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The second law of thermodynamics states that the entropy of an isolated system can only increase
over time. This appears to conflict with the reversible evolution of isolated quantum systems under
the Schrödinger equation, which preserves the von Neumann entropy. Nonetheless, one finds that
with respect to many observables, expectation values approach a fixed value – their equilibrium
value. This ultimately raises the question: in what sense does the entropy of an isolated quantum
system increase over time? For classical systems, one introduces the assumption of a low entropy
initial state along with the concept of ignorance about the microscopic details of the physical system,
leading to a statistical interpretation of the second law. By considering the observables through
which we examine quantum systems, both these assumptions can be incorporated, building upon
recent studies of the equilibration on average of observables. While the statistical behavior of
observable expectation values is well-established, a quantitative connection to entropy increase has
been lacking so far. In deriving novel bounds for the equilibration of observables, and considering
the entropy of the system relative to observables, we recover a variant of the second law: the
entropy with respect to a given observable tends towards its equilibrium value in the course of the
system’s unitary evolution. These results also support recent findings which question the necessity
of non-integrability for equilibration in quantum systems. We further illustrate our bounds using
numerical results from the paradigmatic example of a quantum Ising model on a chain of spins.
There, we observe entropy increasing up to equilibrium values, as well as fluctuations which expose
the underlying reversible evolution in accordance with the derived bounds.

I. INTRODUCTION

Irreversible evolution observed in nature is character-
ized by the second law of thermodynamics [1–4], and is
thus quantitatively captured by the increase in entropy
over time of an isolated system. From the perspective of
microscopic physics, however, all laws are time-reversal
invariant and, thus, if a process is allowed by these laws,
its reverse process must be, too. This means that en-
tropy could, in principle, also decrease. This appar-
ent conflict between the reversibility of physics on the
microscopic level and the irreversibility of macroscopic
physics, sometimes called Loschmidt’s paradox, has been
debated since the earliest days of classical statistical me-
chanics [5–8]. As for the entropy, for classical systems,
Liouville’s theorem implies that the Gibbs entropy for-
mula is constant under Hamiltonian evolution [9], and
also for quantum systems, the unitary evolution gen-
erated by the Schrödinger equation preserves the von
Neumann entropy. In this Letter, we address this issue
from the perspective of quantum systems, determining
the sense in which entropy can increase over time in iso-
lated quantum systems.
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Historically, resolutions to this conflict for classical
systems have typically involved two components. The
first component is an assumption of a low-entropy ini-
tial state, the past hypothesis [10, 11]. The second
component corresponds to a loss or lack of informa-
tion [5, 12, 13], for example via the Stosszahlansatz in
Boltzmann’s H-theorem [7], or by a coarse-graining of
the phase space [12–14]. The modern consensus is that,
while the microscopic physics is reversible, the second
law of thermodynamics holds on average, meaning that
for most of the time, an isolated system looks the same
– like the so-called equilibrium average. Decreases in en-
tropy occur with a probability which vanishes exponen-
tially with the magnitude of this decrease, as captured
by the celebrated fluctuation relations [15–20].
With regards to quantum mechanics, despite substan-

tial theoretical arguments [21–28] and experimental ev-
idence [29–31] for the equilibration of isolated quantum
systems, no consensus exists about how isolated quan-
tum systems equilibrate in the sense of something akin
to the second law, as unitary evolution preserves the von
Neumann entropy. By using the modern theory of equili-
bration of isolated quantum systems [22, 23] we show how
the second law of thermodynamics is satisfied on average.
In this framework, the system is examined relative to an
arbitrary observable represented by a self-adjoint opera-
tor O =

∑r
i=1OiΠ

O
i , where r is the number of possible

measurement outcomes. Assuming finite Hilbert space
dimension d (with r < d) and identifying the measure-
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ment outcomes with macrostates introduces, in a sense
which we will quantify, the necessary lack of information,
and ensuing emergent irreversibility.

When we access the state ρ via the observable O, the
available information about the system is represented
by the probability distribution p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pr), where
pi = Tr

[
ΠO

i ρ
]
are the populations of ρ with respect

to the orthogonal projectors Πi of O. In place of the
usual von Neumann entropy SvN[ρ] = −Tr[ρ log ρ], which
is invariant under the unitary evolution generated by
the Schrödinger equation ρ̇(t) = −i[H, ρ(t)] with time-
independent Hamiltonian H, the information obtained
about the system is then quantified by the Shannon en-
tropy of the observable’s probability distribution – its
Shannon observable entropy

SO
Sh[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log pi, (1)

as in [32]. Note that instead of the projective valued
measure (PVM) associated with the observable O as we
use it in the main text, one can define the probability
distribution p⃗, with respect to a positive operator valued
measure (POVM) (Ei)

r
i=1 and all the following results

follow analogously (see Appendix C).
Unlike the von Neumann entropy, the Shannon ob-

servable entropy can change in time for isolated sys-
tems. Indeed, we find that over the course of the evo-
lution of an isolated system, the Shannon observable en-
tropy is close to that of the infinite-time-averaged state

ω = limT→∞
1
T

∫ T

0
dtρ(t), known as the equilibrium state

in the context of equilibration on average:

Equilibrium entropy. With ρ(t), ω and O as defined
on a finite dimensional Hilbert space, we have〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
∞ ≤ O

(
log(r)

√
r

deff

)
, (2)

where the average ⟨·⟩∞ is with respect to uniformly ran-
dom times 0 ≤ t <∞, and the right-hand side (expressed
in terms of big-O notation) vanishes in the limit where
the number of microstates deff = 1/Tr[ω2] is much larger
than that of macrostates r.

The small parameter on the right-hand side of (2)
measures how strongly the observable O coarse-grains
the system relative to the number of microstates deff ,
as discussed in more detail later. Here we combine im-
provements for bounds from the theory of equilibration
on average [22–24], with the so-called Past Hypothesis,
formally stated as:

Past Hypothesis. The assumption that we initially
start in a low entropy state with respect to O,

SO
Sh[ρ(0)] ≪ SO

Sh[ω]. (3)

This results in the following statement of the second
law in unitary quantum mechanics: the Shannon observ-
able entropy of an isolated system increases towards its
equilibrium value.

II. FORMALISM

Equilibrating observables. We will work in the setting
where the dynamics of our system of interest is described
by a Hamiltonian with spectral decomposition,

H =
∑

λ∈σ(H)

λΠλ, (4)

where the sum runs over the spectrum λ ∈ σ(H) of the
Hamiltonian and Πλ are the orthogonal projectors onto
the eigenspaces corresponding to the eigenvalues λ of H.
The dimension of the system’s Hilbert space can be recov-
ered via d =

∑
λ∈σ(H) Tr [Πλ] and is assumed to be finite

in this work. Isolated quantum systems evolve according
to the von Neumann equation, ρ̇(t) = −i [H, ρ(t)], given
the initial condition ρ(0). Note that ℏ = 1 throughout
this work.
While the state of the system at a given instant in

time t is of course ρ(t), it was shown in [21–24] that, for
large systems, the expectation value of many observables
will be close to that of the equilibrium state ω for most
times. Such observables are therefore said to equilibrate
on average. To make this quantitative, we use the no-

tation ⟨X(t)⟩T = T−1
∫ T

0
dtX(t) to denote the average

of an arbitrary quantity X(t) over the finite time win-
dow [0, T ]. We can thus write the equilibrium state as
ω = limT→∞ ⟨ρ(t)⟩T . Two questions must then be an-
swered: how ‘large’ must the system be and how ‘close’
exactly are the expectation values of ρ(t) to those of ω?
The size of the system can be quantified by its so-called

effective dimension [33], defined via:

