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Centro Atómico Bariloche, Avenida E. Bustillo Km 9.5, (8400) Bariloche,

Argentina, and Universidad Tecnológica Nacional (UTN-FRBA),
Fanny Newbery 111, (8400) Bariloche, Argentina

(Dated: January 26, 2021)

Quantum memory effects can be related to a bidirectional exchange of information between an
open system and its environment, which in turn modifies the state and dynamical behavior of the last
one. Nevertheless, non-Markovianity can also be induced by environments whose dynamics is not
affected during the system evolution, implying the absence of any physical information exchange. An
unsolved open problem in the formulation of quantum memory measures is the apparent impossibility
of discerning between both paradigmatic cases. Here, we present an operational scheme that, based
on the outcomes of successive measurements processes performed over the system of interest, allows
to distinguishing between both kinds of memory effects. The method accurately detects bidirectional
information flows in diverse dissipative and dephasing non-Markovian open system dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

In its modern conception, quantum non-Markovianity
[1–3] is related to a twofold exchange of information be-
tween an open system and its environment [4, 5]. Over
the basis of unitary system-environment models, it is
commonly assumed that this bidirectional informational
flow (BIF) is mediated by physical processes that mod-
ify the state and dynamical behavior of the environment.
In spite of the consistence of this picture [6–8], it is well
known that memory effects can also be induced by reser-
voirs whose state and dynamical behavior are not affected
at all by its coupling with the open system. Evidently,
this feature implies the absence of any physical system-
bath information exchange. Stochastic Hamiltonians [9–
12], incoherent bath fluctuations [13–17], collisional mod-
els [18, 19], and (system) unitary dynamics character-
ized by random parameters [20–23] are some examples
of this “casual bystander” (non-Markovian) environment
action. The environment affects the system dynamics but
its (statistical) state is never influenced by the system.

An open problem in the formulation of quantum non-
Markovianity is the lack of an underlying prescription
(based only on system information) able to discriminate
between the previous two complementary cases. In fact,
even when a wide variety of memory witnesses (defined
from the system propagator properties) has been pro-
posed [24–41] and implemented experimentally [42–48],
even in absence of BIFs most of them may inaccurately
detect an “environment-to-system backflow of informa-
tion” [9–21]. This incongruence emerges because quan-
tum master equations with very similar structures de-
scribe the (non-Markovian) system dynamics in presence
or absence of BIFs.

The previous limitation implies a severe constraint on
the classification and interpretation of memory effects
in quantum systems. For example, there exist non-
Markovian dynamics whose underlying memory effects
are classified as “extreme” ones. Nevertheless, these dy-
namics emerge from simple classical statistical mixtures

of (memoryless) Markovian system evolutions. Added to
the absence of any physical BIF, the reading of mem-
ory effects as quantum ones becomes meaningless in this
situation. Remarkable cases are quantum master equa-
tions with an ever (time-dependent) negative rate (eter-
nal non-Markovianity) [36, 49] as well as “maximally non-
Markovian dynamics” where the stationary state may re-
cover the initial condition [33, 50]. On the other hand,
the interpretation of this kind of dynamics in terms
of measurement-based stochastic wave vector evolutions
may becomes ambiguous (Markovian or non-Markovian)
by taking into account or not the underling statistical
mixture. In fact, for each Markovian system evolution in
the statistical ensemble one can associate a Markovian
stochastic wave vector evolution. Hence, there is not any
memory effect at the level of single realizations. Alter-
natively, a non-Markovian wave vector evolution that in
average recovers the system evolution may also be pro-
posed [51]. These examples confirm that a procedure
capable to determine when memory effects rely or not on
physically mediated BIFs is in general highly demanded.

The aim of this work is introduce an operational tech-
nique that accurately detects the presence of physically
mediated system-environment BIFs. Consistently with
the operational character, instead of a definition in the
system Hilbert space [4, 5], the approach relies on a prob-
abilistic condition that indicates when an environment
is unaffected by its coupling with the system. Corre-
spondingly, memory effects emerge from a statistical av-
erage of a Markovian system dynamics that parametri-
cally depends on the (unaffected) bath degrees of free-
dom. It is shown that these conditions can be checked
by performing a minimal number of three system mea-
surement processes, added to an intermediate (random)
update of the system state that may depends on pre-
vious outcomes. Similarly to operational memory ap-
proaches based on causal breaks [52–60], here a gener-
alized conditional past-future (CPF) correlation [56–60]
defined between the first and last (past-future) measure-
ment outcomes, conditioned to the intermediate updated
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system-state, becomes an indicator of BIFs.
The three-joint outcome probabilities and its associ-

ated generalized CPF correlation are calculated for both
quantum and classical environmental fluctuations. Con-
sistently, for classical noise fluctuations, or in general,
when memory effects can be associated to environments
with an invariant dynamics, the generalized CPF corre-
lation vanishes. This property furnishes a novel and ex-
plicit experimental test for detecting BIFs. Its feasibility
is explicitly demonstrated through its characterization in
ubiquitous dissipative and dephasing non-Markovian dy-
namics that admit an exact treatment.

II. PROBABILISTIC APPROACH

Our aim is to distinguish between memory effects that
occur with and without BIFs. These opposite cases are
related to the dependence or independence of the reser-
voir dynamics on system degrees of freedom. This prop-
erty can be explicitly defined by means of the follow-
ing scheme, which is valid in both classical and quantum
realms.
We assume that both the system and the environment

are subjected to a set of (bipartite separable) measure-
ments at successive times t1 < t2 · · · < tn. The set of
strings s ≡ (s1, s2 · · · sn) and e ≡ (e1, e2, · · · en) denote
the respective outcomes, which in turn label the cor-
responding system and environment post-measurement
states. The outcome statistics is set by a joint proba-
bility P (s, e). This object in general depends on which
measurement processes are performed.
In agreement with our definition, in absence of BIFs

the environment probability P (e) =
∑

s
P (s, e) must be

an invariant object that is independent of the system
initialization and dynamics. Bayes rule allows to write
P (e) =

