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The nonequilibrium thermodynamics of an open (classical or quantum) system in strong con-
tact with a single heat bath can be conveniently described in terms of the Hamiltonian of mean
force. However, the conventional formulation is limited by the necessity to measure differences
in equilibrium properties of the system-bath composite. We make use of the freedom involved in
defining thermodynamic quantities, which leaves the thermodynamics unchanged, to show that the
Hamiltonian of mean force can be inferred from measurements on the system alone, up to that
irrelevant freedom. In doing so, we refute a key criticism expressed in Phys. Rev. E 94, 022143 and
arXiv:1911.11660. We also discuss the remaining part of the criticism.

I. INTRODUCTORY REVIEW

We start by reviewing recent progress in nonequi-
librium strong coupling thermodynamics based on the
Hamiltonian of mean force [1–20] in a unified way. The
goal is to find a consistent thermodynamic description
for a system, which can be driven far away from equilib-
rium and which exchanges energy with a single arbitrary
strongly coupled bath. If it can also exchange particles
with the bath, similar constructions were independently
proposed in Refs. [21–23]. We here focus only on the
exchange of energy.
For this purpose we consider open systems specified by

an arbitrary global Hamiltonian of the form HSB(λt) =
HS(λt) + VSB +HB . Here, HS(λt) is the system Hamil-
tonian, which can depend on an external driving proto-
col λt (e.g., a changing electromagnetic field), HB is the
bare bath Hamiltonian, and VSB describes the system-
bath interaction. Note that a time-dependent interaction
VSB(λt) can be considered within the thermodynamic
framework based on the Hamiltonian of mean force [11–
14, 18], but for ease of presentation we do not include
this possibility here. In this paper, we use a quantum
mechanical notation for convenience. If a result is only
valid for classical systems, we explicitly emphasize it.
For the moment we consider the time t to be fixed. If

the global state of the system-bath composite is an equi-
librium canonical state at inverse temperature β = T−1

(kB ≡ 1), it is given by πSB(λt) ≡ e−βHSB(λt)/ZSB(λt)
with the partition function ZSB(λt) = tr{e−βHSB(λt)}.
In that case the corresponding reduced equilibrium state
of the system is given by

π∗

S(λt) ≡ trB{πSB(λt)} (1)

which is in general not of the canonical Gibbs form
due to the non-negligible coupling VSB , i.e., π∗

S(λt) 6=

e−βHS(λt)/ZS(λt). However, it can be always written in
that canonical form with an effective Hamiltonian, which
is known as the Hamiltonian of mean force (HMF) [24, 25]

and which equals −T lnπ∗

S(λt) up to an additive con-
stant. A common and convenient choice for that constant
is fixed usingH∗

S(λt) = −T ln[Z∗

S(λt)π
∗

S(λt)] with [26, 27]

Z∗

S(λt) ≡
ZSB(λt)

ZB

. (2)

Here, ZB ≡ trB{e
−βHB} is the partition function of the

bath alone. One should note that the HMF H∗

S(λt) =
H∗

S(λt, β) depends on the inverse temperature.

In the following we recapitulate some essential ele-
ments of the nonequilibrium thermodynamics based on
the HMF. For ease of presentation we assume that the
initial system-bath state is described by the global equi-
librium state πSB(λ0), where we set the initial time to
be t = 0. Note that this initial state is different from the
class of decorrelated initial states ρSB(0) = ρS(0) ⊗ πB,
which is conventionally considered in the theory of open
quantum systems [28] and requires a thermodynamic
treatment not captured by the HMF [29–35]. The present
framework is therefore particularly designed to treat ini-
tially correlated (and perhaps even entangled) system-
bath states. Note that, classically, a larger class of corre-
lated initial system states can be treated provided that
the bath is initially in a conditional equilibrium state [6],
but this result has no straightforward analog in the quan-
tum regime [17]. However, if one pays attention to the
fact that the state preparation itself has a thermody-
namic cost, then any initial system state can be also
treated within the HMF framework of strong coupling
thermodynamics [18]. Finally, a single framework com-
bining both, correlated and decorrelated initial states,
was proposed in Ref. [34].