1

(deff)2
=

∑
λ∈σ(H)

Tr[Πλρ(t)]
2. (5)

The effective dimension is independent of time t, and
we can equivalently write deff = 1/Tr[ω2]. This is es-
sentially a measure of how many non-degenerate energy
eigenstates participate in the quantum state’s evolution.
One can then compare the difference between the ob-
servable expectation values. For example, it has been
shown [23, 34] that〈

|Tr [Oρ(t)]− Tr [Oω]|2
〉
T
≤ ∥O∥2

deff
f(ε, T ), (6)

where ε > 0 is an arbitrary energy parameter, T is the
time over which the time-average is taken, ∥ · ∥ denotes
the operator norm (specifically the largest singular value
of O), and f(ε, T ) is given by:

f(ε, T ) = N(ε)

(
1 +

8 log2 |σ(H)|
εT

)
. (7)

In this function, N(ε) is the maximum number of energy
gaps that H has in any interval of size ε, and |σ(H)|
is the number of distinct energy eigenvalues of H. The
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bound (6) shows that having a large effective dimension
is sufficient for ρ(t) to equilibrate relative to O at long
times. Interestingly, equilibration in this context does
not necessarily require non-integrability of the quantum
system [35–38]. In the following, we explore how this
observation can serve as the basis for the second law of
thermodynamics.

Entropies relative to observables. Given some observ-
able O, we can define the Shannon observable entropy
SO
Sh as in Eq. (1). Operationally, this can be understood

as the information-theoretic uncertainty or surprisal in
the measurement outcome of O on the state ρ. For a
generic observable, its Shannon entropy can be larger
than the von Neumann entropy (e.g. for pure states) or
smaller than the von Neumann entropy (e.g. for a classi-
cal mixture of degenerate eigenvectors of the observable).
Another common notion of an entropy with respect to an
observable is the observational entropy [39], which fur-
ther coarse grains over the eigenspaces of the observable.
It is given by

SO
Obs[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log
pi
Vi
, (8)

where Vi = Tr[ΠO
i ] is the dimension of the ith eigenspace

of the observable O =
∑r

i=1OiΠ
O
i . As before, the prob-

abilities pi = Tr
[
ΠO

i ρ
]
are taken with respect to the

eigenspaces of O. This entropy has been shown [40] to
be an upper estimate for the von Neumann entropy, sat-
isfying the inequality SO

Obs[ρ] − SvN[ρ] ≥ D[ρ∥ρcg] ≥
0, where D[·∥·] is the relative entropy and ρcg =∑r

i=1 Tr
[
ΠO

i ρ
] ΠO

i

Vi
is the coarse-grained state with re-

spect to the observable. The difference between the Shan-
non observable entropy and the observational entropy,
SO
Obs[ρ] − SO

Sh[ρ] =
∑r

i=1 pi log Vi ≥ 0, is commonly re-
ferred to as the Boltzmann term [40]. While the num-
ber of eigenspaces r can be understood as the number of
macrostates of the observable O, the dimension Vi can be
understood as the number of microstates, i.e. orthogonal
states, compatible with a given macrostate i.
A priori, it is unclear whether the inclusion of the

Boltzmann term in the observational entropy with re-
spect to an observable is necessary to recover a second
law, as for example formulated in [26, 28, 41]. As we
show in the following, for deff ≫ r where the bound in
Eq. (2) is tight, the second law holds for both the Shan-
non observable entropy (Theorem 2 in the following) as
well as the observational entropy (Proposition 2 in the
Appendix).

III. RESULTS

The second law on average. Starting with the von
Neumann entropy, one common and sensible-seeming at-
tempt to formulate a second law for increasing entropy
is to look at the entropy of time-averaged states ⟨ρ(t)⟩T ,
where we have that SvN[⟨ρ(t)⟩T ] < SvN[ω] if we compare

to the infinite time averaged state ω (as we discuss in
some more detail in Appendix B 1). While on a formal
level, the entropy increases and approaches that of the
infinite time average, such an argument fails to capture
that in reality, an observer accesses the instantaneous
state ρ(t) at a well-defined time t, not the time averaged
state ⟨ρ(t)⟩T . It is this time parameter that progresses
and with respect to which we observe equilibration, not
the duration T of the averaging window. For these rea-
sons we examine how the Shannon observable entropy
of the instantaneous state ρ(t) behaves and whether this
quantity satisfies the second law. By using Jensen’s in-
equality (see Lemma 1 in Appendix A) we can arrive at
a preliminary statement reminiscent of the second law:〈

SO
Sh[ρ(t)]

〉
∞ ≤ SO

Sh[ω]. (9)

This inequality indicates that the entropy SO
Sh[ρ(t)] is

on average smaller than the entropy of the equilibrium
state ω, aligning with the second law of thermodynamics,
which identifies the equilibrium state as having maximal
entropy. Notably, transient fluctuations may result in
finite-time states with higher entropy, but the average is
bounded above by that of the equilibrium state.
In the following, we expand on this inequality, prov-

ing that the entropy is not simply smaller on average
than that of the equilibrium state, but that it is closely
confined around the equilibrium value. The key insight
needed to reveal the second law on average for equili-
brating observables (in the sense of Eq. (6)) is that it
is insufficient to just have the expectation values of the
observables equilibrate – it is also necessary for the prob-
ability vector with respect to the observable O, p⃗(t), to be
close to that of p⃗ω for most times. The distance between
the two probability distributions can be characterized by
the 1-norm distance ∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1 = 1

2

∑r
i=1 |pi(t)− pω,i|.

Averaging the distance over the time interval [0, T ], we
find the following bound:

⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1⟩T ≤ ηε,T :=
1

2

√
r

deff
f(ε, T ), (10)

where ε > 0 is an arbitrary energy parameter as in (7)
(see Lemma 2 in Appendix A for details). Inequality (10)
improves previous bounds in Refs. [23, 24] quadratically
in terms of their scaling with r, showing that in fact r
and deff appear with the same exponent.
In contrast to the bound in (6), the small parameter

ηε,T does not simply vanish in the limit of large effective
dimension. Instead, it is determined by the ratio r/deff ;
for the difference in populations to vanish on average, the
effective dimension must be much larger than the number
of orthogonal eigenspaces of the observable. Physically,
this is the limit where the number of microstates that par-
ticipate in the evolution of ρ(t) (captured by deff) is much
larger than the number of macrostates of the observable
(captured by r), which is necessary for the population
vector p⃗(t) to be close to the equilibrium p⃗ω on average.
On a formal level, this also distinguishes our considera-
tion of the equilibration of observables on average from
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the second law on average, since the former only requires
large deff , whereas the latter requires large deff/r, as we
show in the following:

Theorem 1 (Second law on average). Let ρ(t), ω and O
be as defined so far. For arbitrary ε > 0 and T > 0, the
following inequality holds:〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
T
≤ log(r − 1)ηε,T +H2[ηε,T ],

(11)

so long as ηε,T < 1/2. The function H2[x] := −x log x−
(1−x) log(1−x) is the binary entropy and ηε,T is defined
as in Eq. (10).

A statement akin to Theorem 2 can be derived for the
observational entropy, which we discuss in further detail
in Appendix B 2. For the observational entropy, it holds
that〈∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣〉
T
≤ log(d)ηε,T + g (ηε,T ) , (12)

where g(x) = −x log x+ (1+ x) log(1 + x), and we recall
that d is the dimensionality of the Hilbert space. The
main difference is the prefactor log d coming from the
fact that the observational entropy is bounded above by
log d independently of the observable, while the Shannon
observable entropy associated with O is bounded above
by log r.

