Despite the universality of Thm. 6, the bound becomes meaningless for many-body
systems, where V̂ is typically a sum of local terms and thus kV̂ k diverges in the
thermodynamic limit. This result is somehow reasonable since for highly local observables it is likely that the error immediately blows up. On the other hand, for
short-range Hamiltonians and local observables, the numbers of relevant terms in
V̂ should grow polynomially according to the light-cone picture. It is thus natural
to expect that, even in the thermodynamic limit, the error (163) is still suppressed
by ∆0 and grows no faster than polynomially in time.
To make the above argument explicit, we have to dive a bit into the derivation of Thm. 6 (precisely speaking, the asymptotically looser version without
requiring ∆0 > 2kV̂ k), which relies heavily on the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation (SWT).288,289 The latter refers to a series of unitary transformations that
gradually block-diagonalize Ĥ = Ĥ0 + V̂ with respect to H0 and the complement. In its lowest-order version, the transformation is given by Ŝ = eT̂ with
the anti-Hermitian generator T̂ determined by the [Ĥ0 , T̂ ] = P̂0 V̂ Q̂0 + Q̂0 V̂ P̂0
and T̂ = P̂0 T̂ Q̂0 + Q̂0 T̂ P̂0 . Each off-block-diagonal component in T̂ thus follows
a Sylvester equation (i.e., a matrix equation of X in the form AX + XB = C),
which in turn implies kT̂ k ≤ kV̂ k/∆0 .164 Moreover, the transformed Hamiltonian
reads Ĥ10 ≡ Ŝ Ĥ Ŝ † = Ĥ1 + V̂ 0 (Ĥ1 = P̂0 Ĥ P̂0 + Q̂0 Ĥ Q̂0 ), where the norm of V̂ 0 can
be asymptotically upper bounded by 2kV̂ k2 /∆0 . Using the SWT, we can rewrite
the error (163) into

 = kP̂0 [ŜH1 (t)† L̂(t)Ŝ ÔŜ † L̂(t)† ŜH1 (t) − Ô]P̂0 k,
−iĤ1 t

iĤ1 t

(166)

T̂ e
where ŜH1 (t) = eT̂H1 (t) = ee
is the SWT in the rotating frame with
−iĤ1 t iĤ10 t
respect to Ĥ1 and L̂(t) = e
e
is a Loschmidt-echo operator.290 Applying
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space

kV̂ k? 1

kV̂ k? 1
O(1)

SWT

Loschmidt echo

SWT† O(kV̂ k? t)

time

t

(17)

Fig. 11. Schematic illustration of the error production in constrained many-body systems from
three steps — initial SWT, Loschmidt echo, and final SWT. The total error can be estimated to
be the total spacetime volume in color multiplied by kV̂ k2? /∆0 . Note that the space arrow only
shows one of d directions, so the total spacetime volume is of O(kV̂ kd? td+1 ).

the general relation k[Û1 Û2 ...Ûn , Ô]k ≤

Pn

m=1

k[Ûm , Ô]k to Eq. (166), we obtain

 ≤ k[Ŝ, Ô]k + k[L̂(t), Ô]k + k[ŜH1 (t), Ô]k
Z t
≤ k[T̂ , Ô]k +
dt0 k[V̂H0 1 (t0 ), Ô]k + k[T̂H1 (t), Ô]k.

(167)

0

This decomposition implies heuristically that the error production consists of three
steps — initial SWT, middle Loschmidt echo, and final SWT in the rotating frame.
Further using the simple inequality k[A, B]k ≤ 2kAkkBk, we can upper bound the
first and third terms by 2kT̂ kkÔk ≤ 2kV̂ k/∆0 (recalling that kÔk = 1), and the
second by 2kV̂1 kkÔkt . 4kV̂ k2 t/∆0 , leading to the desired result.
When it comes to many-body systems and local observables, we can still upper
bound the error by Eq. (167), but should proceed more carefully by making full use
of the locality. At least for a frustration-free, commuting and finite-range Ĥ0 with
(local) gap ∆0 and finite-range V̂ , we can perform a many-body SWT such that
T̂ is a sum of local terms (i.e., strictly finite-ranged) and V̂ 0 is short-ranged (i.e.,
with exponentially decaying tails),289,291 allowing a well-defined local interaction
strength as given in Eq. (88). Moreover, denoting the κ = 0 version as kĤk? ≡
P
maxx∈Λ A3x kĥA k, we can upper bound kT̂ k? and kV̂ 0 k? by some O(kV̂ k? /∆0 )
and O(kV̂ k2? /∆0 ) quantities, respectively. These results are well-analogous to the
previous ones and the only difference is that all the interaction strengths are defined
locally. For a normalized local observable ÔX supported on X with |X| ∼ O(1), we
can bound the first term in Eq. (167) by 4
!
XX
kV̂ k?
.
(168)
k[T̂ , ÔX ]k ≤
k[T̂A , ÔX ]k ≤ 2|X|kT̂ k? . O
∆0
x∈X A3x

