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A general entanglement-based witness of non-classicality has recently been proposed, which can
be applied to testing quantum effects in gravity. This witness is based on generating entanglement
between two quantum probes via a mediator. In this paper we provide a “temporal” variant of
this witness, using a single quantum probe to assess the non-classicality of the mediator. Within
the formalism of quantum theory, we show that if a system M is capable of inducing a coherent
dynamical evolution of a quantum system Q, in the presence of a conservation law, then M must
be non-classical. This argument supports witnesses of non-classicality relying on a single quantum
probe, which can be applied to a number of open issues, notably in quantum gravity or quantum
biology.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory is in principle universal: there are no
known principles setting exact limits to the domain of ap-
plicability of its unitary dynamics. Hence in principle the
descriptors of all physical systems are “q-numbers” (i.e.,
non-commuting operators) [1]; quasi-classical behaviour
emerges from this quantum structure via decoherence [2];
and quantum-interference effects can in principle be ob-
served at arbitrarily large scales, just like Schrödinger
and Wigner imagined in their thought-experiments [3–5].
Unitary quantum theory provides therefore a completely
self-consistent picture of the world, applicable to measur-
ing devices, observers, and other macroscopic systems,
such as living entities. Nonetheless, the universality of
quantum theory is still questioned to this day. Numeorus
arguments have been proposed against its universality:
for instance, some speculate that macroscopic observers
may have ultimately to be classical [6]; others claim that
specific systems, such as the gravitational field, are best
described by a classical or semi-classical model [7, 8].

In this context, it is of the essence to find experimental
tests to rule out classical models for gravity conclusively,
under minimal assumptions. A particularly promising
approach to these tests has been recently proposed, with
a novel “witness of non-classicality” based on the en-
tangling power of gravity. In particular, an argument
was proposed showing that if a system M can medi-
ate (by local means) entanglement between two quan-
tum systems, Q and Q′, then it must be non-classical
[9, 11]. “By local means” here indicates a protocol, de-
tailed in [9–11], where Q and Q′ must not interact with
each other directly, but only via the mediator M . Also,
“non-classicality” is a theory-independent generalisation
of what in quantum theory is expressed as “having two
distinct physical variables that do not commute”. In-
formally, being non-classical means having two or more
physical variables that cannot simultaneously be mea-

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the temporal witness of
non-classicality. Q is the probe and M is the system whose
non-classicality is to be assessed, by testing its ability to in-
duce a non-trivial quantum-coherent evolution of Q.

sured to an arbitrarily high degree of accuracy [9]. This
argument offers a broad theoretical basis for recently pro-
posed experiments that can test quantum effects in grav-
ity at the laboratory scale [10, 11], and for any other ex-
periment that (beyond the gravity case) intends to show
that some system M is non-classical.

This witness relies on the capacity of a system M to
generate entanglement between two space-like separated
degrees of freedom; hence a natural question to consider
is whether one could generalise the witness by exploit-
ing the well-known correspondence between spatial and
temporal entanglement [12–17]. This generalisation may
shed new light on the meaning of the so-called locality in
time, giving a novel understanding of the connection be-
tween space and time in nature. Moreover, it may lead to
simpler experimental schemes, relying on observing the
dynamical evolution of a single probe, rather than on
observing entanglement of two probes.

In a manner reminiscent of Leggett-Gaarg inequali-
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ties [17], we shall consider a single quantum probe Q
measured at two times, and a mediator M that induces
a quantum-coherent time-evolution of Q between these
two times (see Fig.1). We shall then find sufficient con-
ditions under which we can conclude that if M can in-
duce a quantum-coherent evolution of Q, then M is non-
classical. As we shall explain, a key assumption will be
the conservation of a global observable of the joint sys-
tem of Q and M . We propose that this conservation law
is the temporal equivalent of the locality constraint in
the entanglement-based version of the argument. This
idea bodes well with the well-known relation between
temporal and spatial entanglement. We note that the
single-mass experiment proposed in [18] to test quantum
effects in gravity, aims at discriminating between a par-
ticular quantum model of gravity and its semi-classical
version. Here instead we propose a general witness of
non-classicality that can rule out a vast class of classi-
cal models for the mediator M obeying our general as-
sumptions, not just a particular classical model. This
result is an important step to give the temporal wit-
ness of non-classicality the same generality as the spatial
entanglement-based witness. Moreover, our argument
applies to any physical system M provided its interac-
tion with the quantum probe Q satisfies our assumptions,
for instance a macroscopic system as a polymer. It there-
fore can provide theoretical support to the claim that the
quantum mechanisms are relevant even at a macroscopic
scale including living systems — an issue highly relevant
for quantum biology.

