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We characterize the conditions under which a multi-time quantum process with a finite temporal
resolution can be approximately described by an equilibrium one. By providing a generalization of
the notion of equilibration on average, where a system remains closed to a fixed equilibrium for most
times, to one which can be operationally assessed at multiple times, we place an upper-bound on
a new observable distinguishability measure comparing a multi-time process with a finite temporal
resolution against a fixed equilibrium one. While the same conditions on single-time equilibration,
such as a large occupation of energy levels in the initial state remain necessary, we obtain genuine
multi-time contributions depending on the temporal resolution of the process and the amount of
disturbance of the observer’s operations on it.

A fundamental question at the core of statistical me-
chanics is that of how equilibrium arises from purely
quantum mechanical laws in closed systems. This phe-
nomenon is generically known as equilibration or ther-
malization, where in the latter case the system relaxes to
a thermal state. The dissipative nature of equilibration,
however, is at odds with the unitary nature of quantum
mechanics. There are three main approaches to resolv-
ing this conundrum: typicality [1–6], which argues that
small subsystems of a composite are in thermal equilib-
rium for almost all pure states of the whole; dynamical
equilibration on average [7–12], which demonstrates that
time-dependent quantities of quantum systems evolve to-
wards fixed values and stay close to them for most times,
even if they eventually deviate greatly from it; and the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis [13–18], which ar-
gues that the expectation values of a ‘physical observ-
able’ at long times are indistinguishable for an isolated
system from a thermal one.

What these approaches have in common, is that they
look at the statistical properties of the state of the sys-
tem at long times; however, finding a system in or close
to an equilibrium state does not necessarily imply all ob-
servable properties of the system have equilibrated. In
particular, when measurements are coarse (i.e. only a
subpart is measured), it may be that temporal correla-
tions due to a sequence of observations may contain sig-
natures indicating whether the system is in equilibrium or
not. The recent studies of out-of-time-order correlation
functions use multi-time statistics to distinguish between
thermalised systems and coherent complex systems [19].
However, it may be that these multi-time statistics also
equilibrate in general; that is, they are most often found
close to some average value.[20]

In this manuscript, we focus on the case of finite tem-
poral resolution for the dynamical equilibration of quan-
tum processes where multiple operations are applied in
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FIG. 1. We characterize the attainability of quantum pro-
cess equilibration, i.e., under what conditions a k-step process
Υ

T time-averaged over each Hamiltonian evolution (G) within
time-windows of width T = (T0, T1, . . . , Tk) remains close to
one dephased (D) with respect to the corresponding Hamilto-
nian at each time step, according to a set of operations {Ai}
on a subsystem S, which can be correlated in time through
an ancillary space Γ and represented by a single tensor Λ. By
definition, equality is attained in the limit of all T→∞.

sequence. We present sufficient conditions for general
multi-time observations to relax close to their equilib-
rium values when the corresponding operations are im-
plemented with an imperfect, or fuzzy, clock (or, equiva-
lently, on a system with uniformly fluctuating energies).
In particular, we place an upper bound on how distin-
guishable the statistics of such observations are from
those made in equilibrium.

We first briefly recapitulate the landmark results of
Refs. [8, 11], in which the attainability of observable equi-
libration on average for a single observation is character-
ized mainly by two factors: the energy eigenstates of the
system having a large overlap with the initial state, and
the scale set by the operator norm of the observable be-
ing measured. Building on the works of Refs. [8, 11], we
first ask, for the case of a single measurement, how differ-
ent is an equilibrium process from an out-of-equilibrium
one, when the available clock is fuzzy. We then generalise
to considering observations over multiple points in time;
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here, temporal correlations become relevant. While the
original conditions for equilibration to occur still hold, we
obtain additional conditions related to the temporal res-
olution of the observations and how much these disturb
the intermediate states. Our results hold for Hamiltonian
dynamics of the total system, while the measurements are
allowed to be general quantum operations that are coarse
and may only act on a sub-part of the whole system.

I. EQUILIBRATION ON AVERAGE

In the past decade, the program of equilibration has
focused on upper bounding fluctuations of observable ex-
pectation values around equilibrium, from which conclu-
sions about equilibration of the state of the system itself
have been drawn [5, 10]. The basic mechanism behind
equilibration is that of dephasing [8, 21], and equilibra-
tion will occur as long as the initial state, following a
perturbation, has an overlap with many energy eigen-
states of the Hamiltonian driving the dynamics. The
only further assumption is that there are not too many
degenerate energy gaps [22], ensuring that the majority
of the system plays a dynamical role [9]. Specifically, ob-
servable equilibration in the sense of Ref. [11] considers
time-independent Hamiltonian dynamics given by a uni-
tary operator U = exp{−iHt}, with results depending
on energetic properties of the Hamiltonian H, such as
the number of distinct energy levels D ≤ d and the max-
imum number of energy gaps N(ε) in an energy window
of width ε > 0.