Proof sketch. The proof consists of two steps: (i) The
first step relates a difference in Shannon entropies to a
difference in state populations. The key here is that if the
average distance between p⃗ω and p⃗(t) is small, then the
average distance between their Shannon entropies SO

Sh[ω]
and SO

Sh [ρ(t)] should also be small. This connection can
be made by combining the continuity bound for the Shan-
non entropy from [42] for the non-averaged quantities to-
gether with the result from Eq. (10). (ii) Secondly, we
show that under the conditions described above, the pop-
ulation differences are small on average. This is the result
from Eq. (10) and we prove it separately in Lemma 2 in
Appendix A. Both steps together prove the Theorem, and
are described in detail in Appendix A.

Note that the theorem, as stated, holds only for
ηε,T < 1/2 because the binary entropy is monotonically
increasing only for arguments up to 1/2. If ηε,T > 1/2,
one can simply replace H2[ηε,T ] by log 2, and the bound
holds in this modified form (for all values of ηε,T ). How-
ever, in this case the observable does not equilibrate (c.f.
Eq. (10)), and thus the bound does not strongly constrain
the entropy.

In Fig. 1 we visualize the behavior described by The-
orem 2 for a spin chain comprising up to N = 13 spin- 12
systems interacting under a quantum Ising model with
nearest-neighbor XY Z interactions (see Appendix D for
details). We work in the parameter regime from [43],
for which the model is nonintegrable, which may not
be necessary for equilibration but generally causes faster

equilibration times and lower fluctuations [35]. The dy-
namics are calculated by exact diagonalization using the
Python package QuTiP [44]. The observable in ques-
tion is the bulk magnetization in the z-direction, given
by summing all of the individual chain elements’ spin-z

operators: Mz = 1
N

∑N
i=1 σ

(i)
z . For an initial state we

choose an uncorrelated chain of spins all pointing down-
wards | ↓ · · · ↓ ⟩. This has zero entropy with respect to the
bulk magentization, thus implementing the past hypoth-
esis. By combining the coarse-graining-induced informa-
tion loss associated with accessing the system through
a degenerate observable (the global magnetization) to-
gether with a low-entropy initial state as in (3), the en-
tropy of the expectation values increases towards its equi-
librium value.
It is important to note that the increase in entropy

stated in the second law is a consequence of the past hy-
pothesis, and not a fundamental feature. We can see this
in Fig. 1(b), where there are times where the entropy
SO
Sh[ρ(t)] is larger than that of the equilibrium SO

Sh[ω]. In
principle, if we had begun the dynamics at one of these
points in time, entropy would decrease towards the equi-
librium rather than increase. This is clearly illustrated
in Fig. 2(b) in the Appendix, where we assume the same
system and initial state as in Fig. 1, but instead con-
sider the Shannon entropy of the bulk magnetization in
the y-direction (which does not satisfy the past hypothe-
sis). We find that this entropy actually briefly decreases
slightly from an initial value close to equilibrium. Note,
however, that in this case, the distance of the initial en-
tropy from the equilibrium value is within the range of
the late-time fluctuations shown in the figure.
This feature has been extensively discussed throughout

the history of statistical mechanics (see e.g. [45] and refer-
ences therein), and appears naturally in classical settings
where equilibration does not necessarily imply that the
entropy relative to an observable increases. It is quite
possible for the entropy of the equilibrium state to be
lower, unless the past hypothesis is invoked. A simple
classical example of this is the separation of oil and wa-
ter from an initially uniform mixture. If the observable
regards the spatial distribution of the oil and water, it
seems that the entropy decreases as the two constituents
separate. However, the separation results in an increase
in the average kinetic energy of the molecules, and a cor-
responding increase in the entropy associated with that
observable. Thus for one observable the equilibrium state
has a lower Shannon entropy than the initial state, and
for another observable the situation is reversed.
Fluctuation bounds. Even when a system has reached

equilibrium, the Shannon entropy can fluctuate above
and below the equilibrium value for finite times, with
fluctuations above being less likely than fluctuations be-
low, as inequality (9) shows, and also evident in Fig. 1(b).
Indeed, the Poincaré recurrence theorem for quantum
systems states that any isolated, finite-dimensional quan-
tum system will return arbitrarily often to a state that
is arbitrarily close to its initial state [46]. Given that
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Figure 1. Exact numerical results showcasing the second law on average for isolated spin-chains of 5 to 13 spin- 1
2
systems with

nearest-neighbor interactions. The observable of choice is the global magnetization in the z-direction. Panel (a) shows how
the magnetization, Tr [Mzρ (t)] (in units of ℏ = 1), evolves as a function of time for three different lengths of spin chain, and
how it approaches the equilibrium value of ω (represented by the dashed lines) in each case. In panel (b), we plot the Shannon
observable entropy as a function of time, finding that entropy increases towards the equilibrium value and then continues to
fluctuate around it. Here, the dashed lines represent the Shannon observable entropy of the equilibrium state ω. An inset in
panel (b) charts the normalized differences

(
SMz
Sh [ρ (t)]− SMz

Sh [ω]
)
/SMz

Sh [ω] at late times. Panel (c) shows on a semi-log scale
the finite-time averaging from the left-hand side of Eq. (A12), as a function of the maximum time T integrated over. The
dashed lines show the bounds from the right-hand side of Eq. (A12) for T → ∞ (Theorem 2). Lastly, panel (d) plots, on a
semi-log scale as a function of the spin chain length N , two quantities: the T → ∞ version of the Shannon entropy bound,
δ (r, deff) (black line and points, see Eq. (14)), and also the averaging of |∆SMz

Sh [ρ(t)]| =
∣∣SMz

Sh [ρ (t)]− SMz
Sh [ω]

∣∣ over the times

t = 50 to t = 80 (red line and points). For both quantities, an exponential fit of the form aebx was performed. The fitting
paramters plotted here are a = 2.57, b = −0.0920, and a = 0.467, b = −0.239 respectively.

we assume a low-entropy initial state, such a recurrence
will result in a reduction in entropy from the equilibrium
value by an amount far larger than might be anticipated
from the bounded average in (A12). For large systems,
however, such apparent violations of the bound occur
with vanishing probability at a given time, i.e. for sys-
tems with large effective dimension compared to number
of observable macrostates. This implies that for macro-
scopic systems, the expected time one would be required
to wait to observe such a decrease in entropy occurring
is unobservably large.

We now make this statement more quantitative by
establishing a fluctuation bound. Using a probability-
theoretic technique similar to [47] it is possible to gain
insight into not only the extent of the fluctuations, but
also the probability that these fluctuations are larger
than some amount. That is, we can bound the likeli-
hood that the Shannon observable entropy of the state
at time t fluctuates away from that of the equilibrium

state, depending on the magnitude of the fluctuation.

Corollary 1 (Shannon entropy fluctuations). Let ρ(t),
ω and O be as before. If t ∈ R≥0 is sampled uniformly at
random, we have

P
[∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣ ≥ √
δ
]
≤

√
δ, (13)

where δ = δ(r, deff) is given by

δ(r, deff) =
log(r − 1)

2

√
r

deff
+H2

[
1

2

√
r

deff

]
, (14)

with H2(·) the binary entropy, as in Theorem 2.

Proof sketch. This is a consequence of the generalized
Chebyshev inequality P [X ≥ κ] ≤ E[g(X)]/g(κ), where
X is a positive random variable and g : R → R a
monotonously increasing, strictly positive function. Set-
ting X = |Ssh[ρ(t)]− Ssh[ω]| and κ :=

√
δ completes the
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proof upon applying Eq. (A12) from Theorem 2. For
details, we refer the reader to Appendix A 2.