TEMPORAL WITNESS OF NON-CLASSICALITY

Following [9], we shall define a system as “non-
classical” if it has at least two distinct physical variables
that cannot be measured to arbitrarily high accuracy by
the same measuring device. In the framework of quan-
tum physics, on which our argument will rely at this
stage, these two “incompatible” variables are what we
call “non-commuting” observables. The definition we use
for non-classicality is a special case of the information-
theoretic definition used in [11]: a physical system is clas-
sical when it has one observable, defined as a set of per-
fectly copiable attributes [19, 20]. Using the formalism
of quantum theory, this definition can be formalized as
requiring that the observable of the system in question
are all commuting with each other. This notion of clas-
sicality interestingly differs from others, for instance as
system being classical if it is prepared in a coherent state
or if it is a decoherent channel [21].

We shall consider two systems: Q, a quantum system;
and M , a system that we initially assume to have only
one observable ZM : the set of classical states is included
in the span of its eigenstates, which forms a vector space.
M may or may not be non-classical: our theorem will

indicate a way to test its non-classicality under two as-
sumptions. Our assumptions will be: (i) Conservation of
a global observable on M and Q, which (on M ’s side)
is a function of the ‘classical’ variable ZM only ; (ii)
The formalism of quantum theory. We expect that it
is possible to relax the latter assumption; at this stage,
this argument represent a witness of the quantum nature
of the mediator M . Among other things, assumption
(ii) implies the interoperability of information [22], which
we conjecture is needed to develop a more general argu-
ment, in parallel with the general argument supporting
the entanglement-based version of the witness [9].
Without loss of generality, for simplicity we will also

assume that Q is a qubit, with ZQ representing its com-
putational basis, and M is a bit, so all their observables
are two-fold.
Let us now define the witnessing task as the task where

Q evolves from an eigenstate of the conserved quantity
ZQ to an eigenstate of another observable XQ that does
not commute with ZQ. This corresponds to creating
quantum coherence on the system Q, in the basis where
ZQ is diagonal.
We will now show that if the witnessing task can be

achieved by letting Q interact withM only, thenM must
be non-classical. We shall prove this result first by assum-
ing an additive conservation law, and then a non-additive
conservation law.

Conservation of an additive quantity

Assumption (i) is formally expressed as the require-
ment that the quantity ZM + ZQ is conserved. Specifi-
cally, we will require that any allowed dynamical trans-
formation UMQ acting on the joint systemM ⊕Q should
satisfy:

[UMQ, ZM + ZQ] = 0 (1)

We can readily see that this constraint together with
the assumption that M is a classical bit, with ZM be-
ing its only observable, leads to the impossibility of the
witnessing task: Q cannot evolve if the conserved quan-
tity is initially sharp. Note that the conservation law
is enforced by requiring that the only allowed unitaries
have the property that the operators ZM and ZQ are left
unchanged. Hence, we cannot exploit ZM to “read” the
initial state of the probeQ and therefore to induce the co-
herent evolution required for the witnessing task. More-
over, working with operators when enforcing the conser-
vation law makes our argument independent of the initial
state for the mediator M . This is an interesting point
since we need not have direct control on the initial state
of the system M during the protocol we envisage.
For the only allowed unitary by (1) must be a func-

tion of a Hamiltonian whose most general form is αZQ+
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βZM + γZQZM , with α, β, γ real constants. Such a uni-
tary cannot make ZQ unsharp, if it is sharp initially.
Hence if ZQ is made unsharp by interacting withM only,
and (1) is satisfied, M must be non-classical. Note that
this argument does not rely on a specific initialisation for
the mediator M .