Although we assume to start in equilibrium, we allow
the driving protocol λt to vary arbitrarily in time. This
implies that the system-bath state at a later time t > 0
is no longer in equilibrium, i.e., ρSB(t) 6= πSB(λt) in
general. The mechanical work done on the system is
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identified as usual as

W (t) ≡

∫ t

0

dstrS

{

∂HS(λs)

∂s
ρS(s)

}

, (3)

where ρS(t) = trB{ρSB(t)} is the reduced state of the
system at time t. The second law of nonequilibrium ther-
modynamics was found to be (for classical dynamics this
was first derived in Ref. [6] and for quantum dynamics in
Ref. [17])

Σ(t) ≡ β[W (t)−∆F ∗

S(t)] ≥ 0 (4)

with ∆F ∗

S(t) ≡ F ∗

S(t) − F ∗

S(0). Here, the generalization
of the nonequilibrium free energy to the strong coupling
regime is defined as

F ∗

S(t) ≡ trS{H
∗

S(λt)ρS(t)} + T trS{ρS(t) ln ρS(t)}. (5)

Furthermore, Σ(t) is known as the entropy production
and thus, Eq. (4) takes on the familiar form of phe-
nomenological nonequilibrium thermodynamics [36] iden-
tifying the free energy (5) as the quantity, which gets
minimized at equilibrium. The second law (4) can be
also expressed in terms of the relative entropy D[ρ‖σ] ≡
tr{ρ(ln ρ− lnσ)} as [17]

Σ(t) = D[ρSB(t)‖πSB(λt)]−D[ρS(t)‖π
∗

S(λt)], (6)

from which the nonnegativity of Σ(t) follows. Further-
more, if the dynamics are classical, it also holds that [17]

Σ(t) = −

∫ t

0

ds
∂

∂s

∣

∣

∣

∣

λs

D[ρS(s)‖π
∗

S(λs)]. (7)

Here, the derivative is taken with respect to a fixed λs.
Finally, notice that the nonequilibrium free energy can
be linked to the equilibrium free energy, denoted with a
caligraphic letter F∗

S(λt) = −T lnZ∗

S(λt), via the relation

F ∗

S(t)−F∗

S(λt) = TD[ρS(t)‖π
∗

S(λt)] ≥ 0. (8)

Due to the nonnegativity of relative entropy and since
we assumed to start in equilibrium, Eq. (4) implies the
weaker inequality

Wdiss(t) ≡ W (t)−∆F∗

S(λt) ≥ 0. (9)

In this contextWdiss(t) is known as the “dissipated work”
and Eq. (9) was first derived for classical dynamics in
Ref. [1] and for quantum dynamics in Ref. [2].
Remarkably, Eq. (9) can be extended to a fluctuation

theorem [1, 2]

〈

e−βw(t)
〉

= e−β∆F
∗

S
(λt). (10)

Classically, 〈. . .〉 denotes an ensemble average over many
trajectories and w(t) is the stochastic work, which fol-
lows from evaluating Eq. (3) along a single trajec-
tory, see Ref. [1] for details. Quantum mechanically,

Eq. (10) can be derived using the so-called “two-point-
projective-energy-measurement scheme” (TPPEMS) (see
Refs. [37, 38] for reviews). Furthermore, for classical dy-
namics also Eq. (4) can be extended to a fluctuation the-
orem [6]:

〈

e−β[w(t)−∆f∗

S
(t)]

〉

= 1. (11)

Here, f∗

S(t) is the stochastic nonequilibrium free energy,
see Appendix A for more details and a proof of Eq. (11).
The two fluctuation theorems (10) and (11) need to be
distinguished in general. If the dynamics are such that
for a fixed control parameter λt the final nonequilibrium
state ρS(t) relaxes back to the equilibrium state (for in-
stance, when the global system is weakly coupled to an
ideal superbath), then Eq. (11) implies Eq. (10). Inter-
estingly, a corresponding quantum version of Eq. (11) is
not known to exist for general open system dynamics.
We now turn to the definition of internal energy, heat

and system entropy. We emphasize, however, that the
second law (4), together with the definition of work,
Eq. (3), is sufficient to characterize the set of allowed
state transformations and the overall dissipation of the
process. Indeed, it is clear from the basic definition of
the nonequilibrium free energy,