Regarding the second term in Eq. (167), we can recast the time-dependence into
ÔX and exploit the fact that the volume of its effective support grows no faster
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than td in d dimensions as limited by the Lieb-Robinson bound, obtaining
!
Z t
Z t
kV̂ k?
H1 0
0
0
0
0
0
d+1
dt k[V̂H1 (t ), ÔX ]k =
dt k[V̂ , ÔX (t )]k . O
(kV̂ k? t)
.
∆0
0
0

(169)

H1
Here ÔX
(t) = eiĤ1 t ÔX e−iĤ1 t and the Lieb-Robinson velocity of Ĥ1 has been estimated as O(kV̂ k? ) (cf. Thm. 2 in Sec. 4.1.2) since Ĥ0 is commuting and thus almost
does not contribute to operator spreading. Similarly, we can upper bound the third
term in Eq. (167) by
!
kV̂ k?
H1
d
(kV̂ k? t) .
k[T̂H1 (t), ÔX ]k = k[T̂ , ÔX (t)]k . O
(170)
∆0

Overall, we know that there exists a polynomial p(x) with O(1) coefficients and
degree d + 1 such that
.

kV̂ k?
p(kV̂ k? t).
∆0

(171)

The above error-estimation procedure is schematically illustrated in Fig. 11. Note
that Eq. (165) is included in the above result (171) as a special case in d = 0D.
It is worthwhile to mention that the td+1 scaling, which is closely related
to the light-cone picture, may emerge in other situations concerning short-range
interacting many-body systems such as the adiabatic theorem292 and Floquet
prethermalization.272 In fact, our setup shares some similarity with the latter if
we go into the rotating frame with respect to Ĥ0 . Indeed, as mentioned in Ref. 272
if e−iĤ0 T = 1 for some T ∈ R+ , then the Floquet analysis applies to such timeindependent systems. On the other hand, our result does not rely on this condition.
Finally, we mention that both error bounds (ours and that in Ref. 272) have found
applications to analyze the reliability of the quantum simulations of lattice gauge
theory,293,294,295,296 where some gauge-protection terms with large energy gaps are
used to suppress gauge-symmetry-breaking errors.
7. Miscellaneous topics
No need to say, there are still many interesting bounds concerning nonequilibrium
quantum dynamics that cannot be well categorized into the previous sections. Here
we pick up a few examples that are of particular recent interests, including the
no-go theorem for quantum time crystals, bound on chaos, and bounds related to
quantum (as well as classical stochastic) thermodynamics.
7.1. Absence of quantum time crystals
Rigorous bounds on time-evolving systems also provide a no-go theorem concerning the existence of a dynamical phase of matter. One of the most important
examples is the absence of continuous-time crystals for an equilibrium state. A
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time crystal was originally proposed by Wilczek297 as a dynamical many-body
phase that spontaneously breaks continuous time-translation symmetry, which is
analogous to the standard crystal with spontaneously broken continuous spacetranslation symmetry. Although the idea of spontaneous breaking of the continuous
time-translation symmetry seems appealing, Watanabe and Oshikawa298 rigorously
showed that this cannot happen for the ground state in an isolated system. Their
strategy is to characterize the time crystal with the presence of the long-range order
in temporal direction. The long-range order for the ordinary crystal is defined by
limV →∞ hφ̂(x)φ̂(x0 )i0 = f (x − x0 ) for sufficiently large |x − x0 |, where V is the size of
the system, φ̂(x) denotes the local order parameter at position x, h· · ·i0 ≡ h0| · · · |0i
denotes the expectation value with respect to the ground state, and f is some nontrivial periodic function. Likewise, the long-range order for the time crystal can be
defined by limV →∞ hφ̂(x, t)φ̂(x0 , 0)i0 = g(t) for sufficiently large t and
R with another
periodic function g(t).v Defining a global order parameter Φ(t) = dd xφ̂(x, t), we
can rewrite this condition as
hΦ̂(t)Φ̂(0)i0
= g(t).
V →∞
V2
lim

(172)

Now, following Ref. 298, we show that the right-hand side in Eq. (172) should be
time-independent for short-ranged interacting systems, indicating the absence of
time crystals. To see this, we first note that
| hΦ̂(t)Φ̂(0)i0 − hΦ̂(0)Φ̂(0)i0 |

=| hΦ̂(0)e−i(Ĥ−E0 )t Φ̂(0)i0 − hΦ̂(0)Φ̂(0)i0 |
Z t
≤
ds| hΦ̂(0)(Ĥ − E0 )e−i(Ĥ−E0 )t Φ̂(0)i0 |
0
Z t
=
ds| hΦ̂(0)(Ĥ − E0 )1/2 e−i(Ĥ−E0 )t (Ĥ − E0 )1/2 Φ̂(0)i0 |

(173)