∑
s
P (e|s)P (s), where P (e|s) is the conditional

probability of e given s, while P (s) gives the probability
of s. Hence, the absence of BIFs can be expressed by the
condition

P (e|s) = P (e), (1)

which guarantees that the environment statistics is inde-
pendent of the system state and dynamics.
The marginal probability for the system outcomes

can always be written as P (s) =
∑

e
P (s, e) =∑

e
P (s|e)P (e), where P (s|e) is the conditional proba-

bility of s given e. When condition (1) is fulfilled, we
can affirm that any possible memory effect in the system
measurements follows from an (invariant) environmental
average [〈· · · 〉e≡

∑
e
· · ·P (e)] of a (system) joint proba-

bility P (e)(s) ↔ P (s|e) that parametrically depends on
the bath states,

P (s) = 〈P (e)(s)〉e. (2)

Notice that P (e)(s) denotes the conditional probability
P (s|e) given that condition (1) is fulfilled.

In the present approach Eqs. (1) and (2) define the
absence of any physical system-environment BIF. Sys-
tem memory effects emerge due to the conditional action
of the bath. Our problem now is to detect these proba-
bility structures by taking into account only the system
outcome statistics. Before this step, we introduce one
extra assumption.
As usual in open quantum systems, we assume that the

system-bath bipartite dynamics (without interventions)
admits an underlying semigroup (memoryless) descrip-
tion. Hence, P (e)(s) fulfills a Markovian property with
respect to system outcomes,

P (e)(s) = P (e)(sn|sn−1) · · ·P (e)(s2|s1)P (e)(s1). (3)

For notational convenience, the parametric dependence
of the conditional probabilities P (e)(s|s′) on the bath
states is written through the supra index (e). This depen-
dence must be consistent with causality, meaning that
P (e)(s|s′) cannot depend on (non-selected) future bath
outcomes.

A. Detection scheme

The developing of BIFs, that is, departures with re-
spect to the structure defined by Eqs. (2)-(3), can be
detected with the following minimal scheme. Three mea-
surements processes performed at times 0 → t → t+ τ,
deliver the successive system outcomes x → (y → y̆) →
z. After the intermediate measurement, the system
state—labelled by y—is externally (and instantaneously)
updated to a renewed state—labelled by y̆—, while the
bath state is unaffected. Each y̆-state is chosen with an
arbitrary conditional probability ℘(y̆|y, x). The scheme
is closed after specifying ℘(y̆|y, x) and calculating the
marginal probability P (z, y̆, x) =

∑
y P (z, y̆, y, x). In ad-

dition, it is assumed that system and environment are
uncorrelated before the first measurement. A “deter-
ministic scheme” (d) corresponds to ℘(y̆|y, x) = δy̆,y.
Hence, not any change is introduced after the intermedi-
ate measurement. A “random scheme” (r) is defined by
℘(y̆|y, x) = ℘(y̆|x). These two cases are motivated by the
following features.
In absence of BIFs, the joint probability for the four

events, from Eqs. (2) and (3), reads

P (z, y̆, y, x) = 〈P (e)(z|y̆)℘(y̆|y, x)P (e)(y|x)P (x)〉e. (4)

Notice that this result also relies on Eq. (1), which guar-
antees that 〈· · · 〉e remains invariant even when changing
the system state at a given time, (y → y̆). On the other
hand, by assumption ℘(y̆|y, x) and P (x) do not depend
on the environmental degrees of freedom. In the deter-
ministic scheme, Eq. (4) leads to

P (z, y̆, x)
d
= 〈P (e)(z|y̆)P (e)(y̆|x)〉e P (x), (5)

while in the random case, using
∑

y P
(e)(y|x) = 1,

P (z, y̆, x)
r
= 〈P (e)(z|y̆)〉e ℘(y̆|x)P (x). (6)
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The deterministic scheme [Eq. (5)], given that
P (z, y̆, x) does not fulfill a Markov property, shows that
memory effects may in fact develop even in absence of
BIFs. Nevertheless, due to the structure defined by
Eqs. (2) and (3), they are completely “washed out” in
the random scheme, which delivers a Markovian joint
probability [Eq. (6)]. Taking into account the derivation
of Eq. (4), this last property break down when Eq. (1)
is not fulfilled. Thus, in the random scheme departure
of P (z, y̆, x) from Markovianity witnesses BIFs, which
solves our problem.

B. System and environment observables

In contrast to classical systems, in a quantum regime
the previous results have an intrinsic dependence of which
system and environment observables are considered.
For quantum systems, the absence of BIFs is defined

by the validity of the probability structures Eqs. (5) and
(6) for any kind of system measurement processes. Thus,
arbitrary system observables are considered.
On the other hand, we only consider environment ob-

servables that allow to read 〈· · · 〉e as an unconditional
average over the bath degrees of freedom. This extra as-
sumption is completely consistent with the developed ap-
proach. Furthermore, this election (due to the uncondi-
tional character) implies that P (z, y̆, x) can be measured
without involving any explicit environment measurement
process. This important feature is valid for both classical
and quantum environmental fluctuations.
When the environment is defined by classical stochas-

tic degrees of freedom with a fixed statistics [Sec. (III A)],
given that classical systems are not affected by a measure-
ment process, the previous assumption applies straight-
forwardly. When the reservoir must be described in a
quantum regime, the previous constraint implies observ-
ables whose non-selective [1] measurement transforma-
tions do not affect the environment state at each stage
[Sec. (III B)]. Thus, independently of the environment
nature, the detection of BIFs can always be performed
without measuring explicitly the environment.