It is also possible to generalise this result to a quan-
tum channel operating on Q and M , under the following
assumptions. One, that the channel can be extended to a
unitary transformation on three systems, Q, M , andM ′,
where M ′ is (like M) assumed to be a classical system,
in this case a bit, with observable ZM ′ . Two, that the
conservation law holds for the quantity ZQ +ZM +ZM ′ .
This corresponds to a situation where the channel on Q
and M is generated by interacting with an effectively
classical environment. If on the other hand Q is allowed
to interact coherently with another quantum system in
the environment, the latter could be mediating the co-
herent evolution instead of M , so the temporal witness
would no longer be applicable. This would be analo-
gous to a situation where, in the gravitational witness,
the two quantum probes were allowed to interact via an-
other quantum system that is not the mediator. In that
case the witness does not allow one to conclude anything
about the mediator; the same is true in the case of the
temporal witness.

Note that the conservation law is crucial to reach our
conclusion. Without it, one could allow for more general
unitaries involving observables of Q that do not com-
mute with ZQ, hence effectively allowing for a non-trivial
quantum-coherent dynamics on the qubit Q, occurring
even if M is classical. For instance one could set Q to
the state |+⟩ or |−⟩, starting from the state |0⟩, according
to whether the classical variable ZM is sharp with value
0 or 1.

Now assuming thatM is a qubit, we can formally write
the allowed Hamiltonians that comply with the conser-
vation law and can perform the witnessing task. By im-
posing condition (1), we can see that the only allowed
unitaries are generated by the Hamiltonian:

HMQ =aZQ + bZM + cZQZM + f (XQXM + YQYM )

+ g (XQYM − YQXM ) + tI

where I is the unit defined on the full two-qubit space;
Aα represents the component A ∈ {X,Y, Z} of the qubit
α ∈ {Q,M}.

An elementary unitary that complies with this require-
ment is the swap gate. Assuming that M is already in
an eigenstate of XM , we can see how by applying the
swap gate can prepare Q in an eigenstate of XQ. This
of course requires M to be non-classical as it must be
preparable in an eigenstate of the variable XM , which is
incompatible with ZM . More general Hamiltonians al-
lowed by the conservation law constraint include also the

exchange interaction:

H ∝ (SQ+SM− + SQ−SM+)

where SQ± = (XQ ± iYQ) (and similarly for M). In
all these M engages non-commuting degrees of freedom
to mediate the non-trivial coherent evolution on Q, as
expected given our result.

Conservation of a non-additive quantity

We shall now consider a more general conservation
law, which mandates the conservation of the non-additive
quantity ZQ + ZM + ZQZM . Under this constraint, the
only allowed unitaries UMQ must satisfy:

[ZQ + ZM + ZQZM , UMQ] = 0 (2)

It is straightforward to show that assuming this conser-
vation law leads to the same argument as when assuming
equation (1). The generalisation to a quantum channel
operating on Q and M holds too, under the appropriate
assumptions following (2). A formal proof is given in the
appendix. We now turn to discussing a toy model per-
forming the witnessing task and satisfying this condition
(2).

Toy model with two qubits

We shall now discuss a sequence of unitary gates that
satisfy equation (2) and can induce the witnessing task
on Q, by interaction with M only. This is a toy model
illustrating the temporal witness – note however that our
general argument in support of the witness did not as-
sume any specific dynamics. To do so, we shall adopt the
Heisenberg picture.