0

≤t| hΦ̂(0)(Ĥ − E0 )Φ̂(0)i0 | =
t
≤ ||[Φ̂(0), [Ĥ, Φ̂(0)]]||.
2

t
| h[Φ̂(0), [Ĥ, Φ̂(0)]]i0 |
2

For short-ranged interacting systems, ||[Φ̂(0), [Ĥ, Φ̂(0)]]|| is at most O(V 1 ) and
hΦ̂(t)Φ̂(0)i

hΦ̂(0)Φ̂(0)i

0
0
= limV →∞
for t = O(V 0 ), which is independent
thus limV →∞
V2
V2
of time. Note that the discussion is easily generalized to systems with power-law
decaying interactions.

v Two

remarks are in order. First, we can consider the periodicity of g along the space direction,
which defines the so-called space-time crystal. The absence of the space-time crystal can similarly
be shown. Second, when we consider an equal-space correlation function hφ̂(x, t)φ̂(x, 0)i0 , it can
exhibit time-periodic oscillation in, e.g., a set of noninteracting oscillators. However, this example
is trivial and should be ruled out from the definition of time-crystalline order that would coexist
with many-body interactions.
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Absence of time crystals has been shown also for finite-temperature Gibbs states
(h· · ·i0 is replaced with h· · ·iβ = Tr[e−β Ĥ · · · ]/Z). While the original derivation298
contains some technical problems,299 the complete derivation was carried out by
Ref. 300 using the Lieb-Robinson bound. In addition, Ref. 301 showed that the
time-crystalline long-range order is absent for general states with correlation decay.
Although the no-go theorem discussed above prohibits the spontaneous symmetry breaking of continuous-time-translation symmetry for closed equilibrium,
several ways are proposed to realize time crystals by evading this theorem (see,
e.g., Refs. 299, 302, 303 for comprehensive reviews). First, time crystals can exist out of equilibrium: even when we drive the system with a period T , the system can respond with a different period nT (n = 2, 3, · · · ), which can be regarded as a spontaneous symmetry breaking of discrete-time-translation symmetry. Such “discrete (Floquet) time crystals” have attracted great attention, both
theoretically304,305 and experimentally.306,172,307,308,309 Note that discrete time
crystals can exist for infinitely long times only (in the thermodynamic limit and)
in the presence of certain mechanisms to prohibit heating from external driving,
such as many-body localization304,305 or dissipation310,311 ; otherwise, the time crystals appear at the prethermal regime.276 Second, even when we consider timeindependent systems without external driving, time-crystalline behavior can appear
under dissipation.312,313,314 Third, if we allow non-local many-body interactions for
the Hamiltonian, the no-go theorem no longer applies, and the long-range order can
emerge even for isolated equilibrium.315
7.2. Bound on chaos
7.2.1. Out-of-time-order correlator
As discussed in the previous section, given two operators Â and B̂, their differenttime commutator i[Â(t), B̂] can characterize how information of perturbation Â
propagates and affects B̂ through the time evolution. For a given state ρ̂, such
information propagation is measured by the following correlator316,317,318,319 :
C(t) = h|[Â(t), B̂]|2 i = D(t) + I(t) − 2Re[F (t)],

(174)

where h· · ·i = Tr[ρ̂ · · · ], D(t) = hB̂ † Â(t)† Â(t)B̂i, I(t) = hÂ(t)† B̂ † B̂ Â(t)i, and
F (t) = hÂ(t)† B̂ † Â(t)B̂i. These commutators can be distinct from the conventional
ones in that we need a time-reversal protocol to measure them. For example, F (t)
is evaluated at time 0, t, 0, and again t. Thus, this correlator (as well as C(t)) is
called the out-of-time-ordered correlator (OTOC). We note that, while D(t) is the
standard time-ordered correlator, I(t) is, in general, the OTOC, but becomes timeordered when ρ̂ and
commute.
√ There
√ are√universal
√ relations
√
√between√C, D, I,
√ Ĥ √
and F√
, such as | C − D| ≤ I, | D − I| ≤ C, | I − C| ≤ D, and
|F | ≤ ID.320
The OTOC is related to not only information propagation but also quantum
chaos. To see this, let us consider a quantum system that has a well-defined semi-
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classical limit on the phase space parametrized by two canonical variables, i.e.,
position q and momentum p. By taking Â = q̂ and B̂ = p̂, which satisfy [q̂, p̂] = i~
(where we explicitly write ~), we can evaluate C(t) in the semiclassical limit as
(using the truncated Wigner approximation, which is reviewed in Ref. 321)
*
2 +
∂qt
2
2
2
C(t) → ~ {qt , p} Poisson = ~
,
(175)
∂q
∂B
∂A ∂B
where {A, B}Poisson = ∂A
∂q ∂p − ∂p ∂q is the Poisson braket and h· · ·i denotes the
average over the Wigner function for ρ̂. Here, (qt , pt ) is a phase-space point at
time t, which is obtained by solving Hamilton’s classical equations from the initial
point (q, p). For the case where Hamilton’s equation generates a chaotic dynamics,
we expect that the initial deviation of the phase-space point grows exponentially.
λL t
t
This leads to ∂q
with a positive Lyapunov exponent λL > 0 after certain
∂q ∼ e
316
times. We thus conclude that C(t) exponentially grows with the chaotic Lyapunov
exponent and some positive constant a as