C. BIF witness

Independently of the nature (incoherent or quantum)
of both the system and the environment, as an explicit
witness of BIF we consider a generalized CPF correlation
that takes into account the intermediate system state
update operation (deterministic ↔ d or random ↔ r).
It measures the correlation between the initial and final
(past-future) outcomes conditioned to the intermediate
system state (y̆)

C
(d/r)
pf |y̆ ≡

∑

z,x

OzOx[P (z, x|y̆)− P (z|y̆)P (x|y̆)]. (7)

Here, all conditional probabilities follow from P (z, y̆, x)
[61], while the sum indexes run over all possible outcomes
at each stage. The scalar quantities {Oz} and {Ox} de-
fine the system observables for each outcome.
In the deterministic scheme, similarly to Ref. [56],

C
(d)
pf |y̆ detects memory effects independently of its un-

derlying origin. In the random scheme, the condition

C
(r)
pf |y̆ 6= 0 provides the desired witness of BIFs. This re-

sult follows directly from the Markovian property Eq. (6),

which leads to P (z, x|y̆) = P (z|y̆)P (x|y̆) → C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0.

For quantum systems, the three system measurement
processes are defined by a set of operators {Ωx}, {Ωy},
and {Ωz}, with normalization

∑
x Ω

†
xΩx =

∑
y Ω

†
yΩy =∑

z Ω
†
zΩz = I, where I is the system identity operator.

The intermediate y-measurement in taken as a projective
one, Ωy = |y〉〈y|. Thus, in the random scheme the system
state transformation reads ρy ≡ |y〉〈y| → ρy̆, where the
states {ρy̆} (independently of outcome y) are randomly
chosen with probability ℘(y̆|x). This operation can be
implemented, for example, as ρy̆ = U(y̆|y)[ρy], where the
(conditional) unitary operator U(y̆|y) leads to the state
ρy̆ independently of the obtained y-outcome [62].

III. APPLICATION TO DIFFERENT

SYSTEM-ENVIRONMENT MODELS

The consistence of the developed approach is sup-
ported by studying fundamental system-reservoir models
that leads to memory effects.

A. Classical noise environmental fluctuations

Here the open system is coupled to classical stochas-
tic degrees of freedom. Its density matrix is written as

ρt = Est
t,0[ρ0], where the overbar symbol denotes an aver-

age over the environmental realizations. For each noise
realization the stochastic propagator fulfills Est

t+τ,0 =

Est
t+τ,tEst

t,0, property consistent with the assumption (3).
Stochastic Hamiltonians [9–12] as well as random unitary
evolutions [20] fall in this category. As usual in these
models, the statistics of the noise realizations is indepen-
dent of the system dynamics. Hence, not any BIF should
be detected in this case.
Given that each noise realization labels the environ-

ment state, we can take the equivalence 〈· · · 〉e ↔ (· · · ).
By using the standard formulation of quantum measure-
ment theory, the joint probability associated to the mea-
surement scheme can be written as (see Appendix A)

P (z, y̆, y, x)

℘(y̆|y, x) = Trs(EzEst
t+τ,t[ρy̆])Trs(EyEst

t,0[ρ̃x]), (8)

where Ei ≡ Ω†
iΩi (i = x, y, z) and ρ̃x ≡ Ωxρ0Ω

†
x

is the (unnormalized) system state after the first x-
measurement. Trs(· · · ) denotes a trace operation in the
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system Hilbert space. ρy̆ is the (updated) system state
after the second y-measurement, while t and τ are the
elapsed times between consecutive measurements.
In the deterministic scheme [℘(y̆|y, x) = δy̆,y], using

that P (z, y̆, x) =
∑

y P (z, y̆, y, x), Eq. (8) leads to

P (z, y̆, x)
d
= Trs(EzEst

t+τ,t[ρy̆])Trs(Ey̆Est
t,0[ρ̃x]). (9)

In general, this joint probability does not fulfill a Markov

condition. Thus, C
(d)
pf |y̆ 6= 0 [Eq. (7)] detects mem-

ory effects. On the other hand, in the random scheme
[℘(y̆|y, x) = ℘(y̆|x)] from Eq. (8) it follows

P (z, y̆, x)
r
= Trs(EzEst

t+τ,t[ρy̆])℘(y̆|x)Trs(ρ̃x), (10)

which recovers the Markovian result Eq. (6) with

〈P (e)(z|y̆)〉e ↔ Trs(EzEst
t+τ,t[ρy̆]) = P (z|y̆) and P (x) =

Trs(ρ̃x) = Trs(Exρ0). Thus, independently of the chosen

system measurement observables it follows C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0

[Eq. (7)], indicating, as expected, the absence of any BIF.

B. Completely positive system-environment

dynamics

Alternatively, system-environment (s-e) dynamics can
be described in a bipartite Hilbert space. Their density
matrix ρset = Et,0[ρse0 ] is set by a bipartite propagator
that satisfies Et+τ,0 = Et+τ,tEt,0. This property also sup-
ports assumption (3). We consider separable initial con-
ditions ρse0 = ρ0 ⊗ σ0. Hence, Et,0 leads to a completely
positive system dynamics ρt = Tre(Et,0[ρse0 ]). Unitary
system-environment models [1] as well as bipartite (time-
irreversible) Lindblad dynamics fall in this category. As
system and environment are intrinsically coupled, the de-
veloping of BIFs is expected in general.
Here, we take the equivalence 〈· · · 〉e ↔ Tre(· · · ). This

unconditional environment average applies when the suc-
cessive (non-selective [1]) measurements of the environ-
ment do not modify its state at each stage (the bath state
remains the same after each non-selective measurement).
Due to the dynamics induced by Et,0, in general it is
not possible to know explicitly which physical reservoir
observables fulfill this condition. Nevertheless, the de-
manded invariance straightforwardly allows to read and
to obtain 〈· · · 〉e from the bath trace operation Tre(· · · )
[1] (see also Appendix A). Hence, similarly to the previ-
ous environment model the validity (or not) of Eqs. (5)
and (6) can be checked without performing any explicit
reservoir measurement process. From standard quantum
measurement theory, the joint probability of system out-
comes here reads (Appendix A)

P (z, y̆, y, x)

℘(y̆|y, x) = Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ Trs(EyEt,0[ρ̃sex ])]),

(11)
where ρ̃sex ≡ Ωxρ0Ω

†
x⊗σ0 = ρ̃x⊗σ0 is the bipartite state

after the first x-measurement and, as before, ρy̆ is the
updated system state.