While the choice of an equilibrium state is arbitrary,
an intuitive candidate is the infinite-time-averaged sub-
system state

ω := lim
T→∞

ρT with X
T

:=
1

T

∫ T

0

X(t) dt (1)

where ρ stands for the initial state of the whole system,
time-averaged over a finite time window of width T . No-
tably, this corresponds to a dephasing of the initial state
with respect to H, i.e. ω = D(ρ) where we define

D(·) :=
∑
n

Pn(·)Pn, (2)

with Pn a projector onto the nth eigenspace of H =∑
nEnPn. In fact, we can similarly describe general

finite-time-averaged evolution by the map

GT (·) :=
∑
n,m

G(T )
nmPn(·)Pm with

G(T )
nm := exp[it(Em − En)]

T

(3)

Whenever it is clear that the averaging window is T , we
will simply denote these by G and Gnm.

In this minimal setting, the authors of Ref. [11] prove
an important result on observable equilibration by show-
ing the closeness between the evolved state ρ(t) and ω.
Specifically, they upper-bound the temporal fluctuations
of the expectation value of a general operator A around
equilibrium within a finite-time window as

| tr[A(ρ(t)− ω)]|2T ≤ ‖A‖
2N(ε)f(εT )

deff(ρ)
, (4)

where f(εT ) = 1 + 8 log2(D)/εT and ‖ · ‖ denotes largest
singular value; crucially, the so-called inverse effective
dimension (or inverse participation ratio) of the initial
state, d−1

eff (ρ) :=
∑
n[tr(Pnρ)]2, quantifies the number of

energy levels contributing significantly to the dynamics
of the initial state ρ.

In general, we have the hierarchy 1 ≤ deff(ρ) ≤ D ≤ d,
and this result implies that equilibration is attained for
large deff. It has been argued, on physical grounds, that
the effective dimension takes a large value in realistic
situations [5, 8], increasing exponentially in the number
of constituents of generic many-body systems [12], and
it has been proven that it takes a large value for local
Hamiltonian systems whenever correlations in the initial
state decay rapidly [23]. The temporal fluctuations of the
expectation values of A around equilibrium constitute
a meaningful quantifier of equilibration: a small vari-
ance relates to the expectation value of A concentrating
around its mean [24].

This behaviour of long-time fluctuations around equi-
librium has been studied both analytically and numer-
ically in various physical models [25–29], as well as for
the more restrictive case of thermalization [17, 30–32].
Similarly, related questions such as an absence of equi-
libration [33–36], or the robustness of equilibration and
further relaxation after a perturbation have been inves-
tigated [22, 23, 37–39]. Here, we take a related approach
towards investigating the behaviour of quantum quantum
process when the interrogations are fuzzy in time. Doing
so gives focus on an operationally meaningful scenario
where we show that observations that have a finite tem-
poral resolution make it hard to tell an out-of-equilibrium
process from one that is in equilibrium.

II. EQUILIBRATION DUE TO FINITE
TEMPORAL RESOLUTION

Motivated by the above result, we consider the op-
erationally relevant implications of limited resolution
in time. Firstly, we focus on the dynamics of a dS-
dimensional subpart S of a dEdS-dimensional system SE,
and we refer to subsystem equilibration as the relax-
ation of S towards some steady state, while the whole SE
evolves unitarily with a general time-independent Hamil-
tonianH; our results can then naturally reduce to closed-
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system equilibration if coarse operations on the whole SE
are considered. We then ask how different an evolving
quantum state appears from equilibrium when measured
at a time that can vary in each realisation, being ran-
domly drawn from some distribution that quantifies the
fuzziness associated with finite temporal resolution.

Specifically, by a finite-temporal resolution observation
we mean an observable A (either on subsystem S or act-
ing coarsely on SE) measured after a time t > 0 sampled
from a probability distribution with density function PT ,
i.e. which is such that

∫∞
0

dtPT (t) = 1. Here the pa-
rameter T represents the uncertainty or fuzziness of the
distribution; for example, it could be associated with the
variance of the distribution. With this definition, we may
generalize the time-average over a time-window T by

X
PT

:=

∫ ∞
0

dtPT (t)X. (5)

In particular, we require that the distributions PT are
such that the finite-time averaging map gives the dephas-
ing map in the infinite-time limit, limT→∞ G = D, or
equivalently, such that limT→∞Gnm = δnm; this also
renders the equilibrium state ω = limT→∞ ρ(t)

T
to be

independent of the particular choice of distribution.