C(t) ∼ a~2 e2λL t

(176)

until the so-called Ehrenfest time t∗ , at which the semiclassical approximation
breaks down. The Ehrenfest time is estimated from the timescale where the Wigner
316
function starts to interfere with itself, t∗ ∼ −λ−1
(S0 is the characL log(S0 /~)
teristic action of the system). The exponential increase of C(t) has been found in
many quantum systems with semiclassical limits.320,322,323,324,325,326 Note, however, that the exponential increase may not always be attributed to classical
chaos.322,327,328,329 We also note that the exponential growth of C(t) comes from
the exponential behavior of either F (t) or I(t), which depends on the initial state.320
7.2.2. Maldacena-Shenker-Stanford bound
In the last decade, it turns out that the OTOC can exhibit exponential growth even
for many-body systems without a well-defined semiclassical limit, i.e.,
C(t) ∼ aeλt

(177)

with λ > 0 for certain timescales t . t∗ , where t∗ is called the scrambling time.330,331
Because of the analogy with Eq. (176), systems satisfying Eq. (177) are called quantum many-body chaotic systems.w Moreover, Maldacena, Shanker, and Stanford330
conjectured that there exists a universal upper bound on the exponent λ for a
thermal state with temperature β −1 . Technically, they introduced the following
regularized OTOC (assuming that Â and B̂ are Hermitian operators)
√
√
(178)
Creg (t) = −Tr[ ρβ [Â(t), B̂] ρβ [Â(t), B̂]],
w Note

that there are many different definitions for quantum many-body chaos. For example, in
Ref. 247, a system is said to show quantum chaos when F (t) decays to zero without any assumption
on exponential behavior. In this case, the behavior in Eq. (177) is called strong chaos.
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with ρ̂β = e−β Ĥ /Z, which is assumed to grow exponentially as in Eq. (176). Then,
using techniques from complex analysis, they showed
λ≤

2π
β~

(179)

under some physical assumptions (e.g., rapid factorizaton of D(t) into hÂ2 iβ hB̂ 2 iβ ).
Note that a different derivation of (179) is performed by Ref. 332, which introduced
a one-parameter family of the regularized OTOC (which includes Eq. (178) as a
special case) and showed that, if all of those regularized OTOCs exhibit exponential
growth, the rate of the growth is independent of the regularization and bounded by
2π
β~ .
The inequality (179), called a bound on chaos or the Maldacena-ShenkerStanford bound, sets a fundamental limit on the rate for information scrambling in quantum systems. Notably, the upper bound of (179) is achieved for,
e.g., the strong-coupling and low-temperature limit of the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev
model,318,333,334,335,336,337 which describes N Majorana fermions with random fourbody interactions. Note that Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev model has recently been studied
extensively as a solvable model for strange metals,338 where no quasi-particles exist
and the resistivity is proportional to the temperature unlike ordinary Fermi liquids
(which follow a square law).
7.2.3. Absence of fast scrambling due to locality
The dynamical behaviors of OTOC have also been actively studied in condensed
matter systems, which typically exhibit certain kind of locality. For short-range
interacting systems, to which the conventional Lieb-Robinson bound (85) applies,
one can readily upper bound the OTOC (174) for two local operators by
C(t) ≤ c2 min{e−2κ(r−vt) , 1},

(180)

where c = 2kÂkkB̂k min{|supp[Â]|, |supp[B̂]|} (supp[Â]: support of Â), r =
dist(supp[Â], supp[B̂]) and the Hölder inequality Tr[ρ̂Ô] ≤ kρ̂k1 kÔk has been used.
This result indicates a linearly long (in terms of system size) time for quantum
information to spread over the whole system, thus ruling out the possibility of
fast scrambling with a logarithmically long scrambling time, just like the SachdevYe-Kitaev model. It is worth mentioning that even if Â and B̂ are sums of local
operators such that the density of OTOC can grow unboundedly in the thermodynamic limit, the growth is no faster than polynomially in time, and the degree is at
most 3d in d dimensions.339 This result can be shown by assuming the clustering
condition for ρ̂ and using the Lieb-Robinson bound (85).
A natural question then arises: would fast scrambling be possible for long-range
interacting systems? Having in mind the optimality of logarithmic light cones for
α ∈ (d, 2d), one may conjecture that fast scrambling occurs for α < 2d. Surprisingly,
this turns out to be not the case — it is very recently shown by Kuwahara and Saito
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that fast scrambling is forbidden for any thermodynamically stable systems with
α > d.340 Here the crucial point is that the one may directly bound the OTOC
based on the Frobenius norm instead of applying the Hölder inequality to relate it
to the operator norm. Such a Frobenius-version of Lieb-Robinson bound reads
kÂ(t) − Â[r] (t)kF ≤ c
where r0 = diam(supp[Â]), kÔkF ≡

tα−

d−1
2

(r + r0 )

rα−

d+1
2

d−1
2

,

(181)

q
Tr[Ô† Ô]/TrÎ with Î being the global identity

and the definition of Â[r] (t) follows that in Eq. (90) (i.e., obtained from Â(t) by
truncating the components away from supp[Â] by distance ≥ r). Accordingly, for
the infinite temperature OTOC we have the bound