Q

M R
(π

2 )
Y R

(−π
2 )

Y

t1 t2 t3 t4 t5

Let q̂(Q) := (σx ⊗ IM , σy ⊗ IM , σz ⊗ IM ), where σα,
α = x, y, z are the Pauli operators, be the vector of gen-

erators q
(Q)
α of the algebra of observables of the qubits

Q. Let q̂(M) be defined in a similar way. A quantum net-
work that can perform the witnessing task is represented
below. First one applies a controlled-not (cnot) gate
using M as control qubit; one then applies a rotation of
an angle θ = π

2 about the Y-axis; then a controlled-phase
(cphase) gate, so that the qubits become entangled inde-
pendently of the initial state of M ; a swap gate follows;
finally, the same sequence of rotation (θ′ = −π

2 ) and



4

Qubit Q Qubit M

t0
{
q
(Q)
x , q

(Q)
y , q

(Q)
z

} {
q
(M)
x , q

(M)
y , q

(M)
z

}
t1

{
q
(Q)
x , q

(Q)
y q

(M)
z , q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

} {
q
(Q)
x q

(M)
x , q

(Q)
x q

(M)
y , q

(M)
z

}
t2

{
q
(Q)
x , q

(Q)
y q

(M)
z , q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

} {
q
(M)
z , q

(Q)
x q

(M)
y ,−q

(Q)
x q

(M)
x

}
t3

{
−q

(M)
x ,−q

(Q)
z q

(M)
y , q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

} {
q
(Q)
z , q

(Q)
y q

(M)
x ,−q

(Q)
x q

(M)
x

}
t4

{
q
(Q)
z , q

(Q)
y q

(M)
x ,−q

(Q)
x q

(M)
x

} {
−q

(M)
x ,−q

(Q)
z q

(M)
y , q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

}
t5

{
q
(Q)
z , q

(Q)
y q

(M)
x ,−q

(Q)
x q

(M)
x

} {
−q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z ,−q

(Q)
z q

(M)
y ,−q

(M)
x

}
t6

{
q
(Q)
z ,−q

(Q)
y , q

(Q)
x

} {
−q

(M)
z ,−q

(M)
y ,−q

(M)
x

}
TABLE I. Evolution of the system Q⊕M in the Heisenberg
Picture. All the components are expressed as function of the
descriptors at time t0.

cnot gates is applied to the system in order to disentan-
gle the qubits. The gates have the following expressions:

cnotM,Q(ti) =
1

2

(
I + q(M)

z (ti−1)
)

+
1

2

(
I − q(M)

z (ti−1)
)
q(Q)
x (ti−1) (3)

cphaseM,Q(ti) =
1

2

(
I + q(M)

z (ti−1)
)

+
1

2

(
I − q(M)

z (ti−1)
)
q(Q)
z (ti−1)

(4)

r
(M)
Y(±π

2
)
(ti) =

√
2

2

(
I ∓ iq(M)

y (ti−1)
)

(5)

swap(ti) =
1

2

(
I + q(Q)

x (ti−1)q
(M)
x (ti−1)+

+q(Q)
y (ti−1)q

(M)
y (ti−1) + q(Q)

z (ti−1)q
(M)
z (ti−1)

)
(6)

and the final unitary for the network is:

Unet =cnotM,Q · r(M)
Y(−π

2
)
· swap · cphaseM,Q·

· r(M)
Y(π

2
)
· cnotM,Q. (7)

The evolution of the Heisenberg descriptors{
q
(Q,M)
x , q

(Q,M)
y , q

(Q,M)
z

}
is shown in the Table I.

Notice in particular that the proposed unitary satisfies
the condition (2) and the system Q cannot evolve
without interacting with M . Moreover the Heisenberg
picture allows us to see directly that the witnessing task
is successfully performed independently of the initial
state of the mediator M .

Toy model with a system of N qubits

We shall now discuss a more general case where M is
made of N qubits as mediators of the witnessing task

on the system qubit Q. This can be done exploiting the
Quantum Homogeniser [23], a quantum device able to
“homogenise” the quantum state of the system with the
state of the reservoir of N qubits to an arbitrary precision
improving as we increase N .