The average distinguishability by means of an ob-
servable A between the equilibrium and non-equilibrium
cases can be quantified as | tr[A(ρPT −ω)]|. This can be
upper-bounded by∣∣∣〈A〉ρPT−ω

∣∣∣ ≤ S ‖A‖‖ρ− ω‖2, (6)

where 〈X〉σ := tr[Xσ] and S := maxn 6=m |Gnm|. Here
‖σ‖2 =

√
tr(σσ†) and ‖ρ − ω‖22 ≤ 1 − (dEdS)−1 is the

difference in purity of the full state ρ with respect to that
of the equilibrium ω.

Proof. Given that
∣∣∣〈A〉ρPT−ω

∣∣∣ = | tr[A(G − D)(ρ)]| and
tr[Xσ] ≤ ‖X‖‖σ‖2, Eq. (6) follows because

‖(G − D) (ρ)‖22 = tr

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
n 6=m

GnmPnρPm

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∑
n 6=m
n′ 6=m′

GnmGm′n′ tr [PnρPmPm′ρPn′ ]

=
∑
n6=m
|Gnm|2 tr [PnρPmρ]

≤max
n 6=m

|Gnm|2
∑
n 6=m

tr[PnρPmρ]

= max
n 6=m

|Gnm|2 tr(ρ2 − ω2)

=‖ρ− ω‖22 max
n 6=m

|Gnm|2, (7)

where we used tr(ρ2−ω2) = ‖ρ−ω‖22, as tr(ρω) = tr(ω2).

In general ‖ω‖22 ≤ d−1
eff (ρ), with equality both for pure ρ

or when the Hamiltonian is non-degenerate; both quan-
tities relate to how spread the initial state ρ is in the
energy eigenbasis.

In particular, when the fuzziness T corresponds to that
of the uniform distribution over an interval [0, T ], the
probability density function is PT = T−1, as in the re-
sults of Ref. [11] outlined above, and we get |Gnm| =
|sin(TEnm)/TEnm| with Enm := (En−Em)/2. The bound
in Eq. (6) then tells us that the evolved state ρ(t) will
differ from the equilibrium ω when measured at a given
time with a temporal-resolution T at most with propor-
tion |TEnm|−1 for the smallest energy gap Enm, with a
scale set by the size of the observable A and how different
the initial state ρ is from the equilibrium ω.

One, however, might not stop at a single observation
but continue gathering data to assess how close the sys-
tem remains to equilibrium with respect to a set of possi-
ble operations, {Ai}, as we suggestively depict in Fig. 1.
The reason for fuzziness in the initial time is that we
do not know when the process actually began. However,
one question we can ask is whether, by making a sequence
of measurements, we are able to overcome the fuzziness
of the initial interval. These operations can correspond
to any possible experimental intervention, which can be
correlated with any other interventions previously made,
through an ancillary system. In this case the information
between time-steps propagated through the environment
and the disturbance introduced by the operations might
become relevant. However, the subsequent measurements
will also suffer from some level of fuzziness and this must
be accounted for. We now precisely establish the descrip-
tion for multi-time quantum processes in such generality,
followed by a generalisation of Eq. (6) through an up-
per bound to the distinguishability between a finite-time
resolution process and an equilibrium one.

III. MULTI-TIME QUANTUM PROCESSES

Consider an initial state ρ of the joint SE system uni-
tarily evolving through a time-independent Hamiltonian
dynamics until, at time t0, an operation A0 is made on
S along with an ancilla Γ, which is initially uncorrelated
in state γ. We denote the full initial state by % := ρ⊗ γ.
After the first operation, the environment and system
evolve unitarily again for a time t1 until another opera-
tion A1 is made on SΓ, and so on for k time-steps. The
joint expectation value of the series of operations is given
by

〈Ak, . . . ,A0〉 := tr[Ak Uk · · · A0 U0 (%)], (8)

where U`(·) = e−iH`t`(·) eiH`t` acts on SE, while by an
operation we explicitly mean A`(·) :=

∑
µ a`µK`µ(·)K†`µ ,
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FIG. 2. We consider equilibration for quantum processes with
a fuzzy clock, by which we mean that each Hamiltonian evo-
lution is time-averaged (GTi) over the waiting times between
interventions t0, t1, · · · , tk with corresponding average wait-
ing times τ0, τ1, · · · , τk over a probability distribution with
density function PTi with Ti having a suitable uncertainty
parameter role. For simplicity, in the main text we present
the case Ti = Tj and PTi = PTj , and denote G = GT .

with
∑
µK

†
`µ
K`µ ≤ 1, which acts solely on SΓ; here

K`µ are Kraus operators, potentially corresponding to
measurement outcomes, and a`µ are the corresponding
outcome weights. The Hamiltonians H` are in general
different at each step. The ancillary space Γ can be in-
terpreted as a quantum memory device, and might carry
information about previous interactions with the system.