2α−d+1
t
C(t) ≤ 4kB̂k2 kÂ(t) − Â[r] (t)k2F ≤ c0
,
(182)
2(α−d)
r 2α−d+1
where c0 is a constant depending on r0 , r = dist(supp[Â], supp[B̂]) and the inequality
kÔ1 Ô2 kF ≤ kÔ1 kkÔ2 kF x has been used. Therefore, whenever α > d, the scrambling
time would be sublinear in terms of the system size.
7.3. Bounds in quantum thermodynamics
Quantum thermodynamics is an emergent field that aims at extending the conventional thermodynamics to the quantum regime, where unique quantum effects like
coherence and entanglement play crucial roles. Here we just pick up a few notable
bounds in this comprehensive field. Readers with special interest may refer to the
topical review Ref. 341 and the references therein.
7.3.1. Unitary work extraction
The arguably simplest setting in quantum thermodynamics is work extraction by
unitary operations.342 Consider a closed quantum system, usually referred to as
quantum battery in this context,343 described by Hamiltonian Ĥ and initialized in
state ρ̂. For simplicity, we assume a finite Hilbert-space dimension n so that the
Pn−1
Hamiltonian can be diagonalized as Ĥ = m=0 Em |mihm| with 0 = E0 ≤ E1 ≤
... ≤ En−1 . After applying a unitary transformation Û , the extracted work reads
W = Tr[Ĥ(ρ̂ − Û ρ̂Û † )].

(183)

Given ρ̂ and Ĥ, there exists a maximal extractable work Wmax ≡
maxÛ Tr[Ĥ(ρ̂ − Û ρ̂Û † )], which is sometimes called ergotropy. We call ρ̂ passive
if Wmax = 0, and the sufficient and necessary condition for the passivity turns
Pn−1
out to be ρ̂ =
m=0 pm |mihm| (i.e., diagonal under the energy basis) with
can be derived by choosing Ô = Ô1† Ô1 and ρ̂ = Ô2 Ô2† in the Hölder inequality below
Eq. (180) followed by taking the root.

x This
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p1 ≥ p2 ≥ ... ≥ pn . Interestingly, if ρ̂ is completely passive, in the sense that
ρ̂⊗N is passive with respect to Ĥ ⊕K N ∀N ∈ Z+ , where “⊕K ” is the Kronecker sum
defined as ÔX ⊕K ÔY ≡ ÔX ⊗ 1̂Y + 1̂X ⊗ ÔY , then the only possibility is thermal
states, i.e., τ̂β = e−β Ĥ /Z with Z = Tr[e−β Ĥ ] for some β ≥ 0.344,345 Moreover,
for an ensemble of passive but not completely passive states, it is always possible
to perform an operation that achieves maximal work extraction but generates no
entanglement.346 While we will not go into further detail, It is worth mentioning
that the notion of passivity has been generalized to partially accessible systems and
quantum channels.347,348 Another generalization achieved recently is to unitary operations restricted by continuous symmetries.349 In this case, the completely passive
states turn out to be the generalized Gibbs ensembles involving the corresponding
conserved charges, which may not commute with each other.350
Things become more nontrivial if we consider the work extraction from correlated quantum states rather than a direct product of N copies. To make correlation
the only resource for work extraction, Perarnau-Llobet et al. studied the so-called
locally thermal states.351 As the name indicates, denoting a locally thermal states
as ρ̂LT , we have Trᾱ ρ̂LT = τ̂β (defined below Eq. (183)) for any α = 1, 2, ..., N
and some β ≥ 0. Note that a locally thermal state could even be pure, such as
Pn−1
ρ̂LT = |ΨLT ihΨLT | with |ΨLT i = Z −1/2 m=0 e−βEm /2 |mi⊗N . In this case, one can
achieve the maximal work extraction WN = N Eβ with Eβ ≡ Tr[τ̂β Ĥ]. On the other
hand, if we fix the entropy of ρ̂LT to be N s, then the extractable work can be upper
bounded by
WN ≤ N (Eβ − Eβ 0 ),

(184)

