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We show that the entanglement evolution of an open quantum system initially prepared in a
random pure state – as quantified by a large class of entanglement quantifiers – is universal, in the
limit of large Hilbert space dimensions.
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The ability to characterize and control quantum sys-
tems with an ever increasing number of constituents is
an ever more desired and necessary skill in many fields
of modern physics [1, 2, 3], material science [4], and even
biology [5, 6]. From a strictly deterministic point of view,
however, the rapidly growing generic complexity of such
systems apparently renders this task ineffable. Yet, a sta-
tistical description often allows to extract robust, generic
features which emerge in the limit of large system size,
and imply quantitative predictions [7].

Entanglement, an unmistakeable quantum signature,
is a prime example of the above, apparent illusiveness
of an exhaustive characterization as the system size is
scaled up: The structure of multipartite entanglement
turns more and more intricate with the exponentially in-
creasing number of possible correlations between different
subgroups or sublevels, and a complete characterization
of the quantum state to be analyzed (by quantum state
tomography) requires an exponentially increasing experi-
mental overhead. Even worse, since many-particle quan-
tum coherence is a necessary (though insufficient) con-
dition for entanglement, entanglement tends to get ever
more fragile when enlarging the system size: the more de-
grees of freedom, the more difficult it becomes to shield
these coherences against the detrimental influence of a
noisy environment. In such situations, the strong quan-
tum correlations due to entanglement additionally need
to be distinguished from classical correlations induced
by the ambient noise. This is in general accomplished by
high dimensional optimization procedures on exponen-
tially increasing state spaces, and apparently leaves little
hope for quantitative predictions on entanglement evolu-
tion in large, noisy, and, possibly, driven systems far from
equilibrium. Since, on the other hand, the signatures of
entanglement in such systems are of high fundamental
and, potentially, practical interest, e.g. when it comes
to harnessing the computational power of quantum algo-
rithms or assessing the role of quantum correlations in
intrinsically noisy biological systems, new experimental
and/or theoretical ideas are in need.

Here we consider the fate of high dimensional entan-
gled states in contact with an incoherent environment,
and show that a statistical analysis unveils universal
open system entanglement evolution in the limit of large

Hilbert space dimensions. In the thermodynamic limit,
an efficient characterization of entanglement dynamics is
thus again possible.

More specifically, let us start with a composite quan-
tum system on a d-dimensional Hilbert space H, subject
to some dynamics, and possibly coupled to uncontrol-
lable degrees of freedom which define its environment.
In order to gain a global picture of the time evolution
of the entanglement properties of arbitrary pure initial
states |χ〉 under this coupling, we seek a statistical de-
scription of the distribution of the entanglement of an en-
semble of states which underwent some – possibly open
system – dynamics which we represent by the mapping
|χ〉〈χ| → ρ = Λ(|χ〉〈χ|), and which is parametrized by
the time t. To describe a physically reasonable time evo-
lution in the sense that ρ be a density matrix, Λ ought to
be completely positive and trace preserving. As a mea-
sure for the relative effect of Λ on two states ρ and ω, we
choose the metric distance

DTr(ρ, ω) ≡ ‖ρ− ω‖Tr := Tr|ρ− ω| , (1)

induced by the trace norm ‖.‖Tr on the state space B(H)
over H. DTr decreases monotonously upon application
of any such Λ on ρ− ω [8],

‖Λ(ρ)− Λ(ω)‖Tr ≤ ‖ρ− ω‖Tr , (2)

and the dynamics will thus not render the states more
different than they were initially. Note that, for purely
Hamiltonian dynamics, this is essentially a consequence
of the unitarity of quantum mechanics, and it is intu-
itively clear that incoherent dynamics cannot degrade
the situation. This is but one way to express that the
trace distance is arguably a natural metric to distinguish
quantum states.