The information about the intrinsic dynamical process,
i.e., the initial SE state ρ and the joint unitary evolutions
Ui with their respective timescales at each step, can be
encoded in a positive semi-definite tensor Υ, and sim-
ilarly, the sequence of operations {Ai} can be encoded
in a tensor of the form Λ, as depicted in Figure 1 and
detailed in Appendix A. This simplifies the joint expec-
tation value in Eq. (8) as the inner product

〈Λ〉Υ := tr[ΛΥ] = tr[Ak Uk · · · A0 U0 (%)] (9)

which can be seen as a generalisation of the Born rule to
multi-time step quantum processes [40]. Here, Υ becomes
an unnormalized many-body density operator, and Λ an
observable. Temporal correlations, or memory, in oper-
ations are carried through space Γ; any Λ can be repre-
sented as a sequence of uncorrelated operations on a joint
SΓ system. Both classically correlated operations, where
the measurement basis is conditioned on past outcomes,
and coherent quantum correlated measurements can be
represented in this way [41]. The case of infinite memory
and the case of completely uncorrelated operations are
then extreme limits of this general setting. Formally, Υ
is the Choi state [42] of a quantum process, containing all
its accessible dynamical information [41, 43] and is the
quantum generalisation of a stochastic process [44–47].

We finally notice that when a process ends at the first
intervention A0 we have Υ(t0) = ρS(t0), becoming the
corresponding quantum state, so that all of the previous
results (single measurement) apply for such case.

IV. EQUILIBRATION OF MULTI-TIME
OBSERVABLES

Consider a quantum process as above with a fixed sin-
gle Hamiltonian for all time intervals such thatHi = H =∑
nEnPn. In Appendix B we present the general case

where we do not make this assumption. This multi-time
process consists of free evolution sandwiched by gener-
alised measurements. We denote the time intervals of
the free evolutions as tj , which is preceded by the j-th
measurement and followed by j + 1-th measurement. In
other words, tj is the waiting time between j-th and j+1-
th measurements. As before, each of these waiting times
is allowed to be fuzzy, taking a value ti > 0 sampled from
probability distribution PTi(ti), i.e.

∫∞
0
dtiPTi(ti) = 1.

We denote the average length as

τi :=

∫ ∞
0

dti ti PTi(ti). (10)

We pictorially represent this in Fig. 2. We denote multi-
time probability distribution as PT(t) =

∏k
i=0 PTi(ti),

where

t := (t0, t1, . . . , tk) and T = (T0, T1, . . . , Tk) (11)

are waiting times and the fuzziness parameters for each
time interval, respectively; in what follows, we take
Ti = Tj = T ∀i, j for simplicity (see Appendix B for
the general case). The corresponding finite-temporal-
resolution process is then given by

Υ
PT

:=

∫ ∞
0

dtk · · ·
∫ ∞

0

dt1

∫ ∞
0

dt0 PT(t) Υ. (12)

We are interested in quantifying how different this out-of-
equilibrium process, where time intervals are fuzzy, looks
from an equilibrium process. To define the equilibrium
process we follow the lead of earlier results, i.e., the initial
state relaxes to the equilibrium state $ := D(%) = ω⊗ γ
until an operation A0 is made, and subsequently the sys-
tem relaxes again to an equilibrium state $1 := DA0($)
until an operation A1 is made, and so on for k-time-steps.
This then leads to the definition

$i := DAi−1 · · · A0D(%), for i = 0, · · · , k (13)

as the equilibrium states after each intervention up to
Ai−1. This is a sensible definition for the intermediate
equilibrium states, which, however, is dependent on each
operation Aj . We can now define the equilibrium quan-
tum process as

Ω := lim
T→∞

Υ
PT

. (14)

This is depicted in Fig. 1 as a set of dephasing maps D
at each timestep. This means then that we can write
〈Λ〉Ω = tr[ΛΩ] = tr[Ak$k] for the expectation of a se-
quence of operations {Ai} on the equilibrium process Ω,
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where equivalently, $i = limTi→∞Ai−1($i−1)
Ti . Since

we can also express each finite averaging in the energy
eigenbasis using the partial dephasing map G, defined in
Eq. (3), we can similarly write 〈Λ〉

Υ
PT = tr[Ak%k], where

we now define

%i := GAi−1 · · · A0G(%), for i = 0, · · · , k (15)

as intermediate, finite-time-averaged states after each in-
tervention up to Ai−1. As by definition limT→∞ G = D,
the infinite-time limits T→∞ make Υ indistinguishable
from Ω. We also depict this in Fig. 1.