where β 0 is determined from s = S(τ̂β 0 ) with S(ρ̂) = −Tr[ρ̂ log ρ̂] being the von
Neumann entropy. This bound simply arises from the fact that the thermal state
minimizes the energy for a fixed entropy. What is nontrivial is that this bound is
tight, in the sense that there always exits some ρ̂LT that can be unitarily transformed
into τ̂β⊗N
. Another remarkable observation in Ref. 351 is that the trivial bound
0
WN /N ≤ Eβ is asymptotically (in the limit of N → ∞) saturated by a separable
Pn−1
locally thermal state ρ̂LT = Z −1 m=0 e−βEm (|mihm|)⊗N , implying that, at least
for the current setup, quantum entanglement does not seem to have a significant
advantage in extracting more work.
7.3.2. Second law and Maxwell’s demon
In a general situation, the system of interest is not closed but coupled to one or
several heat baths, with which the energy exchange should be identified as heat.
To be compatible with the first law, we only have to define work as the difference
between system energy change and heat. In the weak coupling regime, this also
implies that the total energy change of the system and heat baths should be identified as work.352 What remains less clear is the second law, the undoubtedly most
important bound in thermodynamics. While there are several different formalisms
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to derive the second law microscopically,353 such as the resource theory,354,355,356
we would like to introduce the arguably most comprehensible one by focusing on
the case of a single heat bath.
Consider a system S described by a parameterized Hamiltonian ĤS (λ) coupled
to a heat bath B described by ĤB via a weak, time-dependent interaction ĤSB (t).
Here λ is an external work parameter that can be controlled to vary in time. For
a protocol λt (t ∈ [0, τ ]), the entire system evolves under Ĥ(t) = ĤS (λt ) + ĤB +
ĤSB (t), where the system-bath interaction is assumed to be turned off initially and
finally, i.e., ĤSB (0) = ĤSB (τ ) = 0. Suppose that the initial state is at thermal
equilibrium with inverse temperature β:
ρ̂0 = τ̂β (λ0 ),

τ̂β (λ) ≡

e−β ĤB
e−β ĤS (λ)
⊗
,
ZS (λ)
ZB

(185)

where ZS (λ) = Tr[e−β ĤS (λ) ] and RZB = Tr[e−β ĤB ]. Denoting the final entire state
τ
←
−
as ρ̂τ = Ûτ ρ̂0 Ûτ† with Ûτ = T e−i 0 dtĤ(t) , we have
S(ρ̂0 ) = S(ρ̂τ ) ≤ −Tr[ρ̂τ log τ̂β (λτ )],

(186)

where the rightmost bound arises simply from the non-negativity of the (quantum)
Kullback-Leibler divergence. Since the total energy change of the system and bath
should be identified as work, the above relation (186) implies
W ≤ −∆FS = β −1 log

ZS (λτ )
.
ZS (λ0 )

(187)

This result is nothing but the second law for isothermal processes – the extracted
work cannot exceed the free-energy reduction. It is worth mentioning that Eq. (187)
can be derived from the quantum Jarzynski equality357,358,359
he−βw i = e−β∆FS

(188)

by using the Jensen’s inequality. Here w is the random variable of quantum work,
which is determined from the joint two-point energy measurements on both the
system and the heat bath.352
Since the birth of the second law, it was challenged by Maxwell’s demon, an
imaginary intelligence that can reverse the heat flow by sophisticated microscopic
manipulations.360 Later, the Gedankenexperiment was simplified by Szilard into
the Szilard engine, which is compatible with the isothermal work-extraction setup
discussed above.361 From a modern point of view, Maxwell’s demon can be formalized as measurement and feedback control,362 as first pointed out by Sagawa and
Ueda.363 One can retrieve the second law by noting that measurement and erasing
the results in the memory require additional work cost.364
More concretely, let us consider the same setup as mentioned above. However,
there are two crucial differences: (i) at time t1 , a quantum measurement M specified
by a set of Kraus operators {M̂α }α , is performed on the system; (ii) according to the
measurement outcome α, one may carry out different work protocols λα (t) during
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t ∈ [t1 , τ ]. Despite the large freedom of performing various feedback control, the
extracted work turns out to be always upper bounded by363
W ≤ −∆FS + β −1 I(ρ̂S1 : M),

(189)

where ρ̂S1 is the system state at t1 right before the measurement, and I(ρ̂ : M) is
the so-called QC-mutual information defined as
X
I(ρ̂ : M) ≡ S(ρ̂) −
pα S(ρ̂α ), pα = Tr[M̂α† M̂α ρ̂], ρ̂α = M̂α ρ̂M̂α† /pα , (190)
α

P
P
which differs from the Holevo information χ = S( α pα ρ̂α )− α pα S(ρ̂α ) by the entropy change caused by the measurement backaction. Nevertheless, the QC-mutual
information is also non-negative-definite and turns out to be always upper bounded
P
by H({pα }) = − α pα log pα , the Shannon entropy of the measurement outcome.
Apparently, Eq. (189) implies the possibility of violating Eq. (187). However, by
carefully analyzing the energetics of measurement / information erasure, modeled
as the interaction between the memory and the system / heat bath, one can show
that the total amount of work required for these two processes is always lower
bounded by the QC-mutual information:364
Wmeas + Weras ≥ β −1 I(ρ̂S1 : M).