The fluctuation bound in Corollary 1 has an interpre-
tation in the sense of typicality [27, 48–50]. In informa-
tion theory, when sampling outputs from a fixed source,
the weak Law of Large Numbers ensures that for large
enough samples, the likely samples are those whose en-
tropy is close to that of the source. This fluctuation
bound can be interpreted from this perspective, offering
a connection between information theory and thermo-
dynamics. In this context, we are sampling at random
from a fixed source – the expectation values p⃗ given by
Tr[Oρ(t)] – and find that at all times it is likely that the
entropy of this distribution of expectation values is close
to the entropy of the distribution of expectation values
of the equilibrium state. As such we may say that the
equilibrium state ω is a ‘typical’ state when sampling ex-
pectation values of a state relative to an observable O
which equilibrates, and by extension states close to the
equilibrium state in SO

Sh[ · ] are also typical.
This connection emphasizes the ubiquity of informa-

tion theory for thermodynamics [20, 51] as it reveals that

up to
√
δ-fluctuations, the measurement of the observ-

able is given by that of the equilibrium average. Up to a
resolution dependent on the extent of fluctuations, and
accounting for the finite equilibration time, the descrip-
tion of the state ρ(t) examined through the observable
O can therefore be reduced from deff degrees of freedom
to the relevant r degrees of freedom of the equilibrium
populations p⃗ω, offering a compressed description of the
state as a result of typicality.

IV. DISCUSSION

We have derived a second law of thermodynamics for
isolated quantum systems, clarifying the sense in which
its entropy increases over time. A resolution to the con-
flict between reversibility at the level of the Schrödinger
equation and the irreversibility of the second law comes
from considering a measure of entropy defined relative to
an observable. Given that equilibrating observables are
highly degenerate, meaning the number of macrostates
it defines is much lower than the effective dimension
of the system under observation, we have proved novel
bounds to show that not only the average value, but in
fact the entire probability distribution of observable out-
comes tends on average to that of the equilibrium state,
despite the overall unitary evolution. As a consequence,
the Shannon observable entropy is on average close to
the equilibrium value (Theorem 2). If, furthermore, the
system starts in a low entropy state (the past hypothe-
sis), we recover the formulation of the second law that
states that the entropy of an isolated system increases
over time.

Though we discussed entropy defined relative to an ob-
servable which can be represented by a self-adjoint oper-

ator O, one can instead consider a more general positive
operator valued measure (POVM) M = (Ei)i=1,...,r and
denote the corresponding probabilities pi(t) = Tr[Eiρ(t)].
In Appendix C, we show that Theorem 2 and Corollary 1
readily generalize to this case without modification.
While this work focused on the Shannon observable

entropy, we have proved analogous statements for the
observational entropy in Appendix B 2, showing that the
condition r/deff ≪ 1 is not only sufficient for equilibra-
tion of the Shannon observable entropy but also for the
observational entropy. Still, one can construct examples
where the Shannon observable entropy fluctuates on the
order of log r and thus does not equilibrate, whereas the
observational entropy’s fluctuations are relatively small
because of the additional Boltzmann term which is of
order log d. This could lead one to conclude that the
observable equilibrates while in fact it does not, as the
Shannon entropy shows. Regardless of its role in un-
derstanding equilibration, the observational entropy does
quantify the ignorance resulting from multiple states be-
ing compatible with a given measurement outcome [52],
which the Shannon observable entropy alone does not
capture. As we have shown, this many-to-one relation-
ship between states and outcomes instead dictates the
dynamics of the Shannon entropy, depending on the dy-
namical participation of those states as encoded in deff .
Given that the ratio of observable outcomes to effec-

tive dimension in the case of a small subsystem of a much
larger total system is generally favorable to equilibration
(the former being bounded by the dimensionality of the
subsystem), our results can likely be used to constrain the
behavior of the von Neumann entropy of a subsystem.
Since our focus was on the overall behavior of isolated
systems, we have not addressed this here. Additionally,
one may ask how our analysis generalizes to the context
of other notions of entropy such as the family of Tsal-
lis or Rényi entropies [53–55], by defining them relative
to an observable in analogy to how we define the Shan-
non observable entropy. By combining entropy continu-
ity bounds such as those of e.g. [54, 56] together with
Lemma 2 for PVMs or Lemma 4 for POVMs (see Ap-
pendix), respective formulation of the second law might
be obtained for such entropies.
We have also examined how at any point in time in a

quantum system’s evolution its entropy can grow larger
than, or move away from, the entropy of the equilib-
rium state, as captured in the fluctuation relation given
in Corollary 1. There we bounded the likelihood of fluc-
tuating away from the equilibrium state in terms of the
Shannon observable entropy. This points at an inter-
esting connection with information theory. Examining
this connection and whether it can be used as a way to
compress the description of a quantum system’s evolu-
tion viewed through a specific observable is left as open
question.
A natural question following from the results presented

here is that of how our statement of the second law com-
pares to the historical formulations of Clausius [57] (“No
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process is possible, the sole result of which is the transfer
of heat from a cold body to a hot body”) or Kelvin-
Planck [2, 58] (“No process is possible, the sole result
of which is that a body is cooled and work is done”).
A rigorous analysis of these statements would require a
definition of work, heat and temperature for subsystems
of isolated quantum systems, which would be relative to
the observable the agent can use to examine and manip-
ulate the system. For example, for the spin-system in
our numerical analysis in Fig. 1, a suitable observable is
the (intrinsic) total magnetization in a given direction of
space, which might be seen as a thermodynamic state
variable. Note that the formulations of both Clausius
and Kelvin-Planck can be turned into statements about
a decrease in thermodynamic entropy [2] of the systems,
which, given compatibility of the thermodynamic entropy
with the Shannon observable entropy, is forbidden by
Theorem 2 up to stochastic fluctuations.

Finally, our work corroborates the findings of previous
studies noting that non-integrability does not appear to
be a necessary requirement for equilibration relative to
observables [35–38]. As we showed in (10), a large deff/r
suffices for equilibration of the observable probability to
the equilibrium distribution, and thus for our formulation
of the second law to hold, and this does not a priori re-
quire non-integrability. Whether the system is integrable
or not may still affect some details like the speed of equili-
bration or tightness of the bounds as noted in [24, 35]. In
other contexts as well, a connection between integrability
and effective dimension has been hinted at [59, 60], which
leads us to pose the question of whether deff could allow
for a quantitative definition of integrability in relation to
the equilibration of quantum systems.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Proofs for entropy bounds

In this section, we prove all our main results and pro-
vide additional background to the statements and the
formalism we use. In Sec. A 1 we provide the proofs
for the average entropy difference bounds, that is Theo-
rem 2 and Proposition 2. Following this, Sec. A 2 contains
the proofs for the fluctuation bounds of Corollary 1 and
Corollary 2.