We may then generalize the left hand side in Eq. (6) to
general quantum processes with |〈Λ〉

Υ
T−Ω
|, asking how

different the statistics of a set of operations {Ai} can be
on a fuzzy clock process, Υ

T
, as opposed to those in the

equilibrium one Ω. We provide one such answer with the
following,

Theorem. Given an environment-system-ancilla (SEΓ)
with initial state % = ρ ⊗ γ and initial equilibrium state
$ = ω ⊗ γ, for any k-step process Υ with an evolution
generated by a time-independent Hamiltonian on SE, and
for any fuzzy multi-time observable Λ corresponding to a
sequence of temporally local operations {Ai}ki=0 each with
fuzziness T acting on a joint SΓ system,

∣∣∣〈Λ〉
Υ

PT−Ω

∣∣∣ ≤ Ak +

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ (B` + C`) , (16)

with Ak := S k+1‖Ak:0‖ ‖%−$‖2, (17)

where here S := maxn6=m |Gnm| and Aj:i := Aj · · · Ai is
a composition of operations; the norm ‖ · ‖ here stands
for the norm on superoperators induced by the Frobenius
norm, ‖X‖ = sup‖σ‖2=1 ‖X (σ)‖2; the first is a single-
time equilibration contribution, whereas the second term
contains k multi-time contributions where

B` := ‖[Gk−` −D,A`]%`‖2, , (18)
C` := ‖[D,A`](%` −$`)‖2, (19)

with %i = GAi−1 · · · A0G(%) and $i = DAi−1 · · · A0D(%)
intermediate finite-time averaged and equilibrium states
at step i and where [·, ·] denotes a commutator of super-
operators.

The proof is given in full in Appendix B.

In general, by definition the term S , which depends
on the waiting time distribution PT , converges to zero
in increasing T , with the rate of convergence depending
on the specific distribution. In particular, for the uni-
form distribution on all time-steps, as in the approach
by [11], we average over a time-window of width T around
each τi for all time-steps, with PT = T−1 in the interval
[τi − T/2, τi + T/2], and PT = 0 outside it. This yields
|Gmn| = |sin(TEmn)/TEmn|; the term S then picks the

smallest non-zero energy gap in the Hamiltonian. Simi-
larly, if the fuzziness corresponds to that of a half-normal
distribution with variance T , then overall S decays ex-
ponentially with

|Gmn| ∼ exp(−TE2
mn)|1− erf(i

√
TEmn)|, (20)

where erf is the error function and Em−En = 2Emn. For
both cases, if T is small, S will also be vanishingly small
whenever the energy gap Enm that maximizes |Gnm| is
large enough, i.e. Enm � T . This property holds in
general, since distributions PT can be approximated as
uniform for small T or because the gaps Enm can be seen
as a rescaling factor on T in the definition of Gnm.

The term Ak in Eq. (17) neglects temporal correla-
tions and the operations {Ai} are all composed as a sin-
gle operation Ak:0 = Ak · · · A0. The two-norm distance
satisfies ‖%−$‖22 ≤ 1− (dEdS)−1 as the ancillary input
γ can be taken to be pure. As discussed above, this term
is suppressed through the S contributions when i) the
averaging window, or equivalently the fuzziness of the
clock T is large enough and ii) for small T whenever the
energy gap maximizing the time-averaging |Gnm| factor
is large with respect to T .

The second term in Eq. (16) contains genuine multi-
time contributions to the bound for equilibration, which
we bound further in Appendix B. These terms relate to
how well intermediate states, at step `, equilibrate. Cru-
cially, we show that the term in Eq. (18) can be upper-
bounded as B` . S k−`, so that it is suppressed overall
in the width of the time-window T . For the term in
Eq. (19), notice that expanding and using the triangle
inequality,

C` ≤‖D(%`+1)‖2 + ‖$`+1‖2
+ ‖A`‖(‖D(%`)‖2 + ‖$`‖2),

(21)

where each term is the purity of a dephased state, which
will decay as the effective dimension of that state.[48] On
the other hand, when the control operations from 0 to `
succeed in driving %` so that the action of the commu-
tator on it does not dephase it so much, the purity of
%` may be large and thus C` may become trivial (i.e. it
approaches 1).

More concretely, the operations Aj interleaved within
the intermediate states %` and $` will relate in Eq. (18)
and Eq. (19) to how greatly they disturb either the finite-
time averaged %j−1 or the equilibrated $j−1. This is
most evident in the terms C`, which can be bounded as
C` ≤ ‖[D,A`]‖‖%` − $`‖2. The norm of the commuta-
tor can be written in terms of both the capacity of the
operations A` to generate coherences between different
energy eigenspaces from equilibrium and the degree to
which the operations can turn such coherences into pop-
ulations. Environments in physical systems are typically
much larger than the subsystems that can be probed,
and, keeping in mind that the operations Aj act only on
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subsystem S and the ancilla Γ, the ability to generate
and detect energy coherences should be severely limited
in many physically relevant cases.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have introduced an extended notion of equilibra-
tion that pertains to observations made across multiple
times with a finite-temporal resolution. In a similar way
to the standard case of equilibration for observables at a
single time, we have put bounds on the degree to which it
holds that depend on the Hamiltonian driving the evolu-
tion. We have shown that either subsystems or global
coarse properties of a closed time-independent Hamil-
tonian system will display equilibration for multiple se-
quential operations with a temporal uncertainty or fuzzi-
ness provided i) both the initial and intermediate states
have a significant overlap with the energy eigenstates,
ii) the temporal fuzziness is large enough relative to the
average measurement time or, equivalently, the energy
gaps in the Hamiltonian are large enough with respect to
small temporal fuzziness, and iii) the disturbance by the
operations on intermediate states is small.