F ∗

S(t) = ŨS(t)− T S̃S(t), (12)

that there are a priori many options to define an in-
ternal energy ŨS(t) (which fixes the definition of heat

via the first law) or a thermodynamic entropy S̃S(t) of
the system (which fixes the definition of heat via the
second law), without having any impact on the second
law. Furthermore, all that matters for the second law is
the change in nonequilibrium free energy, which leaves us
with a further freedom since Eq. (5) is only fixed up to
an irrelevant constant value with respect to a standard
reference state. We review two convenient choices.
One choice, which was used in Refs. [6, 10, 12, 14,

17, 18, 20] to construct a framework of nonequilibrium
thermodynamics, identifies

ŨS(t) ≡ U∗

S(t) (13)

= trS {ρS(t) [H
∗

S(λt) + β∂βH
∗

S(λt)]} ,

S̃S(t) ≡ S∗

S(t) (14)

= trS
{

ρS(t)
[

− ln ρS(t) + β2∂βH
∗

S(λt)
]}

,

which requires to evaluate the partial derivative
∂βH

∗

S(λt). Furthermore, starting with F∗

S(λt) =
−T lnZ∗

S(λt), a straightforward calculation reveals
that [39]

U∗

S(λt) = ∂β[βF
∗

S(λt)], S∗

S(λt) = β2∂βF
∗

S(λt). (15)

Here, U∗

S(λt) and S∗

S(λt) are the equilibrium counter-
parts of U∗

S(t) and S∗

S(t) obtained by replacing ρS(t) with
π∗

S(λt). Equation (15) looks familiar from equilibrium
statistical mechanics if one replaces X ∗

S (λt) by XS(λt),
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where X is used to denote F ,U or S. Furthermore, it
follows from Z∗

S(λt) = ZSB(λt)/ZB that a certain addi-
tivity property holds:

X ∗

S (λt) = XSB(λt)−XB. (16)

This implies, e.g., that the equilibrium system inter-
nal energy plus the equilibrium internal energy of the
bare, unperturbed bath is equal to the global internal
energy of the system-bath composite. The energy and
entropy of the system, however, remain in general not
additive. Indeed, if the system S is split into two sub-
systems, S = X ⊗ Y , and if one follows the same logic
as above by assigning X ∗

X(λt) ≡ XXYB(λt) − XY B and
X ∗

Y (λt) ≡ XXYB(λt)−XXB to X and Y , respectively, it
no longer holds true that X ∗

X + X ∗

Y + XB = XXY B, i.e.,
X ∗

X + X ∗

Y 6= X ∗

XY in general.
Another choice arises if one is only interested in the

coarse-grained thermodynamics of an extended system,
S′ = S ⊗ R, which by incorporating part of the bath,
R, can be treated as weakly coupled to the remaining
part of the bath. This strategy, which is based on tools
from Refs. [40–42], can be used to show that for classical
dynamics the following definition emerges naturally [11]:

F̃S(t) ≡ FCG
S (t) = F ∗

S(t) + FR. (17)

Here, “CG” stands for coarse-graining and FR is the equi-
librium free energy of the part of the bath that was in-
corporated in the extended system which obviously has
no impact on the change in system nonequilibrium free
energy as ∆FCG

S (t) = ∆F ∗

S(t). Furthermore, relations
formally identical to Eqs. (15) and (16), but in each case
with a redefined equilibrium value, can be also derived.
A crucial observation made in Ref. [11] was that the so-
defined thermodynamic quantities FCG

S (t), UCG
S (t) and

SCG
S (t) capture the full nonequilibrium thermodynamics

of the weakly coupled open system S′ = S⊗R in the limit
where the remaining degrees of freedom R are fast and
can be adiabatically eliminated, i.e., whenever they can
be approximated to be in a conditional equilibrium state.
Even beyond that limit, so-called Markovian embedding
strategies can be used to study the thermodynamics of
strongly coupled open quantum systems [7, 43–49].
We remark that all the results mention so far are pow-

erful because they are exact mathematical identities that
hold for any arbitrary system-bath Hamiltonian dynam-
ics, and in particular any bath size.