The initial state for the system is ρ0 = 1
2 (I + q

(Q)
z ),

while we prepare the homogeniser made of N qubits in

the state ξ = 1
2 (I + q

(M)
x ) , so that:

(ρ⊗ ξ⊗N )0 =
1

2
(I + q(Q)

z )⊗ 1

2
(I + q(M)

x )⊗N . (8)

The system qubit interacts with each qubit in the reser-
voir (one by one and only once) at each time step. The
interaction is described by the unitary partial swap gate:

P (η) = cos ηI + i sin ηS (9)

where S is the swap gate in (6) and η represents the
strength of the homogenisation. It can be shown that
this is the unique unitary operation able to perform the
homogenisation we are looking for [23]. Notice moreover
that P (η) satisfies the condition (2).
After n interactions, we obtain:

ρ(n) = cos2 ηρ(n−1) + sin2 ηξ + i cos η sin η
[
ξ, ρ(n−1)

]
(10)

ξ′n = cos2 ηξ + sin2 ηρ(n−1) − i cos η sin η
[
ξ, ρ(n−1)

]
(11)

which can be rewritten focusing on the terms propor-
tional to ξ:

ρ(n) = sin2 η

n−1∑
k=0

cos2k ηξ+ ρ
(n)
rest =

(
1− cos2n η

)
ξ+ ρ

(n)
rest

(12)

ξ′n = sin2 η
(
1− cos2(n−1) η

)
ξ + ξn,rest. (13)

where ξ′n is the state of the reservoir qubits after n inter-

actions with the system one and ρ
(n)
rest and ξn,rest the com-

ponents of the density matrices of the system and reser-
voir qubit respectively that do not depend on the initial
state of the reservoir qubits ξ. Since the homogenisation
is a contractive map [23], ρnrest converges monotonically
to ∅, meaning that ρ(N) → ξ with an accuracy increas-
ing with the number of qubits N in the reservoir. The
non-classicality of the mediator is, in this case, associated
with the interaction between M and Q (which involves
all components of M , which are incompatible variables)
as well as with the state that M is initialised in.

Toy model with a harmonic oscillator

Finally, we provide a toy model whereM is a harmonic
oscillator (with creation and annihilation operators de-
noted by b† and b). We start from the unitary in (7),
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introduced for the two qubits scenario, and apply the
Holstein-Primakoff transformation [24]:

Sz = ℏ
(
s− a†a

)
S+ = ℏ

√
2s
√
1− a†a

2s a

S− = ℏ
√
2sa†

√
1− a†a

2s

(14)

being s the particle’s spin, Ŝ = (Sx, Sy, Sz) the spin op-
erator and S± = Sx±iSy the raising and lowering opera-
tors. We can describe the qubit as a spin s = 1

2 particle so
that, reintroducing the usual descriptors q̂ = (qx, qy, qz)
as above, we get (ℏ = 1 from now on):

qx =

√
1−a†aa+a†

√
1−a†a

2

qy =

√
1−a†aa−a†

√
1−a†a

2i

qz = 1
2 − a†a.

(15)

Applying this transformation to (7), we find that the
unitary for the toy model is:

U =
1

2

[(
−
√
1− b†bb+ b†

√
1− b†b

2
+

1

2
− b†b

)
·

·

(√
1− a†aa+ a†

√
1− a†a

2
+

1

2
− a†a

)]
(16)

where we have neglected the constant terms. In (16) the
terms ℏωaa

†a and ℏωbb
†b describe the free evolution of

our subsystems; while the three interaction terms suggest
that the harmonic oscillator is a controller for the spin-
1
2 particle. Moreover, the non-commuting, incompatible
degrees of freedom of the mediator are the number op-
erator b†b and the creation and annihilation operators b†

and b. They are involved in the interaction that makes
the witnessing task possible on Q, which concludes our
final generalisation to the continuous variable limit for
the control system M . Whichever the dimensionality of
the control system’s Hilbert space, if it is able to induce
a coherent rotation on the qubit, then it must be non-
classical, provided a global quantity on the system Q⊕M
is conserved.