In the deterministic scheme [℘(y̆|y, x) = δy̆,y], the pre-
vious expression [P (z, y̆, x) =

∑
y P (z, y̆, y, x)] leads to

P (z, y̆, x)
d
= Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ Trs(Ey̆Et,0[ρ̃sex ])]). (12)

As expected, a Markovian property is not fulfilled in gen-

eral implying the presence of memory effects, C
(d)
pf |y̆ 6= 0.

In the random scheme [℘(y̆|y, x) = ℘(y̆|x)] it follows

P (z, y̆, x)
r
= Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ Trs(Et,0[ρ̃sex ])])℘(y̆|x).

(13)
In contrast to Eq. (10), here in general a Markov property

is not fulfilled. Thus, C
(r)
pf |y̆ 6= 0. Nevertheless, there

are bipartite dynamics than in fact occur without a BIF.

Below, we found the conditions that guarantee C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0

for arbitrary system measurement processes.

1. Invariant environment dynamics

The environment state follows by tracing out the sys-
tem degrees of freedom, σt ≡ Trs(Et,0[ρse0 ]), where ρse0 =
ρ0 ⊗ σ0. When this state is independent of the system
initialization

σt = Trs(Et,0[ρse0 ]) = Trs(Et,0[Ms[ρ
se
0 ]]), (14)

where Ms represents an arbitrary (trace-preserving) sys-
tem transformation, a Markovian property is immedi-
ately recovered in the random scheme. In fact, in-
troducing Trs(Et,0[ρ̃sex ])]) = P (x)σt, Eq. (13) becomes

P (z, y̆, x)
r
= Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆⊗σt])℘(y̆|x)P (x), which re-

covers the structure (6). Thus, environments with an

invariant dynamics do not induce any BIF [C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0].

Notice that this property supports the complete consis-
tence of the proposed approach.
A relevant situation where Eq. (14) applies is the case

of systems coupled to incoherent degrees of freedom gov-
erned by a (invariant) classical master equation [13].
While these dynamics lead to memory effects [14–16], our
approach correctly identify the absence of any BIF. Ran-
dom unitary evolutions [20], as well as quantum Markov
chains [49, 50] fall in this case.
It is important to remark that environments develop-

ing quantum features (coherences) may also fulfill con-
dition (14). This is the case, for example, of some col-
lisional models [18] whose underlying description can be
formulated with bipartite Lindblad equations [19].

2. Unitary system-environment models

When modeling open quantum dynamics from an un-
derlying bipartite Hamiltonian dynamics, the unitary
propagator reads Et,0[·] = exp(−itHT ) · exp(+itHT ),
where HT is

HT = Hs +He +HI . (15)
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The first two terms define respectively the system and
bath Hamiltonians, while the last one introduces their
interaction. Given the system-environment mutual in-
teraction, for nearly all Hamiltonians HT it is expected
that the developing of memory effects [Eq. (12)] rely on
BIFs [Eq. (13)].
One exception to the previous rule arises when the bath

and interaction Hamiltonians commute,

[He, HI ] = 0. (16)

Under this condition, denoting the bath eigenvectors as
He|e〉 = e|e〉, the system density matrix reads ρt =

Tre(ρ
se
t ) =

∑
e we exp(−itH(e)

s )ρ0 exp(+itH
(e)
s ), where

the weights are we ≡ 〈e|σ0|e〉 and H(e)
s ≡ Hs + 〈e|HI |e〉.

Thus, the system dynamics can be represented by a ran-
dom unitary map [22]. For arbitrary dynamics, this prop-
erty does not guaranty the absence of BIFs. In fact, here
the environment invariance property (14) is not fulfilled
in general [63]. Nevertheless, after a straightforward cal-
culation, the probabilities of the deterministic and ran-
dom schemes, Eqs. (12) and (13), can be written as in
Eqs. (5) and (6) (valid in absence of BIFs) respectively.
In fact, under the replacement 〈· · · 〉e → ∑

ewe(· · · ), the
conditional probabilities are P (e)(z|y̆) → Trs(EzG

(e)
τ [ρy̆])

and P (e)(y̆|x) → Trs(Ey̆G
(e)
t [ρx]), where G

(e)
t [·] ≡

exp(−itH(e)
s ) · exp(+itH(e)

s ) and ρx ≡ ρ̃x/Trs(ρ̃x). Thus,
from these expressions we conclude that the condition
(16) guaranties that the joint probabilities, for arbitrary
systemmeasurement processes, can also be obtained from
a statistical mixture (with invariant weights {we}) of uni-
tary system evolutions (with propagators {G(e)

t }), which
consistently implies C

(r)
pf |y̆ = 0.

IV. EXAMPLES

Here, different explicit examples that admit an exact
treatment are studied.

A. Eternal non-Markovianity

As a first explicit example we consider the non-
Markovian system evolution

dρt
dt

=
1

2

∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ

γα(t)(σαρtσα − ρt), (17)

where {σα} are the α-Pauli matrixes (directions in Bloch
sphere are denoted with a hat symbol). The time-
dependent rates are γx̂(t) = γŷ(t) = γ, and γẑ(t) =
−γ tanh[γt]. As demonstrated in Ref. [49] this kind of
eternal non-Markovian evolution [γẑ(t) < 0 ∀t] is in-
duced by the coupling of the system with a statistical
mixture of classical random fields. In fact, the system
state can be written as ρt =

∑
α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ qα exp[γtLα][ρ0],

where Lα[·] ≡ (σα · σα − ·) is induced by each random
field, whose (mixture) weights are qx̂ = qŷ = 1/2, and
qẑ = 0. This underlying “microscopic” description al-
lows to calculating multi-time statistics in an exact way.
In particular, the CPF correlations follow straightfor-
wardly from Eqs. (9) and (10), (· · · ) → ∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ qα(· · · ),
where the (time-independent) “noise environmental real-
izations” only assumes the values α = x̂, ŷ, ẑ, each with
probability qα.
Assuming that the three measurements processes are

performed in the Bloch directions x̂-n̂-x̂, where n̂ is an
arbitrary direction in the ẑ-x̂ plane (with azimuthal an-
gle θ), for the deterministic scheme it follows (see Ap-
pendix B)

C
(d)
pf |y̆=±1 =

x̂n̂x̂
sin2(θ)[c(t + τ)− c(t)c(τ)], (18)

where c(t) ≡ qx̂ + (qŷ + qẑ) exp[−2γt]. The initial system
state was taken as ρ0 = |±〉〈±|, where |±〉 denotes the

eigenvectors of σẑ . In Fig. 1(a) we plot C
(d)
pf |y̆ [Eq. (18)]

and C
(r)
pf |y̆ for equal measurement time intervals, t = τ.