Our approach for the operations that can act on the
process is general in the sense that these are completely
positive maps which can be correlated between time-steps
and propagate information from their interactions with
the subsystem S through the ancillary space Γ. While
these set a scale in all terms of the right-hand side of
Eq. (16), they can also contribute to loosen it, poten-
tially allowing to distinguish the fuzzy process from the

equilibrium one within a finite time. It is not entirely
clear, however, if a departure from equilibration is more
readily accessible with a larger ancillary space Γ and for
long time fuzziness T the upper-bound in Eq. (16) should
remain close to zero.

Similar to the single-time standard case, equilibra-
tion over multiple observations is expected intuitively
through decoherence arguments [49]. The interplay with
memory effects, through both the environment and the
ancillary space in the interventions is as yet not entirely
clear, e.g., under which circumstances finite-temporal
resolution equilibration can occur without the dynamics
being Markovian, i.e., memoryless, or if the temporal
correlations among interventions through the ancillary
space can display a departure from equilibration within
a finite-time. We have previously shown rigorously that
most processes in large dimensional environments are
close to Markovian, and hence strongly equilibrate, in
the strong coupling limit in a full typicality sense [50],
as well as on complex systems obeying a large deviation
bound [51], but outside this regime the relationship
between the two properties is less transparent.
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Appendix A: The process tensor

The process tensor is defined as a linear, completely positive (CP) and trace non-increasing map T from a set
of CP maps {Ai} referred to as control operations, e.g. measurements, to a quantum state, and its action can be
described as a multi-time open system evolution, e.g. for joint unitary evolution of an environment E plus system S,
with dim(HE ⊗HS) = dEdS , a k-step process is determined by

Tk:0[{Ai}k−1
i=0 ] = trE [UkAk−1 · · · A0 U0(ρ)] (A1)

where ρ is an initial joint SE state, U are unitary maps acting on SE, and the maps A act solely on subsystem S. We
employ weighted operations, i.e. such that A(·) =

∑
aµKµ(·)K†µ where Kµ are the Kraus operators of A satisfying∑

µK
†
µKµ ≤ 1 and aµ ∈ R are the outcome weights for A.

The associated Choi state of a time-evolved process tensor with initial state ρ is then given by

Υk:0 = trE [Uk:0(ρ⊗ ψ⊗k)U†k:0], (A2)

where ψ =
∑ |ii〉〈jj| is maximally entangled and unnormalized, and where here

Uk:0 := (Uk ⊗ 1)Sk · · · (U1 ⊗ 1)S1(U0 ⊗ 1), (A3)

with all identity operators 1 in the total ancillary system and with the Ui being SE unitary operators at step i, and

Si :=
∑
α,β

Sαβ ⊗ 1A1B1···Ai−1Bi−1
⊗ |β〉〈α| ⊗ 1

BiAi+1Bi+1···AkBk
, (A4)
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with Sαβ = 1E⊗|α〉〈β|. This can be visualised as the quantum circuit depicted in Figure 3 when the unitary evolution
is determined by a time-independent Hamiltonian, as we detail below, and we highlight that Υ is defined directly with
the first input being the initial state ρ (as opposed to half of a maximally entangled state in S). Explicitly, it can be
written as

Υk:0 =
∑

trE

[
UkSαkβk · · ·U1 Sα1β1 U0 ρU

†
0 S†γ1δ1 U

†
1 · · ·S†γkδk U

†
k

]
⊗ |β1α1 · · ·βkαk〉〈δ1γ1 · · · δkγk|. (A5)

Sασ = S†σα, SabS
†
cd = δbdSac and tr(Sab) = dEδab. Also notice that the resulting Choi process tensor state

belongs to the whole S plus ancillary system, which has dimension d2k+1
S .

ρ
E

S

e
−i

H
t 0

e
−i

H
t 1 · · ·

e
−i

H
t k \

· · ·ΨA1B1

· · ·ΨA2B2

...

· · ·

...

ΨAkBk

Υ k:
0

×
S1×

×

S2
×

×

Sk
×

A1

B1

A2

B2

Ak

Bk

FIG. 3. Circuit diagram of the Choi state of a process tensor corresponding to definition (A2).