(191)

he−β(w−∆FS )−iSM i = 1,

(192)

This result refines the famous Landauer’s principle,365 which assumes zero energy
cost for measurement (indeed valid for classical and degenerate memories) and only
concerns the information erasure process.366 We note that there are also some other
microscopically derived bounds on the minimal work cost or entropy production
required for erasing the information encoded in the memory.367,368
Finally, we mention that it is possible to derive the classical version of Eq. (189)
by applying Jensen’s inequality to the generalized Jarzynski equality (also known
as the Sagawa-Ueda equality):369

where iSM is a trajectory-level random variable whose ensemble average gives the
usual mutual information. The quantum generalization was achieved in Ref. 370,
where several different types of iSM were found to validate Eq. (192) and one of
them is consistent with the QC-mutual information (190).
7.3.3. Thermodynamic uncertainty relations
While the history of uncertainty relation in quantum mechanics is almost as long
as that of quantum mechanics, the thermodynamic uncertainty relation (TUR) for
classical stochastic systems,371 which takes a similar form as
Var[j]
hσi ≥ 2,
hji2

(193)

was not discovered until a couple of years ago. Here j is a current observable that
fluctuates at the trajectory level, Var[j] ≡ hj 2 i − hji2 , and hσi is the dimensionless
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(i.e., the usual entropy divided by kB ) entropy production. This relation (193) thus
reflects a trade-off between the indicator of (relative) precision and dissipation,
which generally decreases and grows linearly in time, respectively. Originally found
in some specific biomolecular systems in the long-time limit,372 the TUR (193) has
been generalized to arbitrary continuous Markov processes373 and finite time,377
possibly with non-stationary initial states374 and time-dependent driving.375 It also
finds its applications to nano-scale heat engines, leading to a universal constraint
on the efficiency in terms of relative power fluctuations.376
While there are several ways to derive Eq. (193), one elegant approach is to
appropriately parametrize the Markov process and then exploit the Cramér-Rao
inequality.378,379 A similar approach can be applied to (Markovian) open quantum
systems by exploiting the quantum Cramér-Rao inequality:380
1
Varθ [Θ]
≥
,
(∂θ hΘiθ )2
FQ (θ)

(194)

where θ is a parameter that enters into the equation of motion (Lindblad master
equation), Θ is a random variable that fluctuates over different quantum trajectories, and FQ (θ) is the quantum Fisher information21 for the entire (i.e., system
plus environment) pure state, which is nevertheless calculable in terms of the parameterized master equation.381 In particular, focusing on the classical-like timeindependent dynamics
X
X
√
ρ̂˙ t = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂t ] +
D[L̂mn ]ρ̂t , Ĥ =
En |nihn|, L̂mn = rmn |mihn|, (195)
n

m6=n
†

†

where D[L̂]ρ̂ ≡ L̂ρ̂L̂ − {L̂ L̂, ρ̂}/2 and the transition rates rmn satisfy rmn > 0
∀m 6= n, we can parametrize the jump operators as
s


r
rnm πm
L̂mn (θ) = 1 + θ 1 −
L̂mn ,
(196)
rmn πn
P
with πn ’s determined from the stationary solution ρ̂ss = n πn |nihn|. Then choosing Θ to be an arbitrary current observable j, whose increment associated with
jump L̂mn coincides its decrement associated with the reverse jump L̂nm , we find
that Eq. (194) at stationary and θ = 0 reads
X √
√
1
Var[j]
≥
, X =
( rmn πn − rnm πm )2 .
(197)
2
hji
TX
m6=n

2

According to the inequality (x − y) ≤ (x2 − y 2 ) log(x/y)/2, we know that X ≤
P
rmn πn
1
m6=n (rmn πn − rnm πm ) log rnm πm = Σ/2 with Σ being the entropy-production
4
y
rate. Therefore, Eq. (197) implies the TUR (193). Of course, by choosing other
parametrization and observables, one can obtain many other TUR-like relations for
more general open quantum dynamics.382
y Precisely speaking, to obtain this entropy expression, we have assumed the local detailed balance
condition and that the system is coupling to a single bath with a fixed temperature.
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Finally, we would like to mention the so-called fluctuation-theorem TUR,383
which takes the form of
Var[j]
2
,
(198)
≥ hσi
hji
e −1

and is thus always looser than Eq. (193). As the name indicates, this relation can
be derived solely from the detailed fluctuation theorem for any joint distributions
of entropy production and current observation j:384
P (σ, j) = eσ P̃ (−σ, −j).

(199)