To proceed, we focus on entanglement quantifiers
which are Lipschitz continuous [9],∣∣E(ρ)− E(ω)

∣∣ ≤ η‖ρ− ω‖Tr (3)

with Lipschitz constant η. Note that all entangle-
ment measures defined by some distance ED(ρ) =
minσ∈S D(ρ, σ) of ρ to the set S of separable states
[10, 11, 12], with respect to a suitable metric which abides
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to the above monotonicity condition (2) [24], straight-
forwardly fulfill this condition, with Lipschitz constant
ηD = 1 (by virtue of the triangle inequality [9]). As
shown in the Appendix below, so does the negativity N
[13], a sufficient entanglement criteria, but with a differ-
ent constant ηN . Given (2,3), E then inherits Lipschitz
continuity even with respect to the norm induced by the
scalar product on H, with Lipschitz constant 2η:∣∣E(ρ)− E(ω)

∣∣ ≤ η∥∥Λ(|χ〉〈χ|)− Λ(|ψ〉〈ψ|)
∥∥

Tr

≤ η
∥∥|χ〉〈χ| − |ψ〉〈ψ|∥∥

Tr
(4)

≤ 2η
∥∥|χ〉 − |ψ〉∥∥ .

We have thus obtained an estimate for the evolution
of the relative entanglement evolution of two arbitrary,
pure initial states |χ〉 and |ψ〉 under the dynamics Λ. To
turn this into a statement on the statistical distribution
of the entanglement of an initially prepared ensemble of
pure states after interaction with the environment [14],
we just need to realize that the set of all pure states in
H is isomorphic to the unit sphere S2d−1 in a 2d dimen-
sional space. Levy’s lemma [15, 16],[7] then immediately
allows to infer our central result: The probability for
the deviation of E(ρ) from its average value 〈E〉, given a
uniform distribution of the initial ensemble of pure states
over S2d−1 (i.e., uniform with respect to the Haar mea-
sure [17]), decays exponentially fast with the increasing
of the system dimension d:

Pr
(∣∣E(ρ)− 〈E〉

∣∣ > ε
)
≤ 4 exp

(
−C 2d

4η2
ε2

)
. (5)

The constant C > 0 is independent of d and may be
chosen as C = (72π3)−1 (following the derivation in [15]).

A concrete result (with the same value of C) is derived
for the negativity of a bipartite system composed of dA×
dB-level systems (rescaled with respect to its maximal
value Nmax = (dA − 1)/2 for dA ≤ dB):

Pr
(∣∣∣∣N (ρ)− 〈N〉

Nmax

∣∣∣∣ > ε

)
≤ 4 exp

(
−C dB(dA − 1)2

2dA
ε2

)
,

(6)
which is visualized in Fig. 1 for the negativity distribu-
tion of ensembles of N = 3, . . . , 8 qubits which are locally
coupled to a dephasing environment. Negativity is here
evaluated with respect to the least balanced bipartition
of the qubit register, i.e., quantifies the entanglement of
one qubit with the remaining N−1 qubits, after applica-
tion of the dephasing dynamics. In accord with our above
assumption, we sample over a distribution of 10000 pure
initial register states, and parametrize the dynamics by
the probability p for complete dephasing (i.e., the anni-
hiliation of the density matrix’ off-diagonal element, the
coherence) of a single qubit. By virtue of the identifica-
tion p = 1 − e−Γt, with Γ the dephasing rate of a single
qubit, in Markov approximation, this is tantamount to a
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Negativity distributions of the least
balanced partition (one vs. N − 1 qubits) of N = 3, 4, 6, 8
qubits, at different snapshots of the evolution. We sam-
ple over 10000 uniformly distributed pure initial states of
N qubits which evolve under local coupling to a dephas-
ing reservoir. The system–environment interaction time t is
parametrized by p = (1 − e−Γt), with Γ the local dephas-
ing rate. Clearly, the bigger N , the more concentrates the
negativity distribution around its mean value, for all times.
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FIG. 2: Standard deviation and mean value of the negativity
distribution of 10000 uniformly distributed pure states of an
N -qubit register, upon local dephasing, with p = 1− e−Γt =
0.5 and N = 2, . . . , 8. While the mean increases with N , as
expected for increasing dimensions, the standard deviation
decreases exponentially with N (as tested by an exponential
fit).

parametrization by the system–environment interaction
time [18]. Fig. 2 compares the variances of the distribu-
tions shown in Fig. 1 with the respective mean values, at
fixed p = 0.5, and thus quantifies the rapid concentra-
tion of negativity around its mean value with increasing
N . Thereby, our numerical results underpin the mixed
state entanglement concentration predicted by Eqs. (5)
and (6). Furthermore, the concentration observed by the
numeric experiment is even stronger than estimated – the
measured variances are approx. one order of magnitude
smaller than the variance which we would infer from (6),
with our above estimate of C and ηN .