The property limt→∞ C
(d)
pf |y̆ 6= 0 indicates that the en-

vironment correlation do not decay in time [56]. On the
other hand, independently of the election of the renewed

(pure) states ρy̆=±1 and ℘(y̆|x), we get C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0 (see

Appendix B). As expected from Eq. (10), this result in-
dicates the absence of any BIF.

B. Interaction with a bosonic bath

As a second example, we consider a two-level system
coupled to a bosonic bath,

HT =
ω0

2
σẑ +

∑

k

ωkb
†
kbk +

∑

k

gkSb
†
k + g∗kS

†bk. (19)

Each contribution defines the system, bath, and interac-
tion Hamiltonians respectively [Eq. (15)]. The bosonic

operators satisfy [bk, b
†
k′ ] = δk,k′ . Taking the system op-

erators S† = |+〉 〈−| and S = |−〉 〈+| as the raising and
lowering operators in the natural basis |±〉 , the system
dynamics is dissipative [1], while in the case S = S† = σẑ
a dephasing dynamics is recovered. We assume the bi-
partite initial state |Ψse

0 〉 = |ψ0〉 ⊗
∏

k |0〉k, where {|0〉k}
are the ground states of each bosonic mode. In this case,
by working the observables in an interaction representa-
tion, similarly to Refs. [57, 58], the joint probabilities
(12) and (13) can be calculated in an exact way [64].
For the dissipative dynamics [S = |−〉 〈+| in Eq. (19)]

the CPF correlation in the random scheme reads [64]

C
(r)
pf |y̆=−1 =

ẑẑẑ
|G(t, τ)|2, C

(r)
pf |y̆=−1 =

x̂ẑx̂
−Re[G(t, τ)].

(20)
Here, we consider two different measurement possibili-
ties, ẑ-ẑ-ẑ and x̂-ẑ-x̂ directions, both with conditional
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FIG. 1: CPF correlation [Eq. (7)] for the deterministic
and random schemes, left and right columns respectively,
for equal measurement time intervals t = τ. (a) Eter-
nal non-Markovianity, measurements x̂-n̂-x̂. (b) Decay in a
bosonic bath, measurements ẑ-ẑ-ẑ and x̂-ẑ-x̂. (c) Dephas-
ing in a bosonic bath, measurements n̂-ŷ-x̂. In all cases, the
n̂−direction is defined by the angle θ. The renewed states
ρy̆=±1 are described in the main text.

y̆ = −1. The renewed states are ρy̆=± = |±〉〈±|, and we
take ℘(y̆|x) = 1/2. The initial system state |ψ0〉 is cho-
sen such that P (x) = 1/2. Under this condition, for both
measurement directions, in the deterministic scheme we

get C
(d)
pf |y̆=−1 = [1− |G(t)|2/2]−2C

(r)
pf |y̆=−1. In these ex-

pressions, G(t, τ) ≡
∫ t

0 dt
′
∫ τ

0 dτ
′f(τ ′ + t′)G(t − t′)G(τ −

τ ′), where G(t) is defined by the evolution (d/dt)G(t) =

−
∫ t

0
f(t − t′)G(t′)dt′, G(0) = 1. The memory kernel is

the bath correlation f(t) ≡
∑

k |gk|2 exp[+i(ω0 − ωk)t].
In Fig. 1(b), for a Lorentzian spectral density [58],

f(t) = (γ/2τc) exp(−|t|/τc), with γτc = 5, we plot the
CPF correlations. In contrast to the previous case, here
for both the deterministic and random schemes, the CPF
correlations do not vanish. Thus, memory effects rely
on BIFs, which are present independently of the bath
correlation time τc.
In the dephasing case [S = σẑ in Eq. (19)], the CPF

correlation in the random scheme is [64]

C
(r)
pf |y̆ =

n̂ŷx̂
y̆ cos(θ) exp(−γτ ) sin(Φt,τ ). (21)

Here, we consider the successive measurements in Bloch
directions n̂-ŷ-x̂. Furthermore, we take ℘(y̆|x) = 1/2,

and pure states ρy̆ corresponding to the eigenvectors of
σŷ. The initial condition |ψ0〉 is such that independently
of n̂, P (x) = 1/2. Under this condition the CPF cor-
relation of the deterministic scheme can be written as
C

(d)
pf |y̆ =

n̂ŷx̂
sin(θ) exp[−(γt + γt)] sinh(Γt,τ ) + C

(r)
pf |y̆. In

these expressions, Γt,τ = γt + γτ − γt+τ and Φt,τ =
φt + φτ − φt+τ where γt ≡ 4

∑
k(|gk|2/ω2

k)[1− cos(ωkt)],
and φt ≡ 4

∑
k(|gk|2/ω2

k) sin(ωkt).
Assuming the spectral density J(ω) = λω exp(−ω/ωc),

where ωc is a cutoff frequency [1], it follows γt =
(1/2) ln[1 + (ωct)

2] and φt = arctan[ωct] (λ = 1). In
Fig. 1(c) we plot the CPF correlation of both schemes.
Even when the unperturbed system dynamics can be
written as a (continuous) statistical superposition of uni-
tary dynamics [22], our approach detects the presence of