We finally note that a straightforward way to gen-
eralise the entanglement-based witness to the temporal
case is to consider that if we represent Q in second-
quantisation, the coherent rotation of Q from one basis
to some other non-commuting basis corresponds to the
creation of some mode-entanglement onQ [25]. If this en-
tanglement is mediated viaM (and it must be so, because
of the conservation law) then using the entanglement-
based witness we can conclude directly that M is non-
classical. Again, we see that the conservation law in this
case is a sufficient condition that implies the impossibil-
ity of building a gate that entangles the two modes in Q
directly. So in this particular case it can be used as a
substitute to the locality requirement featuring in [11].

DISCUSSION

We have proposed a generalisation of the
entanglement-based witness of non-classicality of a
system M , extending it to the temporal case, with a
single quantum probe interacting with M . One of the
interesting implications of this work is that to achieve
a temporal version of the witness we need to add a
conservation law to the set of assumptions. Standard
conservation laws (such as those for charge, energy
and momentum) are usually assumed as background
knowledge for experimental tests, as they have been
verified independently. In our toy model, we considered
both additive and the non-additive conservation laws,
the former coherently with central tenets of fundamental
laws (e.g. energy and momentum conservation laws), the
latter to generalise our argument to putative, more gen-
eral, conservation laws. In a real case, following quantum
field theory, the stress-energy tensor conservation law
seems a plausible candidate. This constraint plays the
same role as the requirement of local interactions in
the entanglement-based version of the witness, where
the two quantum probes cannot interact directly but
only, locally, via the third mediating system. This is the
reason why Q cannot evolve on its own, but it requires
the assistance of M which is a mediator of Q’s evolution
in time.

This leads to an interesting conjecture about the mean-
ing of “locality in time”: the conservation law plays the
same role of the requirement of local interactions between
the probes and the mediator M , i.e., the requirement of
locality in space; so, by analogy, it can be considered as
requiring locality in time. Locality in time, in our case,
corresponds to the fact that the evolution of a system
from one state to a different state cannot occur unless
when mediated by the interaction with another system,
the mediator. Hence it may be possible to find a con-
servation law in the spatial form of the witness, which
can substitute the requirement of locality in space in the
same way as the conservation law introduced in the tem-
poral argument achieves the requirement of locality in
time. This conjecture will be explored in future works.

We note here that the test with a single mass described
in [18] is of a different nature: it aims at distinguishing
two different models for gravity, one classical and one
quantum. If the quantum model is borne out in an ex-
periment, we can reject the particular classical model for
gravity. However, other classical models for gravity are
not excluded. Our argument aims to be more general, as
it excludes all classical models for the systemM which in-
duces the interaction and comply with our assumptions.
In order to achieve full generality and emancipate this
argument fully from the formalism of quantum theory,
one has to express the assumptions in strict information-
theoretic terms, like in [9], without relying on unitary
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quantum theory’s formalism. We shall leave this to a
forthcoming paper.
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APPENDIX

The general temporal argument

We want to show that the condition for the control
system to be quantum is also necessary, by proving the
following theorem:

Theorem 1 If a physical system Q evolves from an
eigenstate of one of its observables to an eigenstate of
a different, non-commuting observable under the conser-
vation law of a global quantity of the system Q⊕M , then
M must be non-classical.

The proof will go by contradiction. Let us suppose, for
simplicity, that the system Q is a qubit described by
the descriptors q̂(Q) = (σx ⊗ IM , σy ⊗ IM , σz ⊗ IM ) =(
q
(Q)
x , q

(Q)
y , q

(Q)
z

)
while the system M is a classical bit

described by the z-component of its descriptors vector

q
(M)
z = IQ ⊗ σz.
The system Q is initialised in a generic state |ψ⟩0 and we

suppose that the physical quantity q
(Q)
z +q

(M)
z +q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

is conserved, so that Q cannot evolve if isolated, it can
evolve only through its interaction with M . The initial
density matrix will read:

ρ0 = 1
4

(
IQ,M + rxq

(Q)
x + ryq

(Q)
y + rzq

(Q)
z + szq

(M)
z

+txq
(Q)
x q

(M)
z + tyq

(Q)
y q

(M)
z + tzq

(Q)
z q

(M)
z

)
(17)

being r⃗ = (rx, ry, rz), t⃗ = (tx, ty, tz) and sz real val-
ued coefficients. We let it evolve under the most general
Hamiltonian describing the interaction between Q and
M :