The above results determine the open system evolution
of entanglement with an error exponentially small in the
dimension of the underlying Hilbert space (provided η
does not increase faster than

√
d, what is the case under

our above assumptions). Therefore, in high dimensions,
it suffices to monitor the entanglement evolution of a sin-
gle, randomly picked pure state, to predict the fate of any
other typical state subjected to the same dynamics with
high precision, with no restrictions on the specific nature
of the environment coupling. Inasmuch as knowledge of
a single state’s entanglement evolution fully determines
(in the present, asymptotic sense) the result for arbitrary
states, our result is reminiscent of previously derived en-
tanglement evolution equations [19, 20], where the final
entanglement of an arbitrary initial pure state was shown
to be fully characterized by the entanglement evolution
of the maximally entangled state. Though, these equa-
tions could hitherto be derived only for bipartite systems
with the environment acting on only one system con-
stituent, and, in the higher dimensional case, only for
finite system-entanglement interaction times.

The concentration of open system entanglement evolu-

tion as spelled out by (5) and (6) has yet another bear-
ing, for the optimization problem typically encountered
[21, 22] when determining the entanglement of arbitrary
mixed states. At least under our above, rather general
conditions on mixed states generated through arbitrary
physical dynamics Λ from a uniform distribution of pure
states, mixed state entanglement concentration suggests
a reduction of the optimization space: A single repre-
sentative of the obtained sample generated under a spe-
cific physical evolution, selected with convenient proper-
ties (symmetries in terms of its pure state decomposition)
to perform that optimization will suffice given an expo-
nentially narrow range of entanglement. Note that this is
consistent with earlier findings on the unravelling of the
open system entanglement evolution of pairs of qubits,
where numerical evidence suggested an effective reduc-
tion of the dimension of optimization space, for a given
environment coupling [23].
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Appendix. We shall now find the Lipschitz constant for
the negativity of a bipartite system. This task is eased
by the fact that negativity is basically the state’s trace
norm [13]

N (ρ) :=
‖ρτ‖Tr − 1

2
, (7)

with τ indicating the partial transposition. By means
of the triangle inequality,

∣∣‖x‖ − ‖y‖∣∣ ≤ ‖x − y‖, and
the linearity of the partial transpose we arrive at a first
estimation:

|N (ρ)−N (ω)| ≤ 1
2

∥∥(ρ− ω)τ
∥∥

Tr
. (8)

We now make use of the underlying tensor product struc-
ture of the Hilbert space, and explicitly write the partial
transposition as an operation:

(ρ− ω)τ = (11⊗ T )(ρ− ω) . (9)



4

The norm of this result can be estimated with the oper-
ator norm defined as

‖A‖op := sup
x

‖Ax‖
‖x‖

, (10)

where the norm on the right side is the one on the do-
main and the image of A, respectively. By choosing a
particular x, which is not necessarily optimal, we obtain
a lower bound for the right side of (9). Thus the relation

‖(11⊗ T )‖op ≥
‖(11⊗ T )(ρ− ω)‖Tr

‖ρ− ω‖Tr
(11)

gives us the next estimate for negativity:

|N (ρ)−N (ω)| ≤ 1
2
‖(11⊗ T )‖op‖ρ− ω‖Tr . (12)

Of course, we already know how to maximize the oper-
ator norm, namely with the maximally entangled state,
which yields ‖(11 ⊗ T )‖op = n with n the dimension of
one subsystem of the bipartition, i.e., ρ, ω ∈ Mn ⊗Mn.
Consequently, we find Lipschitz continuity for negativity,

|N (ρ)−N (ω)| ≤ n

2
‖ρ− ω‖Tr , (13)

with Lipschitz constant ηN = n/2.
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[14] K. Życzkowski and H.-J. Sommers, J. Phys. A 34, 7111
(2001).

[15] M. Ledoux, The Concentration of Measure Phenomenon,
Mathematical Surveys and Monographs 89, AMS 2001.

[16] V. D. Milman and G. Schechtman, Asymptotic Theory
of Finite Dimensional Normed Spaces, Lecture Notes in
Mathematics 1200, Springer 1986.
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