In particular, here we deal with evolution by time-independent Hamiltonians H, i.e., with Uj = exp[−iHtj ]. Also,
as done in [9–11], we consider first a pure initial state ρ = |φ〉〈φ| and then extend our results to mixed initial states
by purification; this also allows to choose an energy eigenbasis {|n〉} for H such that the evolution of the initial state
is the same as that given by a non-degenerate Hamiltonian H ′ =

∑
nEn|n〉〈n|, i.e.,

ρ(t0) = U0ρU
†
0 =

∑
m,n

e−it0(Em−En)ρmn|m〉〈n|, (A6)

where ρmn = 〈m|ρ|n〉 = 〈m|φ〉〈φ|n〉.

Appendix B: Proof of the main result

We consider the multi-time expectation for CP (weighted) maps Ai(·) =
∑
aµi A

µ
i (·)Aµ †i acting on a subsystem S

of a joint SE system, together with an ancillary space Γ, where the weights are aµi ∈ R and with
∑
Aµ †i Aµi ≤ 1. The

full initial SEΓ-state % will be given by ρ⊗ γ, where γ acts on Γ. This expectation in a process Υ is given by

〈Λ〉Υ = tr[Ak Uk · · · A0 U0(%)], (B1)

where implicitly Ai’s act only on SΓ, while the unitaries Ui(·) = Ui(·)U†i with U` = exp(−iH`t) act on the SE
system. We consider a fixed set of projectors {Pn} for all Hamiltonians such that H` =

∑
PnEn` at each step `, with

Pn projecting onto the energy eigenspaces of Hi with energy Eni . We also denote simply by · the composition of
superoperators when clear by context. Let

$ ≡ $0 ≡ lim
T0→∞

∫ ∞
0

U0(%) PT0
dt0 = lim

T0→∞

∫ ∞
0

U0(ρ) PT0
(t0) dt0 ⊗ γ, (B2)
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for a probability distribution on all t0 > 0 with density function PT0
with a parameter T0, and similarly,

$1 ≡ lim
T1→∞

∫ ∞
0

U1A0($0) PT1
(t1) dt1, (B3)

...

$k ≡ lim
Tk→∞

∫ ∞
0

UkAk−1($k−1) PTk dtk(tk), (B4)

for all t1, . . . , tk. These probability functions are set to be such that

lim
T`→∞

∫ ∞
0

exp[−it(En` − Em`)] PT`(t) dt = δn`m` , (B5)

with the parameters Tj taking the role of an uncertainty parameter, e.g. the variance of a given distribution.

We now define 〈Λ〉Ω ≡ limT→∞ 〈Λ〉Υ
PT

= tr[Ak($k)] where the overline means time-average over all ti, i.e.

X
PT

=

∫ ∞
0

PTk(tk) dtk · · ·
∫ ∞

0

PT0(t0) dt0X(t0, . . . , tk). (B6)

In general, we can write

$i =
∑

PnAi−1(Pn′Ai−2(· · · A0($0) · · ·Pn′)Pn, (B7)

for any 0 ≤ i ≤ k. Let us denote by Pnm = Pn(·)Pm and D(X) =
∑
n Pnn(·) =

∑
n Pn(·)Pn the dephasing map with

respect to {Pn}, then we can similarly write

$i = DAi−1D · · ·A0D(%), (B8)

and so

〈Λ〉Ω = tr[AkDAk−1D · · ·A0D(%)]. (B9)

We now consider the difference

|〈Λ〉
Υ

PT−Ω
| ≡ | tr[(ΥPT − Ω)Λ]|, (B10)

where

〈Λ〉
Υ

PT =
∑
n,m

E(t,n,m)
PT

tr[AkPnmAk−1 · · · A0Pnm(ρ)], (B11)

with

E(t,n,m)
PT ≡ exp[−itk(Enk − Emk)]|PTk · · · exp[−it0(En0

− Em0
)]

PT0 . (B12)

Defining G
(`)
n`m` ≡ exp[−it`(En` − Em`)]|

PT` , this is E(t,n,m)
PT

=
∏k
`=0G

(`)
n`m` . Let us define the par-

tial dephasing superoperator G` by G`(ρ) =
∑
n`,m`

G
(`)
n`,m`Pnm(ρ) and Gk:` := ©k

j=` Gj , such that Gk:`(ρ) =∑
n,mG

(k)
nk,mk · · ·G(`)

n`,m`Pnm(ρ). Whenever we denote G(%), this means G(ρ)⊗ γ, and similarly for any other maps.