1. Proofs for averaged entropy differences

Before discussion of the proof of Theorem 2, more de-
tails regarding the inequality (9) are supplied, in par-
ticular regarding the applicability of Jensen’s inequality:

Lemma 1. Given ρ(t), ω and O as defined in the main
text, we have in the infinite time-average,〈

SO
Sh[ρ(t)]

〉
∞ ≤ SO

Sh[ω]. (A1)

Proof. The proof of this statement is an application of
the Jensen inequality which states that for a concave,
real-valued function g[X] the following inequality holds:
⟨g[X]⟩ ≤ g [⟨X⟩]. In this context, X is a real-valued
random variable that can in general be defined on a con-
vex subset of Rr, as shown for example in Theorem 7.11
of [61]. For our setting, we have that g[ · ] = SO

Sh[ · ] is
concave as a function of the probability vector p⃗(t) de-
fined by the observable outcomes. Note that it is not
concave as a function of t, though this is, of course, not
needed here. Formally, the Shannon observable entropy
as defined in the main text is a function of density matri-
ces, but since it only depends on the population vectors,
we simplify the notation here to simply write SO

Sh[p⃗] to
actually mean SO

Sh[ρ], where p⃗ is the population vector of
ρ relative to the observable O. By identifying X = p⃗(t),
and taking the uniform measure over the space t ∈ [0, T ],
Jensen’s inequality reads

1

T

∫ T

0

dtSO
Sh[p⃗(t)] ≤ SO

Sh

[
1

T

∫ T

0

dtp⃗(t)

]
. (A2)

Upon taking the limit T → ∞, this yields for the left-
hand side ⟨SO

Sh[ρ(t)]⟩∞ and for the right-hand side (by
using continuity of the Shannon entropy), we can pull
the limit t→ ∞ inside the entropy to find

lim
t→∞

SO
Sh

[
1

T

∫ T

0

dtp⃗(t)

]
= SO

Sh[p⃗ω]. (A3)
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Furthermore, we have used linearity of the trace,
⟨pi(t)⟩∞ = ⟨Tr

[
ΠO

i ρ(t)
]
⟩∞ = Tr

[
ΠO

i ⟨ρ(t)⟩∞
]
= pi,ω to

conclude that the infinite time average of the population
equals the population of the infinite time average, com-
pleting the proof of the Lemma.

Moving on towards proving our main result, Theo-
rem 2, we devise the following proof strategy:

• First, we want to determine conditions under which
the populations of ρ(t) and ω with respect to the
observable O do not differ much on average.

• Second, once we know that the populations of the
two states are close to each other for most times, we
can show that the Shannon observational entropy
(as well as the observational entropy) of ρ(t) is also
close to that of ω for most times.

We start with the first part. Let us recall that p⃗(t) =
(p1, . . . , pr) with pi = Tr[ΠO

i ρ] is the vector of popula-
tions of ρ(t) with respect to the observable’s eigenspaces.
Similarly, p⃗ω is defined for the infinite time averaged state
ω. Then, in Eq. (10) of the main text we claimed that
⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1⟩T is small, which we prove in detail as part
of Lemma 2. The key reason why the populations’ dif-
ferences are small on average is based on the results for
observables from the theory of equilibration on average,
which state that Tr[Oρ(t)] is close to Tr[Oω] most of
the time. One subtle point here concerns the number
of macrostates: while for the observables’ expectation
values it was sufficient to have that deff is large for equi-
libration, now, the effective dimension has to be large
compared to r, the number of macrostates correspond-
ing to the observable O. We can therefore state that
observable expectation values equilibrate under weaker
conditions than the population vectors.

Lemma 2 (Equilibrating populations). Let p⃗(t) and p⃗ω
be as in the introduction preceding this Lemma. Further-
more, take ε > 0 and T > 0 to be arbitrary, then,

⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1⟩T ≤ 1

2

√
r

deff
f(ε, T ) =: ηε,T , (A4)

where the constant ηε,T is defined with f(ε, T ) like in
Eq. (7).

Proof. Note that since our result scales with
√
r, it is in

fact a tighter bound than the one shown in Theorem 2 of
Ref. [23], where the upper bound scales with r. To start
the proof, let us recall the definition of ∥ · ∥1 here, which
is given by

∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1 =
1

2

r∑
i=1

∣∣Tr [ΠO
i ρ(t)

]
− Tr

[
ΠO

i ω
]∣∣ . (A5)

We are interested in an upper bound on the time-average
of this quantity. To use the bounds on observable equili-
bration on average [23, 24, 34], we need to consider time-
averages of squares of trace differences and not only trace

differences. To be explicit, we want to use the interme-
diate Eq. (9) from [23], which states〈∣∣Tr [ΠO

i ρ(t)
]
− Tr

[
ΠO

i ω
]∣∣2〉

T

≤ f(ε, T )

√
Tr

[
ΠO†

i ΠO
i ω

2
]
Tr

[
ΠO

i Π
O†
i ω2

]
. (A6)

Equation (A5) can be converted into a suitable form to
use Eq. (A6) by making the following transformations,

⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1⟩T ≤
√
r

2
⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥2⟩T (A7)

≤
√
r

2

√〈
∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥ 2

2

〉
T
. (A8)

In the first step for Ineq. (A7) we made use of the norm-
inequality 2∥ · ∥1 ≤

√
r∥ · ∥2 to switch from the 1-norm

to the 2-norm, and in the second step for Ineq. (A8) we

apply the Jensen inequality ⟨
√
X⟩ ≤

√
⟨X⟩ using con-

cavity of the square root function
√
·. Now, we can use

Eq. (A6) together with the fact that orthogonal projec-

tors are Hermitian, ΠO
i = ΠO†

i , and satisfy (ΠO
i )

2 = ΠO
i ,

to write〈
∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥ 2

2

〉
T
≤ f(ε, T )

r∑
i=1

Tr
[
ΠO

i ω
2
]

(A9)

= f(ε, T )Tr
[
ω2

]
(A10)

=
f(ε, T )

deff
. (A11)

For Eq. (A10) we have used the completeness relation∑r
i=1 Π

O
i = 1 and for Eq. (A11) we have used the def-

inition of the effective dimension deff also stated in the
main text. Combining this together with Eq. (A8) yields
the desired result.

Now that we have checked the first item of our proof
strategy outlined in the beginning of Sec. A, we are ready
to show Theorem 2, which we restate in the following for
completeness.

Theorem 2 (Second law on average). Let ρ(t), ω and O
be as defined so far. For arbitrary ε > 0 and T > 0, the
following inequality holds:〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
T
≤ log(1 + r)ηε,T +H2[ηε,T ],

(A12)

so long as ηε,T < 1/2. The function H2[x] := −x log x−
(1−x) log(1−x) is the binary entropy and ηε,T is defined
as in Eq. (10).

Proof. We subdivide the proof of this statement into two
steps: (1) We express the left-hand side of Eq. (A12) in
terms of population differences, giving us a bound on the
entropy difference on average expressed as a function of
the average difference in populations between ρ(t) and
the infinite-time averaged state ω. (2) Then, we use the
result from Lemma 2, which we can then insert into the
bound found in the first step, finalizing the proof of this
Proposition.
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Step (1). We start by using the continuity bound for
the Shannon entropy derived in [42] which states that

|Ssh[p⃗]− Ssh[q⃗]| ≤ log(r − 1)∥ϑ⃗∥1 +H
[
∥ϑ⃗∥1

]
, (A13)

for all r-dimensional probability vectors p⃗ and q⃗, with

ϑ⃗ = p⃗ − q⃗, and SSh[p⃗] = −
∑r

i=1 pi log pi the Shannon
entropy. Here, the 1-norm is defined as in the main text,

∥ϑ⃗∥1 =
1

2

r∑
i=1

|ϑi|, (A14)

where we highlight the factor 1
2 , and H is again the

binary entropy. By taking p⃗(t) as the first vector and
q⃗ := p⃗ω as the second one, we may now apply the con-
tinuity bound from Eq. (A13) to the Shannon entropies
from the Lemma, with ϑ(t) = p⃗(t) − p⃗ω. Averaging pre-
serves inequalities, and consequentially, we find that〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
T

= ⟨|SSh[p⃗(t)]− SSh[p⃗ω]|⟩T (A15)

≤ log(r − 1)⟨∥ϑ⃗∥1⟩T + ⟨H2[∥ϑ⃗∥1]⟩T . (A16)

Now, we use that the binary entropy H is concave, which
allows us to apply Jensen’s inequality once again,

⟨H2[∥ϑ⃗∥1]⟩T ≤ H2[⟨∥ϑ⃗∥1⟩T ], (A17)

finding an upper bound of the average binary entropy.
Thereby, we conclude the first step which relates the av-
erage difference of Shannon entropies to an average of the
differences in the populations,〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
T

≤ log(r − 1)⟨∥ϑ⃗∥1⟩T +H2[⟨∥ϑ⃗∥1⟩T ]. (A18)

Step (2). Recalling that the binary entropy H2[x] is
monotonously growing for x ∈ [0, 1/2] allows us to insert

the inequality from Lemma 2, ⟨∥ϑ⃗∥1⟩T ≤ ηε,T into the
result from the first step (A18). We find,〈∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣〉
T
≤ log(r − 1)ηε,T +H [ηε,T ] .