In fact, starting from Eq. (199), one can obtain a tighter result in which the rhs of
the fluctuation-theorem TUR (198) is replaced by 2/[cosh(2g(hσi/2)) − 1], where
g(x) is the inverse function of x tanh x.385 Note that Eq. (198) applies to both
classical stochastic systems and open quantum systems, provided the validity of
Eq. (199).
8. Conclusions and outlook
We have surveyed various bounds appearing in nonequilibrium dynamics from a
theoretical point of view. Before ending this review, let us summarize our discussions
so far and provide some future directions.
We have started from the introduction of the quantum speed limit in Sec. 2. Since
the original derivation based on the uncertainty relation between time and energy
fluctuation by Mandelstam and Tamm, various types of quantum speed limits have
been obtained from, e.g., the information-theoretical and geometric approaches.
These approaches have been applied to classical and stochastic quantum systems,
which also elucidate the relation between the transition speed and other quantities
like the entropy production rate. While many speed limits are useful for few-body
systems, relevant speed limits for macroscopic systems are recently obtained using,
e.g., the local conservation law of probability.
Inequalities can also provide crucial tools to investigate the foundation of quantum statistical mechanics. As reviewed in Sec. 3, various bounds concerning the
energy spectra of the Hamiltonian have been found to justify equilibration and
thermalization in isolated quantum many-body systems. Although complete understanding is still lacking, timescales of equilibration have been challenged by many
researchers, which leads to the discovery of several constraints about them. We
have also discussed equilibration timescales in dissipative (quantum) systems, particularly focusing on recent works on the discrepancy between the timescale and the
inverse Liouvillian gap.
In Sec. 4, we have discussed one of the most fundamental constraints in quantum
many-body systems, i.e., the Lieb-Robinson bound. After introducing the standard
linear-cone Lieb-Robinson bound in (quasi-)locally interacting systems as well as a
refined one for the free-fermion case, we summarize the modern results on the LiebRobinson bound in long-range interacting systems. In the latter case, there appears
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either linear, sublinear, or logarithmic cone depending on the spatial dimension
d and the decay exponent of the long-range interaction α. We have also explained
how the Lieb-Robinson bound is useful to extract equilibrium properties of quantum
many-body systems, such as the clustering property and the entanglement area law
of the ground state.
The next section, Sec. 5, is devoted to the bounds on the generation of entanglement, a unique quantity in quantum physics. We have discussed general bounds
based on the information-theoretic approach and tighter bounds for many-body
Hamiltonians. We have also given a brief introduction to the recently developed
entanglement-membrane theory and derived the bounds concerning the entanglement velocity in this framework.
In Sec. 6, we have discussed several examples of error bounds for approximated
quantum dynamics, including circuitization of a continuous time evolution, prethermal dynamics in Floquet quantum many-body systems, and the approximated constrained dynamics due to a large energy gap. Finally, in Sec. 7, we have treated
other important topics, i.e., absence of time crystals, bounds on quantum chaos
and scrambling, and bounds in quantum thermodynamics.
Despite recent remarkable progress, our understanding of nonequilibrium physics
is far from complete. Indeed, there are a number of open questions on the topics we
have discussed so far. First of all, several concepts introduced in this review, such
as the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis and the Maldacena-Shanker-Stanford
bound, still remain conjectures. It is a big challenge to rigorously prove these conjectures solely from the principle of quantum mechanics. Similarly, it would be
desirable if microscopic quantum theory could justify the results obtained by the
entanglement membrane theory, which relies on the coarse-grained picture in a phenomenological manner.
Second, while we have explained many bounds, not all of them are necessarily
tight. Some of them require clarifications of the physical situations to achieve the
equality condition. In addition, we may tighten our bounds by taking account of
additional properties of the system of interest (e.g., locality) or even find the condition of optimality of the inequality (as done in Sec. 4). One of the most important
problems is timescale of equilibration in many-body systems (see Sec. 3), where
tight bounds seem still lacking.
Third, it would be of great importance to generalize/extend the established
bounds to different types of systems beyond conventional applicability. One of the
intriguing directions is to extend the bounds to open quantum systems. For example, Secs. 4, 5, and 6 only considered unitary dynamics. While the standard LiebRobinson bound can be generalized to quantum systems described by the GKSL
equation,386 it remains less known whether the recent advancement of the LiebRobinson bound (Sec. 4) and its application (Secs. 5 and 6) can be straightforwardly extended to the dissipative case (see Refs. 132, 387, 388, 389 for some recent
progress). Furthermore, it would be interesting to investigate a more complicated
but realistic dynamics, such as quantum dynamics with non-Markovian dissipation.
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Fourth, it is of course essential to understand how our theoretical bounds are verified in experiments and even applied to predict fundamental limitations of controlling systems in laboratories. For verification of constraints in quantum dynamics, a
promising candidate is artificial quantum systems, e.g., ultracold atomic systems,390
Rydberg atoms,391 trapped ions,392 superconducting qubits,393 and NV centers.394
Since these systems also provide an ideal platform for performing quantum information processing and other quantum tasks (such as quantum sensing395 and
metrology396 ), it is important to understand the cost/limitation of quantum control that may be followed from each bound. We note that such an attempt has
been made in the context of, e.g., shortcuts to adiabaticity397,398 , optimal quantum
control399 , and predictating the limitation of the adiabatic theorem from orthogonality catastrophe400,401 , where the quantum speed limit offers a crucial limitation.
For verification and application of bounds in thermodynamics in small systems, we
notice the advantage of colloidal and biological systems, as well as other nano-scale
devices such as a single-electron box.
Finally, we stress that many of the bounds reviewed in this manuscript were
found in the last decade, indicating that the field would be just an initial stage
of growth. Of course, studies on dynamical constraints can help us discover fundamental principles of nonequilibrium statistical mechanics, which is a traditional
but incomplete subject in physics. On another front, they can cultivate interdisciplinary research areas related to, e.g., condensed matter physics, atomic, molecular,
and optical physics, high-energy physics, classical and quantum information theory,
mathematics, statistics, and even biology and social science. Therefore, universal
bounds will surely offer profound insights into our understanding of nonequilibrium
science and deserve further exploration.
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