Let us look first at the case k = 1 (we label with a subindex the step at which D is applied where relevant),∣∣∣〈Λ〉
Υ

PT−Ω

∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣tr [( 1

©
j=0
AjGj −

1

©
j=0
AjDj

)
(%)

]∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ tr [A1A0 (G1G0 −D1D0) (%)] + tr
[
A1

(
[G1,A0]G0 − [D1,A0]D0

)
(%)
]∣∣∣∣∣

≤ |tr [A1A0 (G1G0 −D) (%)]|+ |tr {A1[G1 −D,A0]G0(%)}|+ |tr {A1[D,A0](G0 −D)(%)}| , (B13)

Journal reference: Phys. Rev. E 102, 032144 (2020)
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where the third line follows by the triangle inequality (|a− c| ≤ |a− b|+ |b− c|, here with b = tr{A1[D,A0]G0(%)}).
Similarly, for general k,∣∣∣〈Λ〉

Υ
PT−Ω

∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣tr [( k

©
j=0
AjGj −

k

©
j=0
AjDj

)
(%)

]∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ tr [Ak:0 (Gk:0 −Dk:0) (%)]

+

k−1∑
`=0

tr
[
Ak:`+1

(
[Gk:`+1,A`]G`

`−1

©
j=0
AjGj − [Dk:`+1,A`]D`

`−1

©
j=0
AjDj

)
(%)
]∣∣∣∣∣

≤ |tr [Ak:0 (Gk:0 −D) (%)]|

+

k−1∑
`=0

|tr [Ak:`+1[Gk:`+1 −D,A`](%`)]|+
k−1∑
`=0

|tr [Ak:`+1[D,A`](%` −$`)]| , (B14)

where %` := G`©`−1
j=0AjGj(%). Using the Schwartz inequality as | trX (%)| = |〈〈X|%〉〉| ≤ ‖X‖‖%‖2, where here we

denote ‖X‖ := sup‖σ‖2=1 ‖X (σ)‖2 for simplicity, we further find

∣∣∣〈Λ〉
Υ

PT−Ω

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖Ak:0‖ ‖(Gk:0 −D) (%)‖2 +

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ ‖[Gk:`+1 −D,A`](%`)‖2

+

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ ‖[D,A`](%` −$`)‖2

≤ ‖Ak:0‖ ‖(Gk:0 −D) (%)‖2 +

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ ‖A`‖ ‖(Gk:`+1 −D)(%`)‖2

+

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ ‖(Gk:`+1 −D)A`(%`)‖2 +

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ ‖[D,A`](%` −$`)‖2 . (B15)

For the first term of Eq. (B15), we have Gk:` −D =
∑
n 6=mG

(`)
n`m` · · ·G(k)

nkmkPnm, therefore,

‖(Gk:0 −D) (%)‖22 = tr

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
n 6=m

G(k)
nkmk

· · ·G(0)
n0m0

Pnm(%)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∑
n 6=m
n′ 6=m′

k∏
j=0

G(j)
njmjG

(j)
m′jn

′
j

tr [Pnm(%)Pm′n′(%)]

=
∑
n 6=m

k∏
j=0

|G(j)
njmj |2 tr [Pn%Pm%]

≤
k∏
j=0

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2

{∑
n,m

tr[Pn%Pm%]−
∑
n

tr[Pn%Pn%]

}

=

k∏
j=0

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2 tr(%2 −$2)

= ‖%−$‖22
k∏
j=0

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2. (B16)

where we used tr(%2 −$2) = ‖% −$‖22, because tr(%$) = tr($2). This, together with Eq. (B15) already gives the
result in Eq. (16) for the case Hi = Tj and Ti = Tj for all i 6= j.
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For the second term then, similarly,

‖(Gk:`+1 −D) (%`)‖22 ≤
k∏

j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2

{∑
n,m

tr[Pn%`Pm%`]−
∑
n

tr[Pn%`Pn%`]

}

=

k∏
j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2 tr[%2

` −D(%`)%`]

= ‖%` −D(%`)‖22
k∏

j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2, (B17)

as tr[(D(%`))
2] = tr[D(%`)%`].

For the third term, with %′` = A`(%`),

‖(Gk:`+1 −D) (%′`)‖
2
2 ≤

k∏
j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2

{∑
n,m

tr[Pn(%′`)Pm(%′`)]−
∑
n

tr[Pn(%′`)Pn(%′`)]

}

=

k∏
j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2 tr[%′ 2` −D(%′`)%

′
`]

= ‖A`(%`)−DA`(%`)‖22
k∏

j=`+1

max
n 6=m

|G(j)
njmj |2. (B18)

Finally, for the fourth term, as

‖[D,A`](%` −$`)‖2 ≤ ‖D(%`+1)−$`+1‖2 + ‖A`‖‖D(%`)−$`‖2, (B19)

then, let us denote Sb:a :=
∏b
j=a maxn 6=m |G(j)

njmj |, so that putting all together,∣∣∣〈Λ〉
Υ

PT−Ω

∣∣∣ ≤ Sk:0 ‖Ak:0‖ ‖%−$‖2

+

k−1∑
`=0

Sk:`+1 ‖Ak:`+1‖
{
‖A`‖‖%` −D(%`)‖2 + ‖A`(%`)−DA`(%`)‖2

}

+

k−1∑
`=0

‖Ak:`+1‖ {‖D(%`+1)−$`+1‖2 + ‖A`‖‖D(%`)−$`‖2} , (B20)

as discussed in the main text.
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