(A19)

One subtle point is that the binary entropy grows
monotonously only for x ∈ [0, 1/2], hence, the result only
holds for values 0 < ηε,T ≤ 1/2. This is not restrictive
for two reasons: first, by replacing H(x) with log 2 for
arguments greater than 1/2 the result holds for all val-
ues of ηε,T and secondly, if ηε,T > 1/2, we are anyways
in a regime where the bound is not tight – i.e. log r is the
maximum Shannon observable entropy attainable, and
in the regime of relatively large ηε,T > 1/2, the differ-
ence between SO

Sh[ρ(t)] and S
O
Sh[ω] is of the order of the

entropies themselves. Since this technicality does not af-
fect the qualitative result in the relevant limit of deff ≫ r
of equilibration, we have forgone detailing it in the main
text. This concludes the proof of the Theorem.

2. Proofs for fluctuation theorems

Here we provide a proof for the fluctuation bounds
for the Shannon observable entropy (Corollary 1), which
can also by straightforward analogy serve as the proof of
Corollary 2 concerning the fluctuations of the observa-
tional entropy.

Corollary 1 (Shannon entropy fluctuations). Let ρ(t),
ω and O be as before. If t ∈ R≥0 is sampled uniformly at
random, we have

P
[∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣ ≥ √
δ
]
≤

√
δ, (13)

where δ = δ(r, deff) is given by

δ(r, deff) =
log(r − 1)

2

√
r

deff
+H2

[
1

2

√
r

deff

]
, (14)

with H2(·) the binary entropy, as in Theorem 2.

Proof. We provide additional details for the proof of
Corollary 1 by showing a simple proof for the generalized
Chebyshev inequality, which we recall here for complete-
ness:

P [X ≥ κ] ≤ E[g(X)]

g(κ)
. (A20)

We can re-write the probability as an integral over the
corresponding measure-space Ω with measure µ,

P [X ≥ κ] =

∫
Ω

1{X≥κ}dµ, (A21)

with 1{X≥κ} being the characteristic function of the pre-
image of {X ≥ κ} ⊆ Ω. Because g is monotonously in-
creasing and g(κ) > 0 by assumption, we have 1{X≥κ} ≤
g(X)/g(κ) everywhere. From this, it follows that∫

Ω

1{X≥κ}dµ ≤ 1

g(κ)

∫
Ω

g(X)dµ =
E[g(X)]

g(κ)
, (A22)

which is the Chebyshev inequality as claimed. For our
purposes, the measure space is Ω = R≥0 and the random
variable X is given by the mapping

t 7→ X :=
∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣ . (A23)

The measure µ can be taken to be a uniform distribution
over the interval [0, T ] for which we can take the limit
T → ∞. This results in the expectation value

E[X] =
log(1 + r)

2

√
r

deff
+H2

[
1

2

√
r

deff

]
=: δ, (A24)

as a direct consequence of Proposition 2. Setting κ :=
√
δ

yields

P [X ≥
√
δ] ≤ δ√

δ
=

√
δ, (A25)

which completes the proof as claimed in the main text.
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Figure 2. For two observables, the bulk magnetization Mz in the z-direction and the bulk magnetization My in the y-direction,
the expectation values (panel (a)) and the Shannon entropy (panel (b)) are plotted as functions of time, for a spin chain of
length 11, for the same initial state and Hamiltonian as in the main text. The inset in panel (b) shows the relative fluctuations
at late times, as the equivalent inset in Fig. 1(b) does. We see that being initially in a low-entropy state with respect to the
z-magnetization here means to be in a high-entropy state with respect to the y-magnetization, and in the transient regime the
y-magnetization first fluctuates strongly compared to the late time fluctuations (see panel (a)) and as a result, the Shannon
entropy also initially fluctuates to a lower-than-equilibrium value, as seen for short times in panel (b).

Instead of using the symmetric fluctuation bounds in
Corollary 1 where both the magnitude of the fluctuations
as well as the probability of them is compared to

√
δ,

one can use a more general re-scaled form. Starting with
the Chebyshev inequality (A21) we could instead write a
more general bound

P
[∣∣SO

Sh[ρ(t)]− SO
Sh[ω]

∣∣ ≥ µ
]
≤ δ

µ
, (A26)

where on the left-hand side we consider fluctuations of
the Shannon entropy of the order of µ. At the same
time, on the right-hand side, the inverse is multiplied
giving δ/µ. This generalized bound may be useful in
the setting where one considers entropy fluctuations of a
specific magnitude µ >

√
δ and therefore the bound in

Corollary 1 does not directly apply anymore. The Cheby-
shev inequality is in general not tight, though, and there-
fore it is expected that for some choices of parameters,
the probability of fluctuations is overestimated by this
method.

Appendix B: Additional entropies

As we discussed in the main text, there is no unique en-
tropy with respect to which one can examine irreversibil-
ity in the context of isolated quantum system’s evolution,
and given different measures of entropy than the ones we
used, one would have to adapt the results. For the main
part of this work, we have focused on the Shannon en-
tropy of an observable. The von Neumann entropy, how-
ever, is arguably the most commonly used entropy mea-
sure for quantum states, and thus, we discuss in Sec. B 1
how to understand the von Neumann entropy in the con-
text of equilibration. In the context of observables the

observational entropy is another common notion of en-
tropy, and in Sec. B 2 we provide the results from our
main text adapted to the observational entropy.

1. A second law for the von Neumann entropy?

Give some state ρ, its von Neumann entropy is con-
stant under arbitrary unitary transformations SvN[ρ] =
SvN[UρU

†] [62]. As a consequence, as already stated in
the main text, if a state ρ(t) evolves unitarily according to
some HamiltonianH, we have that SvN[ρ(0)] = SvN[ρ(t)].
Going towards time-averaged states,

⟨ρ(t)⟩T =
1

T

∫ T

0

dtρ(t), (B1)

with ω = limT→∞⟨ρ(t)⟩T , it is given that SvN[ρ(t)] <
SvN[ω]. Looking at the entropy SvN[⟨ρ(t)⟩T ] of the
time-averaged state, this function does in general not
monotonously increase with T . A precessing spin
|ψ(t) ⟩ = sin(gt) | ↑ ⟩+cos(gt) | ↓ ⟩ already provides a coun-
terexample where the entropy of the time-averaged state
is not monotonously growing in T . Due to the continu-
ity of the von Neumann entropy [63], the entropy of the
finite-time averaged state tends to that of the infinite-
time averaged state as we increase the averaging time T ,
i.e., SvN[⟨ρ(t)⟩T ] → SvN[ω] as T → ∞. Quantitatively,
the convergence of SvN[⟨ρ(t)⟩T ] to SvN[ω] is captured by
the following result:

Proposition 1 (Von Neumann entropy of time-aver-
aged states). Let ρ(t) be the time-evolution of some ini-
tial state ρ0 according to the Hamiltonian H with spec-
trum {λi}i, all defined on a d-dimensional Hilbert space,
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and let ⟨ρ(t)⟩T be the time-averaged state as in Eq. (B1).
Then,

|SvN [⟨ρ(t)⟩T ]− SvN [ω]| ≤ log(d)ϑ+H2[ϑ], (B2)

with ϑ = 2
√
d/(ωminT ) and ωmin := min{|λi − λj | ̸= 0}

is the smallest non-zero magnitude gap of H.