BIFs, C
(r)
pf |y̆ 6= 0. In fact, C

(r)
pf |y̆ = 0 only occurs for very

specific measurement directions.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Memory effects in open quantum systems may under-
lay or not on a bidirectional system-environment physical
exchange of information. We introduced an operational
scheme that allow to distinguishing between both situa-
tions, solving a long standing problem in the theory of
non-Markovian open quantum systems. The method is
based on a probabilistic relation that relates the develop-
ing of BIFs with the modification of the environmental
dynamical behavior. We showed that BIFs can be de-
tected with a minimal number of three system measure-
ment processes added to an intermediate system update
operation.
A generalized CPF correlation, defined between the

first and last measurement outcomes, witnesses memory
effects. Depending on the system state update scheme,
deterministic vs. random, it witnesses memory effects in-
dependently of its underlying origin or restricted to the
presence of BIFs respectively. Consistently, for environ-
ments modeled by classical noise fluctuations or when
the environment dynamics (incoherent or quantum) is
not affected during the system evolution, not any BIFs is
detected. The presence of BIFs for decay and dephasing
dynamics modeled through unitary system-environment
interactions also support the consistence of the developed
approach.
Given the operational character of the proposed

scheme, it can be implemented, for example, in quan-
tum optical arrangements [57, 58], providing in general
a valuable experimental tool for studying the underlying
origin of quantum memory effects. Generalizations for an
arbitrary number of measurement processes can also be
worked out in a similar way. The proposed theoretical
ground may also shed light on the possibility of classi-
fying memory effects in classical and quantum ones [65],
and may also provide an explicit test for different (causal)
structures arising in quantum causal modelling [66].
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Appendix A: Joint probabilities

The system is subjected to three measurement pro-
cesses performed at times 0 → t→ t+τ. The correspond-
ing measurement operators are denoted as {Ωx}, {Ωy},
and {Ωz}. The intermediate y-measurement is taken as
a projective one, Ωy = |y〉〈y|. The corresponding post-
measurement system state is ρy = |y〉〈y|. After this step,
the state transformation ρy → ρy̆ is externally applied.
Each of the possible states {ρy̆} is chosen with condi-
tional probability ℘(y̆|y, x), which only depends on the
previous particular measurement outcomes x and y.
The relevant joint probability P (z, y̆, x) for the present

proposal can be obtained as

P (z, y̆, x) =
∑

y

P (z, y̆, y, x). (A1)

The joint probability for the four events P (z, y̆, y, x) fol-
lows from standard quantum measurement theory after
knowing the open system dynamics. The CPF prob-
ability P (z, x|y̆), which determine the CPF correlation
[Eq. (7)] [56], can straightforwardly be obtained as

P (z, x|y̆) = P (z, y̆, x)/P (y̆), (A2)

where P (y̆) =
∑

z,x P (z, y̆, x) =
∑

z,y,x P (z, y̆, y, x).

In addition, P (z|y̆) =
∑

x P (z, x|y̆) and P (x|y̆) =∑
z P (z, x|y̆).

1. Classical noise environmental fluctuations

For classical noisy environments the outcomes proba-
bilities are obtained for each realization, while an ensem-
ble average is performed at the end of the calculation.
Let ρ0 denotes the initial system state. After perform-

ing the first system measurement, with operators {Ωx},
it occurs the transformation ρ0 → ρx, where

ρx =
Ωxρ0Ω

†
x

Trs(Exρ0)
. (A3)

Here, Ex = Ω†
xΩx. The probability of each outcome is

P (x) = Trs(Exρ0). (A4)

During the time interval 0 → t, the system evolves with a
(completely positive) dynamics defined by the stochastic
propagator Est

t,0. After the second y-measurement, with

operators {Ωy}, it follows the transformation Est
t,0[ρx] →

ρy, where

ρy =
ΩyEst

t,0[ρx]Ω
†
y

Trs(EyEst
t,0[ρx])

= |y〉〈y|, (A5)

andEy = Ω†
yΩy. Here, we used that the y-measurement is

a projective one, Ωy = |y〉〈y|. The conditional probability
P st(y|x) of outcome y given that the previous one was x
is

P st(y|x) = Trs(EyEst
t,0[ρx]). (A6)

At this stage, independently of the outcome y, the sys-
tem state is updated as ρy → ρy̆. The states {ρy̆} are
chosen with conditional probability ℘(y̆|y, x), which does
not depend on the particular noise realization.
In the final steps (t → t+ τ), the system evolves with

the propagator Est
t+τ,t and the last z-measurement, with

operators {Ωz}, is performed (τ is the time interval be-
tween the measurements). Thus, Est

t+τ,t[ρy̆] → ρstz , where

ρstz =
ΩzEst

t+τ,t[ρy̆]Ω
†
z

Trs(EzEst
t+τ,t[ρy̆])

, (A7)

with Ez = Ω†
zΩz. The conditional probability of outcome

z given that the previous ones were x and y, and given
that the state ρy̆ was imposed, is

P st(z|y̆, y, x) = Trs(EzEst
t+τ,t[ρy̆]). (A8)

For each noise realization, this object does not depend
on outcomes y and x.
The joint probability of the four events P (z, y̆, y, x) can

be obtained as an average over an ensemble of realiza-
tions. Denoting the average operation with the overbar
symbol, Bayes rule leads to

P (z, y̆, y, x) = P st(z|y̆, y, x)℘(y̆|y, x)P st(y|x)P (x).
(A9)

From Eqs. (A4), (A6), and (A8), we get

P (z, y̆, y, x)

℘(y̆|y, x) = Trs(EzEst
t+τ,t[ρy̆])Trs(EyEst

t,0[ρ̃x]), (A10)

where ρ̃x ≡ Ωxρ0Ω
†
x, which recovers Eq. (8).