HQM = αq
(Q)
x + βq

(Q)
y + γq

(Q)
y +

aq
(Q)
x q

(M)
z + bq

(Q)
y q

(M)
z + cq

(Q)
z q

(M)
z . (18)

Before doing this, we have to enforce the conservation
law required for Q to be unable to evolve spontaneously:[

HQM , q
(Q)
z + q(M)

z + q(Q)
z q(M)

z

]
= 0 (19)

which implies:

α = −a
β = −b

so that:

H ′
QM = αq

(Q)
x + βq

(Q)
y + γq

(Q)
z

−αq(Q)
x q

(M)
z − βq

(Q)
y q

(M)
z + cq

(Q)
z q

(M)
z (20)

and we will label H ′
QM as HQM to lighten the notation.

We first of all notice that
[
HQM , q

(M)
z

]
= 0, which

means that:

q(M)
z (t) = e−iHQM q(M)

z eiHQM = q(M)
z (21)

i.e. M cannot evolve because of the interaction with Q:
if it is |0⟩, it stays in |0⟩. Hence, the effects of HQM on Q
is to rotate it around the vector whose components are:

nx = α(1− q
(M)
z )

ny = β(1− q
(M)
z )

nz = γ + cq
(M)
z .

(22)

Our goal now is to find (nx, ny, nz) such that it is possible

to perform a rotation of the qubit Q mapping q
(Q)
z →

q
(Q)
x , q

(Q)
y → −q(Q)

y , q
(Q)
x → q

(Q)
z involving the bit M .

Looking at the components in (22), we notice that if the

eigenvalue of q
(M)
z is +1, then both nx and ny will vanish,

meaning that if the bit M is initialised in |0⟩, Q can only
rotate around the z-axis, which is not what the mapping
discussed above should achieve. Hence, M should be
initialised in |1⟩, so that:

nx = 2α

ny = 2β

nz = γ − c.

(23)

Considering the unitary:

Rθ = cos

(
θ

2

)
I − i sin

(
θ

2

)(
nxq

(Q)
x + nyq

(Q)
y + nzq

(Q)
z

)
(24)

with θ = π
2 , we can evolve the descriptors for the qubit

Q according to (24):

q(Q)
z (t) = R†

θq
(Q)
z Rθ =⇒


−ny + nxnz = 1

nx + nynz = 0
1
2 + 1

2

(
n2z − n2x − n2y

)
= 0 .

(25)

https://www.templeton.org/grant/the-quantuminformation-structure-ofspacetime-qiss-second-phase
https://www.templeton.org/grant/the-quantuminformation-structure-ofspacetime-qiss-second-phase
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This gives three roots out of which only one can be
accepted because of the condition n2x + n2y + n2z = 1:
(0,−1, 0). Let us focus on the x component:

q(Q)
x = R†

θq
(Q)
x Rθ =⇒


ny + nxnz = 1

−nz + nxny = 0
1
2 + 1

2

(
n2x − n2y − n2z

)
= 0

(26)
out of which we extract three roots with a single one
acceptable: (0, 1, 0), which is consistent with what we
found earlier. Finally, we evolve the y component:

q(Q)
y = R†

θq
(Q)
y Rθ =⇒


−nx + nynz = 0

nz + nxny = 0
1
2 + 1

2

(
n2y − n2x − n2z

)
= 1

(27)
which, instead, gives no acceptable roots: we cannot find
a consistent axis around which the rotation we are look-
ing for can be performed. The conclusion, as promised,
is that the witnessing task is not possible if the system
M has no non-commuting degrees of freedom.
We can generalise this discussion to a quantum channel

operating on Q and M as in the case of the additive con-
servation law discussed in the main text, simply chang-
ing the second assumption according to the non-additive
conservation law in (2): the conserved quantity here is

q
(Q)
z + q

(M)
z + q

(M ′)
z + q

(Q)
z q

(M ′)
z + q

(M)
z q

(M ′)
z .