Proof. The statement follows from using the tight
Fannes-Audeneart continuity bound for the von Neu-
mann entropy [63, 64] which states

|SvN [⟨ρ(t)⟩T ]− SvN [ω]| (B3)

≤ 1

2
log(d)∥⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω∥1 +H2

[
1

2
∥⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω∥1

]
.

To determine the desired upper bound in Eq. (B2) we
must find how quickly the 1-norm distance between
⟨ρ(t)⟩T and ω converges to zero. The 1-norm is given
by

∥σ∥1 := Tr
[√

σ†σ
]
, (B4)

and can be upper bounded by the 2-norm using the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality [65],

∥σ∥1 = Tr
[
1
√
σ†σ

]
(B5)

≤

√
Tr [1†1] Tr

[√
σ†σ

†√
σ†σ

]
(B6)

=
√
d ∥σ∥2 . (B7)

With the 2-norm at hand, we can make analytical
progress. To that end, let us consider ρ(t) written in
the energy-eigenbasis decomposition with respect to the
Hamiltonian H generating the evolution, which allows us
to write

⟨ρ(t)⟩T =
∑
ij

ρij
〈
e−iωijt

〉
T
|i⟩⟨j|, (B8)

where | i ⟩ is an energy eigenstate indexed by the label i
and ωij = λi − λj is the difference of energies between
ith and jth energy eigenstate. Note that for degenerate
Hamiltonians there is the possibility that ωij = 0 for
i ̸= j. We can write

〈
e−iωijt

〉
T
= e−iωijT/2sinc

(
ωijT

2

)
, (B9)

with sinc(x) = sin(x)/x, with the continuous continua-
tion sinc(0) ≡ 1 to capture the limit T → 0 or the case
ωij = 0. Then, the 2-norm distance between the two

states can be written exactly as

∥⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω∥ 2
2 = Tr

[
(⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω)

†
(⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω)

]
=

∑
ij

|ρij |2
∣∣∣∣sinc(ωijT

2

)
− δωij0

∣∣∣∣2

=
∑

ij :ωij ̸=0

|ρij |2
∣∣∣∣sinc(ωijT

2

)∣∣∣∣2

≤
(

2

ωminT

)2

, (B10)

where we have set ωmin = min{|ωij | ≠ 0} to be the en-
ergy gap of H which is of smallest non-zero magnitude.
Combining the results from Eq. (B7) with Eq. (B10), we
find

∥⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω∥1 ≤ 2
√
d

ωminT
, (B11)

which we can directly insert into the entropy inequal-

ity (B3), to find the upper bound with ϑ = 2
√
d

ωminT
, as

stated in Proposition 1. Note that the statement in the
given form only holds for values ϑ ≤ 1/2, again because
H2 is monotonously growing only for arguments ≤ 1/2.
To remedy this, one could replace H2 by log 2 for argu-
ments ϑ > 1/2, to arrive at a more general statement.

A comment is in order at this point regarding the con-
vergence rate of the von Neumann entropy of the time-
averaged state to that of the equilibrium state. The
bound states that in general T ≥

√
d/ωmin is required

for the entropies to be reasonably close; for macroscop-
ically large systems where d is exponential in the sys-
tem size, such a convergence is of course not of prac-
tical relevance. Furthermore, this does not match the
observation that equilibration, in practice, occurs in fi-
nite time. The origin of the factor

√
d comes from the

norm-equivalence ∥ · ∥1 ≤
√
d∥ · ∥2, and this raises the

question of how tight the given bound is. When arriving
at the final inequality (A6), the inequality we used is in
general not very tight, i.e. we have simply taken the slow-
est of all the time-scales to appear in the bound, whereas
in practice a tighter bound can be found by taking a
weighted average over the time-scales. There, in practice,
∥⟨ρ(t)⟩T − ω∥2 may scale as 1/

√
d, if the Hamiltonian is

sufficiently gapped and the initial state has support on
the entire spectrum (like, for, example an equal superpo-
sition over all energy eigenstates of a capped harmonic
oscillator). In this case the actual bound will in many
instances be tighter than the one stated in Eq. (B2), and
in fact T ≥ 1/ωmin is already sufficient for convergence of
the entropies. Moreover, for finite dimensional systems
with dense spectral energy distribution, the time average
state converges slowly to equilibrium.
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Figure 3. Here, we present exact numerical results showing two more kinds of entropy: the observational entropy in panel (a)
and the Boltzmann entropy in panel (b), both defined in Eq. (B15). In both cases, the entropies are those associated with the
system, dynamics, and operator discussed in the main text, for the same three spin-chain lengths. In panel (a), the dot-dashed
lines represent the maximum possible observational entropy for any observable in a Hilbert space of that size: log d, where
d = dimH. This is in contrast to panel (b) here (and Fig. 1(b)), where the dashed lines represent the entropies of ω. As with
the Shannon entropy, the observational and Boltzmann entropies also increase towards their equilibrium values for this choice
of observable and initial configuration.

2. Generalization for the observational entropy

Besides the Shannon observable entropy defined in the
main text, another notion of entropy relative to an ob-
servable is the observational entropy [40, 52]. Given the
observable with spectral decomposition O =

∑r
i=1OiΠ

O
i ,

the observational entropy can be written as (also see the
main text)

SO
Obs[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log
pi
Vi
, (B12)

where again pi = Tr[ΠO
i ρ] is the population of ρ in the

ith eigenspace of O and Vi = Tr[ΠO
i ] is the dimension

of that eigenspace. The dimension Vi can also be un-
derstood as the number of microstates that make up the
ith macrostate of the observable O. The observational
entropy can also be understood as the entropy of the
coarse-grained state ρcg =

∑r
i=1 piΠ

O
i /Vi (note that this

does not directly generalize to POVMs, as opposed to
the remaining results) [8, 52],

SvN[ρ
cg] = −

r∑
i=1

Tr

[
pi
ΠO

i

Vi
log

pi
Vi

]
(B13)

= SO
Obs[ρ]. (B14)

Contrary to the Shannon observable entropy that cap-
tures the knowledge attainable purely from the measure-
ment outcome, we can therefore understand the observa-
tional entropy as the entropy associated with the system,
given access knowledge of only the coarse-grained state.