II. LOCAL MEASURABILITY OF THE
HAMILTONIAN OF MEAN FORCE

In the previous section we have reviewed a thermody-
namic framework, where all thermodynamic quantities
can be evaluated based solely on knowledge of the re-
duced system state ρS(t). From the point of open quan-
tum system theory [28] this makes it an appealing theo-
retical framework. Also experimentally, while still chal-
lenging, quantum state tomography of ρS(t) has been

already demonstrated for many technologically relevant
platforms. Classically, one can directly use stochastic tra-
jectories to evaluate the corresponding stochastic ther-
modynamic quantities.
However, there is one caveat: evaluating many thermo-

dynamic quantities, such as the free energy (5), requires
knowledge of the HMF (2). In particular, the partition
function Z∗

S(λt) = ZSB(λt)/ZB can not be infered from
the reduced system state (1) alone. Instead, it is fixed by
the ratio of partition functions of the system-bath com-
posite and the bath alone. This is not only theoretically
challenging to compute, but it also seems experimentally
out of reach.
We here overcome this severe practical limitation in

the following sense. First, we show that there is an
amount of freedom involved in defining the HMF, mean-
ing that the partition function Z∗

S(λt) and therefore the
thermostatics will be different but the thermodynamics

remains unchanged. Second, we demonstrate that this
freedom can be used to construct a strong coupling ther-
modynamics based solely on local measurements of the
system. Importantly, this is done in a model-independent

way, based only on three minimal assumptions: the abil-
ity to measure the system state, knowledge of the system
Hamiltonian and knowledge of the bath temperature.
We start by emphasizing again that the reduced state

of πSB(λt),

π∗

S(λt) = trB{πSB(λt)} =
e−βH̃S(λt)

Z̃S(λt)
, (18)

does not uniquely determine H̃S(λt) and Z̃S(λt). Fixing
one, however, determines the other. Next, we demon-
strate that any choice of Z̃S(λt), which fulfills

Z̃S(λt)

Z̃S(λ0)
=

Z∗

S(λt)

Z∗

S(λ0)
(19)

does not change the thermodynamics. Equivalently, we
can say that any choice that fixes the differences of the
HMFs, i.e., ∆H∗

S(λt) = ∆H̃S(λt), does not change the
thermodynamics. This can be checked as follows. First,
one expresses the original HMF in terms of the effective
HMF from Eq. (18) as

H∗

S(λt) = H̃S(λt) +
1

β
ln

Z̃S(λt)

Z∗

S(λt)
. (20)

Notice that the second term on the right hand side is just
a real number and can be taken out of any trace opera-
tion. Using this insight, one readily verifies with the help
of Eq. (19) that the thermodynamics (i.e., heat, work,
change in internal energy and system entropy, entropy
production) is insensitive to this redefinition. This is even
true for quantities defined at the stochastic level. There-
fore, we conclude that all choices fulfilled by Eq. (19) are
equally legitimate starting points to construct a theory
of nonequilibrium thermodynamics.
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Experimentally, reconstructing H̃S(λt) can be done in
various ways, in particular in the classical case. For in-
stance, assume that we know the reduced system equilib-
rium states π∗

S(λt) for all relevant values λt of the control
protocol. This state can be infered by doing only mea-
surements of the system. Then, set

H̃S(λt) = −T [lnπ∗

S(λt) + ln Z̃S(λt)], (21)

which still does not fully fix H̃S(λt) as we do not know

the constant Z̃S(λt). However, now we make use of the
freedom mentioned above. For this purpose we fix one of
the partition functions, say the one at time t = 0, Z̃S(λ0),
to a known value. This value is completely arbitrary [50]

and fixes H̃S(λ0). To fix H̃S(λt) for all other times t 6= 0,

we choose Z̃S(λt) such that Eq. (19) is fulfilled, which
only requires us to infer Z∗

S(λt)/Z
∗

S(λ0). One way to do
so is immediately offered by Eq. (10) after recognizing
that e−β∆F