The most general Hamiltonian describing the interac-
tion between Q and M ′, and M and M will be:

HQM ′,MM ′ = αq
(Q)
x + βq

(Q)
y + γq

(Q)
y + aq

(Q)
x q

(M ′)
z

+bq
(Q)
y q

(M ′)
z + cq

(Q)
z q

(M ′)
z + a′q

(M)
z q

(M ′)
z (28)

which under the conservation law becomes:

HQM ′,MM ′ = αq
(Q)
x + βq

(Q)
y + γq

(Q)
z − αq

(Q)
x q

(M ′)
z

−βq(Q)
y q

(M ′)
z + cq

(Q)
z q

(M ′)
z + a′q

(M)
z q

(M ′)
z . (29)

Comparing (29) with (20), we see that the only differ-

ence is in the term a′q
(M)
z q

(M ′)
z , which is cannot modify

the state of M and M ′, as we intended to show.

The general argument: N+1 qubits

We have seen that a reservoir made of quantum systems
is indeed able to perform the homogenisation task. One
wants to prove it to be necessary as well.

Let us suppose that the reservoir is made of bits, so
that it is initialised in the state:

ξ = |0⟩⟨0|⊗N =
1

2

(
I + q(M)

z

)⊗N

, (30)

since the computational basis is assumed to be {|0⟩, |1⟩}.
This means that the system qubit Q will be initialised

in:

ρ = |+⟩⟨+| = 1

2

(
I + q(Q)

x

)
(31)

and the task we are looking for is an homogenisation of
ρ to ξ, i.e. a rotation for the qubit Q from the state |+⟩
to the state |0⟩.
We assume, as in the quantum homogeniser, that the
system qubit is allowed to interact with one bit per time
step and only once. The most general unitary describing
the interactions will be:

U(η) = cos (η)I + i sin (η)HQM (32)

being HQM the same introduced in (18). As said above,
the partial swap does conserve the physical quantity

q
(Q)
z +q

(M)
z +q

(Q)
z q

(M)
z ; this means that we should enforce

again the conservation of such quantity in our Hamilto-
nian. We get:

HQM = αq
(Q)
x + βq

(Q)
y + γq

(Q)
z

−αq(Q)
x q

(M)
z − βq

(Q)
y q

(M)
z + cq

(Q)
z q

(M)
z . (33)

Now we are ready to let the system qubit interact with
the first bit in the reservoir:

(ρ⊗ ξ)
1
= U†(η) (ρ⊗ ξ)U(η)

= 1
4 cos

2 (η)
(
I + q

(Q)
x + q

(M)
z + q

(Q)
x q

(M)
z

)
+ 1

4 sin
2 (η)

(
I +H†

QMq
(Q)
x HQM

+q
(M)
z +H†

QMq
(Q)
x HQMq

(M)
z

)
+i sin (η) cos (η)

[
q
(Q)
x , HQM

]
+i sin (η) cos (η)

[
q
(Q)
x , HQM

]
q
(M)
z . (34)

Let us focus on the term proportional to sin2 η: it must
be proportional to ξ ⊗ ρ in order for the fixed point of
the contractive map to be reached at the end of the ho-
mogenisation procedure. Of course, we cannot expect the
bit to rotate in an eigenstate of the X operator, so what
we are actually looking for is a proportionality with ξ⊗ξ.
We have:

I +H†
QMq

(Q)
x HQM + q(M)

z +H†
QMq

(Q)
x HQMq

(M)
z (35)

that should match:

I + q(Q)
z + q(M)

z + q(Q)
z q(M)

z , (36)

but in order for this to be possible, HQM should be able
to rotate the qubitQ around a given axis such that |+⟩ →
|0⟩ and we have shown in the appendix that it is not
possible to define consistently such a rotation axis.
This means that we will never have a term like sin2 (η)ξ⊗
ξ in (34), independently on the other terms that may
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appear in it, so that it is not possible to perform the task
we are looking for using a classical reservoir.
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