2. Completely positive system-environment

dynamics

Let ρse0 = ρ0 ⊗ σ0 denotes the bipartite state at the
initial time. After performing the first system measure-
ment, with operators {Ωx}, it occurs the transformation
ρse0 → ρsex , where the post-measurement state is

ρsex =
Ωxρ

se
0 Ω†

x

Trse(Exρse0 )
, (A11)



8

with Ex = Ω†
xΩx. The probability of each outcome is

P (x) = Trs(Exρ0). (A12)

During the time interval 0 → t, the bipartite arrangement
evolves with a completely positive dynamics defined by
the propagator Et,0. After the second y-measurement, it
follows the transformation Et,0[ρsex ] → ρsey , where

ρsey =
ΩyEt,0[ρsex ]Ω†

y

Trse(EyEt[ρsex ])
= ρy ⊗ σyx

e . (A13)

Here, Ey = Ω†
yΩy. In the last equality we used that the

second measurement is a projective one, Ωy = |y〉〈y| and
ρy = |y〉〈y|. The environment state is

σyx
e =

Trs(EyEt,0[ρsex ])

Trse(EyEt,0[ρsex ])
. (A14)

The conditional probability P (y|x) of outcome y given
that the previous one was x is

P (y|x) = Trse(EyEt,0[ρsex ]). (A15)

At this stage, independently of the outcome y, the sys-
tem is initialized in an independently chosen state ρy̆,
with conditional probability ℘(y̆|y, x). Thus, the bipar-
tite state [Eq. (A13)] becomes

ρsey → ρsey̆ = ρy̆ ⊗ σyx
e . (A16)

In the final steps (t → t+τ), the bipartite system arrange-
ment evolves with the propagator Et+τ,t, and the last z-
measurement is performed. Hence, Et+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σyx

e ] →
ρsez , where

ρsez =
ΩzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σyx

e ]Ω†
z

Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σyx
e ])

, (A17)

with Ez = Ω†
zΩz. The conditional probability of outcome

z given that the previous ones were x and y, and given
that the state ρy̆ was imposed, is

P (z|y̆, y, x) = Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σyx
e ]). (A18)

From Bayes rule, the joint probability P (z, y̆, y, x) of
the four events can be written as

P (z, y̆, y, x) = P (z|y̆, y, x)℘(y̆|y, x)P (y|x)P (x). (A19)

From Eqs. (A12), (A15), and (A18), it follows

P (z, y̆, y, x) = Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σyx
e ])

℘(y̆|y, x)Trse(EyEt,0[ρ̃sex ]), (A20)

where ρ̃sex ≡ Ωxρ
se
0 Ω†

x. Using Eq. (A14) for σyx
e , finally

we get

P (z, y̆, y, x)

℘(y̆|y, x) = Trse(EzEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ Trs(EyEt,0[ρ̃sex ])]),

(A21)
which recovers Eq. (11).

3. Unconditional environment average

The calculus of P (z, y̆, y, x) in the previous section re-
lies on the association 〈· · · 〉e ↔ Tre(· · · ). This uncondi-
tional environment average emerges when the the succes-
sive (non-selective) measurement of the environment do
not modify its state at each stage. While this result fol-
lows straightforwardly from quantum measurement the-
ory [1], here it is explicitly confirmed.
We consider three measurement processes but now

they provide information of both the system and the
environment. The successive outcomes are denoted as
x → (y → y̆) → z and X → Y → Z (Latin and
Fraktur letters) respectively. Introducing the notation
X = (x,X), Y = (y,Y), and Z = (z,Z), the measure-
ment operators are denoted as {ΩX}, {ΩY }, and {ΩZ},
where ΩX = Ωx⊗ΩX, ΩY = Ωy⊗ΩY and ΩZ = Ωz⊗ΩZ.
As before, the intermediate system measurement is taken
as a projective one, Ωy = |y〉〈y|.
From Bayes rule, the probability of all measurements

and preparation events can be written as

P (Z, y̆, Y,X) = P (Z|y̆, Y,X)℘(y̆|y, x)P (Y |X)P (X).
(A22)

By performing the same calculus steps as in the previous
section, from Eqs. (A20) straightforwardly we obtain

P (Z, y̆, Y,X) = Trse(EZEt+τ,t[ρy̆ ⊗ σY X
e ])

℘(y̆|y, x)Trse(EY Et,0[ρ̃seX ]), (A23)

where EJ = Ω†
JΩJ (J = X,Y, Z), and ρ̃seX = ΩXρ

se
0 Ω†

X .
Furthermore,

σY X
e =

ΩYTrs(EyEt,0[ρseX ])Ω†
Y

Trse(EY Et,0[ρseX ])
, (A24)

where ρseX = ρ̃seX /Trse(EXρ
se
0 ). Similarly, Eq. (A23) can

be rewritten as

P (Z,y̆,Y,X)

℘(y̆|y, x) =Trse(EZEt+τ,t[ρy̆⊗ΩYTrs(EyEt,0[ρ̃seX ])Ω†
Y]).

(A25)
The probability for the environment outcomes follows

by marginating the system outcomes,

P (Z,Y,X) =
∑

z,y̆,y,x

P (Z, y̆, Y,X). (A26)

Similarly, the probability for the system outcomes fol-
lows by marginating the outcomes corresponding to the
reservoir measurements,

P (z, y̆, y, x) =
∑

Z,Y,X

P (Z, y̆, Y,X). (A27)

This result for P (z, y̆, y, x) relies on explicit environment
measurements. In contrast, the results of the previous
section were derived assuming that the environment is
not observed at all. Nevertheless, both kind of results can
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be put in one-to-one correspondence. In fact, Eqs. (A20)
and (A21) can be recovered from Eqs. (A23) and (A25),
via the margination (A27), under the conditions

σ0 =
∑

X

ΩXσ0Ω
†
X, σyx

e =
∑

Y

ΩYσ
yx
e Ω†

Y, (A28)

where σ0 is the initial bath state and σyx
e is defined

by Eq. (A14). As expected, these equalities imply that
the bath states at each stage are not modified by the
corresponding reservoir (non-selective) measurement pro-
cesses. Thus, the unconditional environment average of
the previous section [Eq. (A21)] relies on this kind of ob-
servables, which allow us to formulate the full approach
without performing any explicit reservoir measurement.
For projective environment measurements, the rela-

tions (A28) implies the commutation relations [σ0,ΩX] =
0, [σyx

e ,ΩY] = 0. In classical (incoherent) reservoirs,
where the bath state is diagonal in (a unique) privileged
basis, these conditions define the corresponding “classical
environment observables.”