∗

S
(λt) = Z∗

S(λt)/Z
∗

S(λ0). Note that, in the
classical case, the left hand side of Eq. (10) can be evalu-
ated by only knowing the stochastic work, which can be
infered by measuring only system trajectories.
We comment on another possibility to infer H̃S(λt) in

a classical setting provided that we fixed Z̃S(λ0) to an
arbitrary value. For this purpose we return to Eq. (7).
By using Eqs. (4) and (5), we see that

∆〈H∗

S(λt)〉 = W (t) + T∆SSh[ρS(t)]− TΣ(t). (22)

Here, ∆〈H∗

S(λt)〉 = trS{H
∗

S(λt)ρS(t)−H∗

S(λ0)ρS(0)} de-
notes the change in expectation value of the HMF and
∆SSh[ρS(t)] denotes the change in Shannon entropy of
the classical distribution ρS(t). Now, notice that the
right hand side of Eq. (22) is completely determined by
knowing ρS(t) and π∗

S(λt), but knowledge of the HMF
is not required to evaluate it. Next, we use Eqs. (19)

and (20) to deduce that ∆〈H∗

S(λt)〉 = ∆〈H̃S(λt)〉.
Hence,

trS{H̃S(λt)ρS(t)} = W (t) + T∆SSh[ρS(t)]

− TΣ(t) + trS{H̃S(λ0)ρS(0)}.
(23)

Except H̃S(λt), all quantities are known in this expres-
sion and can be infered by measuring the system only.
To finally reconstruct H̃S(λt) from this expression, we
need a set of final states {ρS(t)}, which are independent
and linearly span the probability space. Such a set can
be generated, e.g., by using initial states different from
π∗

S(λ0) (as allowed in the classical regime [6]) or by using
different driving protocols {λs|0 ≤ s ≤ t} keeping λt at
time t fixed. In contrast to the previously mentioned ap-
proach, Eq. (23) might be particularly convenient from
a numerical point of view as it only requires knowledge
about the ensemble of states ρS(t).
We now turn to the quantum case, where the prob-

lem is more complicated as the generalization of Eq. (10)
can be only derived using the TPPEMS. This is exper-
imentally demanding. To circumvent this problem, we

consider an adiabatically slow process in which ρS(t) =
π∗

S(λt) for all times t and we assume the second law (4)
becomes an equality: W (t) = ∆F∗

S(λt). Note that, in
contrast to the previous results, the latter is not an ex-
act identity for a finite-size heat bath. Instead, we here
have to assume that the system-bath composite is cou-
pled to a ‘superbath’ of inverse temperature β. Then, to
make the operational meaning of this approach transpar-
ent, we express the second law as

∫ t

0

dstrS

{

∂HS(λs)

∂s
π∗

S(λs)

}

= −T ln
Z∗

S(λt)

Z∗

S(λ0)
. (24)

This again completely fixes the ratio of partition func-
tions and thus, the HMF up to an irrelevant degree of
freedom. Note that, in theory, such an adiabatic pro-
cess requires infinite time. However, compared to the
weak coupling regime, strong coupling might be helpful
here as the relaxation time-scales are larger and hence,
we can implement the process faster. Furthermore, note
that Eq. (24) does not require to perform any measure-
ment of work per se, but is fully accessible by quantum
process tomography.

III. THE CRITICISM OF TALKNER & HÄNGGI

In two recent papers [51, 52] Talkner and Hänggi (ab-
breviated T&H in the following) critically questioned
the approach reviewed in Sec. I. Before turning to their
three main points of criticism, we review what T&H take
for granted and do not question. In accordance with
Refs. [1–20] this includes the assumption that the initial
state can be taken to be a global Gibbs state πSB(λ0) and
that the average work in both, the quantum and classical
case, is given by Eq. (3) [53]. They therefore start from
the same premise as we did in Sec. I.
Furthermore, T&H fix the definition of equilibrium en-

ergy and entropy by the relations (15) based on the choice
F∗

S(λt) = −T lnZ∗

S(λt). This choice is referred to as
“thermodynamically consistent” [52]. But as discussed
above, this choice is not unique if one only requires the
differences in thermodynamic state functions to be re-
produced and not their absolute value. We note that
related questions arise on the ongoing discussion of how
to correctly account for the interaction energy in simple
mesoscopic systems [21–23, 54–58].
We now briefly summarize the three main points of

criticism by T&H:

A Since the HMF together with its conventional used
normalization [see Eq. (2)] requires precise mea-
surements of Z∗

S(λt) = ZSB(λt)/ZB, T&H “em-
phasize that the HMF does not follow from the
reduced state of the open system” and, without
additional knowledge, “the HMF remains undeter-
mined” and finding it for real systems “presents in
practice an impossible task” [52].
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B When trying to construct the corresponding fluc-
tuating thermodynamic potentials along a single
trajectory in view of the classical framework of
stochastic thermodynamics, there is a vast amount
of ambiguity left. Thus, “the stochastic energetics
suffers from the problem [of ambiguity]” and “the
same flaw also adheres to stochastic thermodynam-
ics” [52]. Furthermore, T&H write that “other re-
strictions on the hypothetical fluctuating thermo-
dynamic potentials are not known” [52].

C The Points A and B were first put forward in the
classical context [51]. In addition, in the quantum
case T&H write that “it is not possible to specify
[...] simultaneously work and heat, not even their
averages” and any “formulation of a first law for
other than weakly interacting quantum systems [...]
seems doubtful” [52].

Our reply to this criticism is as follows:

Concerning Point A, the main technical contribution of
the present paper directly addresses Point A since we pro-
vide a clear experimental prescription to determine the
HMF, up to a thermodynamically irrelevant constant, by
local measurements of the system only. This is an impor-
tant result: although the open system dynamics of ρS(t)
depends strongly on the details of VSB andHB, no knowl-
edge of them is required to experimentally infer the ther-
modynamics of the open system. Thus, the criticism of
T&H expressed in Point A remains formally correct—the
HMF together with the particular choice (2) of partition
function is not measurable using only knowledge about
ρS(t)—but this has no thermodynamic consequences if
we choose a partition function obeying Eq. (19). This
less restrictive choice of the partition function can be
experimentally inferred based only on knowledge about
ρS(t).

Concerning Point B, we first note that the ambiguities
in Eqs. (53) and (54) discussed in Ref. [51] are absent if
one takes into account that they have to vanish on aver-
age for all possible time-evolved nonequilibrium states as
we show in [59]. Second, the fluctuating thermodynamic
potentials must satisfy the second law (4) or the classical
fluctuation theorem (11), which indeed constitute further
restrictions.

Concerning Point C, the correct identification of heat
and work in the quantum regime is more subtle as there
is still no consensus on these questions. The main ob-

jection of T&H is based on their assessment that heat
and work are like “position and momentum”, whose val-
ues “can not be assigned [simultaneously]”, and the mea-
surements “need to be error free” and the “energy value
must be detected with certainty” [52]. However, such
measurements are never strictly realized in any quan-
tum experiment and one way to address this issue is to
construct a thermodynamic framework that takes into
account incomplete information, as recently proposed in
Refs. [18, 20, 60, 61], see also Ref. [62]. This approach
provides consistent definitions of heat and work based
on the available information in an experiment and does
not assume perfect measurements of the bath like the
TPPEMS. It also reduces to previously explored cases in
the literature in its respective limit.

IV. CONCLUSION

The thermodynamic framework based on the HMF
provides a solid and, as we have shown, operationally
meaningful approach to formulate nonequilibrium ther-
modynamics in the strong coupling regime. It neverthe-
less has its limitations. Most importantly, it does not
extend to the experimentally relevant situation of multi-
ple heat baths, where only a few formally exact results
are known [29, 30, 35] and a couple of promising the-
oretical tools, restricted to particular models, were de-
vised [7, 21, 23, 43–49, 55–58, 63–74].
To conclude, strong coupling nonequilibrium thermo-

dynamics is not as straightforward as its weak coupling
counterpart and more care is required when specifying
the experimental setup including the different classes of
possible system preparations. Yet, we are convinced that
this quest brought important progress and will continue
to do so.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the integral fluctuation theorem (11)

We denote the phase space coordinates of the system, the bath and the system-bath composite by x, y and z = (x, y),
respectively. The global Hamiltonian reads HSB(z;λt) = HS(x;λt) +HB(y) + VSB(z).
We assume that the initial system-bath state is prepared as