Appendix B: Eternal non-Markovianity

The non-Markovian system density matrix evolution
is given by Eq. (17). There exist different underlying
dynamic that lead to this dynamics. The solution map
ρ0 → ρt can be written as a mixture of three Markovian
maps [49]

ρt =
∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ

qαE(α)
t,0 [ρ0], (B1)

with positive and normalized statistical weights {qα},∑
α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ qα = 1. The Markovian propagators are

E(α)
t,t0 [ρ0] = h

(+)
t−t0ρ0 + h

(−)
t−t0σαρ0σα, (B2)

with scalar functions h
(±)
t ≡ (1 ± e−2γt)/2. Each propa-

gator E(α)
t,t0 = exp[γ(t− t0)Lα] corresponds to the solution

of the Markovian Lindblad evolution

d

dt
= γLα[ρt] = γ(σαρtσα − ρt). (B3)

The evolution (17) emerges with qx̂ = qŷ = 1/2 and
qẑ = 0 [49].
The probability P (z, y̆, y, x) can be straightforwardly

be obtained from Eq. (A10) under the replacement

(· · · ) → ∑
α qα · · · . We get

P (z, y̆, y, x)

℘(y̆|y, x) =
∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ

qαTrs(EzE(α)
t+τ,t[ρy̆])Trs(EyE(α)

t,0 [ρ̃x]),

(B4)

where Ei ≡ Ω†
iΩi (i = x, y, z) and ρ̃x ≡ Ωxρ0Ω

†
x

is the (unnormalized) system state after the first x-
measurement. Trs(· · · ) denotes a trace operation in the

system Hilbert space. ρy̆ is the (updated) system state
after the second y-measurement.
In the deterministic scheme [℘(y̆|y, x) = δy̆,y], using

that P (z, y̆, x) =
∑

y P (z, y̆, y, x), Eq. (B4) leads to

P (z, y̆, x)
d
=

∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ

qαTrs(EzE(α)
t+τ,t[ρy̆])Trs(Ey̆E(α)

t,0 [ρ̃x]).

(B5)
In general, this joint probability does not fulfill a Markov

condition. Thus, C
(d)
pf |y̆ 6= 0 detects memory effects.

On the other hand, in the random scheme [℘(y̆|y, x) =
℘(y̆|x)] it follows

P (z, y̆, x)
r
=

∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ

qαTrs(EzE(α)
t+τ,t[ρy̆])℘(y̆|x)Trs(ρ̃x),

(B6)
which recovers a Markovian structure,
P (z, y̆, x) = P (z|y̆)℘(y̆|x)P (x), with P (z|y̆) =∑

α=x̂,ŷ,ẑ qαTrs(EzE(α)
t+τ,t[ρy̆]) and P (x) = Trs(ρ̃x).

Thus, independently of the chosen system measurement

observables it follows C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0, indicating consistently

the absence of any BIF.

x̂-n̂-x̂ measurements

We consider the case in which the three measurements
are projective ones. The first and third ones are per-
formed in x̂-direction of the Bloch sphere. The intermedi-
ate one is performed in a direction n̂ = {sin(θ), 0, cos(θ)},
which lies in the x̂-ẑ plane of the Bloch sphere. Thus, the
measurement operators are Ωx=± = |x̂±〉〈x̂±|, Ωy=± =
|n̂±〉〈n̂±|, and Ωz=± = |x̂±〉〈x̂±|. Consistently with the

chosen directions, we have |x̂±〉 = (|+〉±|−〉)/
√
2, jointly

with |n̂+〉 = cos(θ/2)|+〉 + sin(θ/2)|−〉, and |n̂−〉 =
sin(θ/2)|+〉 − cos(θ/2)|−〉.
For an explicit calculation of the previous probabil-

ities we need to calculate Pα(n̂|x̂) ≡ Trs(En̂E(α)
tf ,ti

[ρx̂])

and Pα(x̂|n̂) ≡ Trs(Ex̂E(α)
tf ,ti [ρn̂]), where En̂ = |n̂〉〈n̂| and

ρx̂ = |x̂〉〈x̂|. From Eq. (B2) and the definition of the
measurement operators, we get

Pα(n̂|x̂) = Pα(x̂|n̂) = h
(+)
tf−ti |〈n̂|x̂〉|

2 + h
(−)
tf−ti |〈n̂|σα|x̂〉|

2.

(B7)
Using this result, after a straightforward calculation,
from Eqs. (B5) and (B7) we get

P (z, y̆, x)
d
=

1

4
[1 + y̆x sin(θ)c(t) + zy̆ sin(θ)c(τ)

+zx sin2(θ)c(t+ τ)]P (x), (B8)

where P (x) = Trs(Exρ0), and

c(t) ≡ qx̂ + (qŷ + qẑ) exp[−2γt]. (B9)

In the random scheme, from Eq. (B6) we obtain

P (z, y̆, x)
r
=

1

2
[1 + zy̆ sin(θ)c(τ)]℘(y̆|x)P (x), (B10)
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where we considered the updated states ρy̆=±1 =
|n̂±〉〈n̂±|.
The generalized CPF correlation is given by Eq. (7),

C
(d/r)
pf |y̆ =

∑
zxOzOx[P (z, x|y̆) − P (z|y̆)P (x|y̆)], where

P (z, x|y̆) follows from Eq. (A2). Furthermore, Oz =
z = ±1 and Ox = x = ±1. From Eq. (B8), the CPF
correlation in the deterministic scheme reads

C
(d)
pf |y̆ =

x̂n̂x̂
sin2(θ)

[1− 〈x〉2]
4[P (y̆)]2

[c(t+ τ)− c(t)c(τ)], (B11)

where P (y̆) = (1/2)[1 + y̆〈x〉 sin(θ)c(t)] and 〈x〉 ≡

∑
x=±1 xP (x). When ρ0 = |±〉〈±| it follows P (x) = 1/2

and consequently 〈x〉 = 0. This case recovers Eq. (18).

In the random scheme, from Eq. (B10) consistently it
follows

C
(r)
pf |y̆ = 0. (B12)

This equality is valid independently of the chosen mea-
surement processes and updated system states [see
Eq. (B6)].
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