ρSB(z; 0) = ρS(x; 0)πB(y|x), (A1)

where the conditional state πB(y|x) of the bath is assumed to be equilibrated with respect to x:

πB(y|x) =
e−β[HB(y)+VSB(x,y)]

∫

dye−β[HB(y)+VSB(x,y)]
=

e−β[HSB(z;λ0)−H∗

S
(x;λ0)]

ZB

. (A2)

The last identity follows by using that the HMF in the classical case can be expressed as

H∗

S(x;λt) = HS(x;λt)−
1

β
ln

∫

dye−βVSB(x,y) e
−βHB(y)

ZB

. (A3)

Note that πB(y|x) does not depend on the value of the control parameter λt.
We now assume that we generate an ensemble of trajectories by drawing randomly phase space points z sampled

from the probability distribution (A1). Within the global system-bath state, the time-evolution of a point z in
phase space is governed by Hamilton’s equations of motion. We denote by zt = zt(z0) the time-evolved phase space
coordinate at time t starting from the initial condition z0. Consequently, xt and yt denote the projections of zt on
the system and bath phase space, respectively.
The stochastic work w along a single trajectory {zs(z0)|s ∈ [0, t]} is identified as usual with

w(zt; t) =

∫ t

0

dsλ̇s

∂HS(xs;λs)

∂s
= HSB(zt;λt)−HSB(z0;λ0). (A4)

Furthermore, the stochastic counterpart of the nonequilibrium free energy defined in Eq. (5) of the main text reads

f∗

S(xt; t) = H∗

S(xt;λt) + T ln[hNSdρS(xt; t)] (A5)

Here, ρS(xt; t) is the time-evolved phase space distribution of the system starting from the initial condition (A1)
evaluated at the system phase space point xt. Furthermore, h is Planck’s constant, NS the number of particles in
the system and d the dimension (e.g., for a single particle moving in one dimension NSd = 1). This factor was
introduced in order to make the argument of the logarithm dimensionless. It naturally cancels out when we compute
the difference in stochastic free energy, in which we are actually interested:

∆f∗

S(xt; t) = f∗

S(xt; t)− f∗

S(x0; 0) = H∗

S(xt;λt)−H∗

S(x0;λ0) + T ln
ρS(xt; t)

ρS(x0; 0)
(A6)

We now prove the fluctuation theorem (11) of the main text, whose validity was questioned in Ref. [51]. For this
purpose we first of all note the following useful relation:

e−β[w(zt;t)−∆f∗

S
(xt;t)] =

ρS(xt; t)πB(yt|xt)

ρS(x0; 0)πB(y0|x0)
. (A7)

This is a formal mathematical identity, where πB(yt|xt) is functionally identical to Eq. (A2), but evaluated at the
time-evolved phase space coordinate zt = (xt, yt). Note that Eq. (A7) does not assert that the time-evolved conditional
state of the bath, defined as ρB(y|x; t) = ρSB(z; t)/ρS(x; t), is identical to πB(yt|xt). Indeed, this is in general not
the case.

https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1367-2630/aa9b75
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.107701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.085415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033021
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.jpcc.9b05607
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We can now easily prove the integral fluctuation theorem. First, by definition we have

〈

e−β[w(zt;t)−∆f∗

S
(xt;t)]

〉

=

∫

dz0ρSB(z0; 0)e
−β[w(zt;t)−∆fS(xt;t)]. (A8)

Remember that zt and xt are functions of the initial phase space point z0. Next, we use Eq. (A7) and afterwards
Eq. (A1) to arrive at

〈

e−β[w(zt;t)−∆f∗

S
(xt;t)]

〉

=

∫

dz0ρSB(z0; 0)
ρS(xt; t)πB(yt|xt)

ρS(x0; 0)πB(y0|x0)
=

∫

dz0ρS(xt; t)πB(yt|xt). (A9)

Now, we perform a change of variables z0 → zt, which—by virtue of Liouville’s theorem—finally yields

〈

e−β[w(zt;t)−∆f∗

S
(xt;t)]

〉

=

∫

dztρS(xt; t)πB(yt|xt) = 1. (A10)