By splitting up the sum into two parts using log pi

Vi
=

log pi − log Vi, we can understand the observational en-
tropy as a sum of the Shannon observable entropy and

an averaged Boltzmann entropy,

SO
Obs[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log pi︸ ︷︷ ︸
=SO

Sh[ρ]

+

r∑
i=1

pi log Vi︸ ︷︷ ︸
=SO

B [ρ]

. (B15)

The first term, the Shannon observable entropy is what
we have already discussed in the main text, correspond-
ing to the entropy of the probabilistic distribution of the
measurement outcomes. The second term, the averaged
Boltzmann entropy, physically corresponds to an aver-
age of the Boltzmann entropy “S = kB logW” over the r
possible macroscopic outcomes of the observable with Vi
the number of microscopic states compatible with the ith
outcome of the measurement of O. In Fig. 3 we provide
a numerical example displaying how the observational
entropy splits into the Shannon and Boltzmann terms.
With the additional Boltzmann term, the observational
entropy further coarse grains the information available
in the state ρ(t), and one may therefore ask whether this
additional step is fundamentally necessary to recover the
second law relative to an observable.
We answer this question negatively, by first of all not-

ing that the ratio r/deff ≪ 1 is sufficient for equilibration
of both the Shannon observable entropy as well as the ob-
servational entropy (Proposition 2). Secondly, there are
some pathological cases where the observational entropy
even wrongly suggest that a system equilibrates with re-
spect to an observable, when in fact, it does not. One
example where this happens is in in subsystem equilibra-
tion. For illustration, we may consider a joint spin- 12 and
bath system where the bath is assumed to have dimen-
sion dB . Suppose the spin is governed by the Hamilto-
nian HS = gσx, it initially starts in the state |0 ⟩, and
the observable of interest is the spin polarization in z-
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direction, O = σz ⊗ 1B . If the bath and the spin do not
interact, the population vector for the measurement out-
come evolves as p⃗(t) = (cos(gt)2, sin(gt)2), and therefore
SO
Sh[ρ(t)] periodically fluctuates between 0 and log 2. The

Boltzmann entropy term, on the other hand, is constant,
SO
B [ρ(t)] = log dB , and in the limit of a large bath, the

relative fluctuations of the Boltzmann entropy vanish as
1/ log dB . Looking solely at the observational entropy,
this suggests that the system equilibrates with respect
to O, whereas physically the contrary is the case: the
spin- 12 subsystem under observation is isolated from the
environment and does not equilibrate, as correctly cap-
tured by the Shannon observable entropy.

In summary, this shows that the additional coarse
graining of the observational entropy can result in cases
where the Shannon entropy does not equilibrate while
the observational entropy does, because of the inclusion
of the Boltzmann term. Cases such as the one discussed
before, however, are not physically self-consistent, be-
cause if one ignores fluctuations of order log 2 from the
observable, the operational way to model this is to use
another observable that does not distinguish between
those states, for example using a POVM instead of a
PVM to model the fact that one can not differentiate be-
tween the spin orientations perfectly (see generalization
in SM Ref. C). Observable equilibration in an operational
sense therefore requires the Shannon observable entropy
to equilibrate, not necessarily the observational entropy.
The reason for this apparent difference is that the ob-
servational entropy captures the entropy of the system
given the information accessible via the observable (as
per eq. (B14)), whereas the Shannon observable entropy
captures the information of the observable. In the follow-
ing we show that the condition deff ≫ r under which the
Shannon observable entropy equilibrates is also sufficient
for the observational entropy to equilibrate in a similar
sense:

Proposition 2 (Observational entropy bound). Con-
sider ρ(t), ω and O be as in Theorem 2. For any ε > 0
and T > 0, the observational entropy with respect to O
satisfies〈∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣〉
T
≤ log(d)ηε,T+g (ηε,T ) , (B16)

where g(x) = −x log(x) + (1+ x) log(1 + x), with ηε,T as
defined for Eq. (10).

To prove the desired inequality for the observational
entropy, we want to proceed similarly to the proof of
Theorem 2. In contrast to the Shannon entropy, however,
we can not directly use inequality (A13) to relate the
difference in observational entropies to differences in the
populations relative to the observable O. The following

Lemma, which is a tightening of the continuity bound in
Theorem 6 from Ref. [66], provides the desired statement.

Lemma 3 (Observational entropy continuity bound).
Let ρ and σ be two quantum states defined on a d-
dimensional Hilbert space, and have O be an observable
on the same space. Define p⃗ρ and p⃗σ to be the population
vectors of ρ and σ, respectively, relative to O. Then,

|SO
Obs[ρ]− SO

Obs[σ]| ≤ g(∥p⃗ρ − p⃗σ∥1) + log d ∥p⃗ρ − p⃗σ∥1,
(B17)

where g(x) = −x log(x)+(1+x) log(1+x) as before, and
the 1-norm ∥·∥1 for vectors is defined as in the main text
(or equivalently eq. (A14) of the Appendix).

Proof. Let us start by considering a function Z[ρ] defined
on finite dimensional quantum states ρ which is bounded
concave. Bounded convacity means that for any convex
combination ρ =

∑
k λkρk, with λk ≥ 0, and

∑
k λk = 1

and ρk a well-defined quantum state, we have [66]

0 ≤ Z [ρ]−
∑
k

λkZ[ρk] ≤ SSh[{λk}k], (B18)

where SSh[{λk}k] = −
∑

k λk log λk is the Shannon en-
tropy of the distribution {λk}k. It has been shown in [66],
that any such function satisfies the inequality

|Z[ρ]− Z[σ]| ≤ κ∥ρ− σ∥1 + g(∥ρ− σ∥1), (B19)

where κ := supµ,ν |Z[µ] − Z[ν]|. Note the difference in
normalization of the trace norm in our work eq. (B4)
to that of [66]. For our purposes let us consider an r-
dimensional state-space where we identify the population
vector p⃗ρ with a quantum state

p⃗ρ =

r∑
i=1

Tr
[
ΠO

i ρ
]
|i⟩⟨i|, (B20)

and similarly for p⃗σ. We now define Z[ · ] on this r-
dimensional state space by setting

Z[τ ] := −
r∑

i=1

τii log
τii
Vi
, (B21)

where τii is the diagonal entry of the r × r quantum
state τ . Inserting the diagonal state p⃗ρ, we recover the
observational entropy Z[p⃗ρ] = SO

Obs[ρ]. We note that Z
is bounded concave: let τ =

∑
k λkτk be a finite convex

combination, then
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Z[τ ]−
∑
k

λkZ[τk] = SSh[{τii}i] +
r∑

i=1

τi log Vi −
∑
k

λkSSh[{τk,ii}i]−
∑
k

r∑
i=1

λkτk,ii log Vi (B22)

= SSh[{τii}i]−
∑
k

λkSSh[{τk,ii}i], (B23)

is equal the difference of the diagonal Shannon entropies.
The Shannon entropy is bounded concave by Lemma 1
of Ref. [66], and thus, also Z is. Therefore, our defini-
tion (B21) satisfies all the necessary assumptions for the
inequality (B19) to hold. By applying this inequality to
the diagonal states p⃗σ and p⃗ρ we find that

|Z[p⃗ρ]− Z[p⃗σ]| ≤ κ∥p⃗ρ − p⃗σ∥1 + g(∥p⃗ρ − p⃗σ∥1). (B24)

Note that because p⃗ρ and p⃗σ are diagonal in the same
basis, the 1-norm for vectors defined in eq. (A14) and
the 1-norm for states defined in eq. (B4) agree. Using
that κ = log d for the observational entropy, we conclude
the proof.

Note that this result, heavily based on the work in
Ref. [66], is a tightening of Theorem 6 from the same ref-
erence. The underlying reason is that the trace-distance
between two quantum states ρ and σ is always lower
bounded by the 1-norm distance of their populations rel-
ative to any observable [62],

∥ρ− σ∥1 ≥ ∥p⃗ρ − p⃗ω∥1. (B25)

Thus, the righthand side of (B17) is always smaller that
of Theorem 6 from [66]. With this bound at hand, we
are ready to prove Proposition 2.

Proof of Proposition 2. Applying Lemma 3 to this set-
ting, we find that〈∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣〉
T

(B26)

≤
〈
log d ∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1 + g (∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥1)

〉
T

(B27)

≤ log d ηε,T + g (ηε,T ) , (B28)

where in the second line, we use the concavity and mono-
tonicity of g(x) = −x log x + (1 + x) log(1 + x), proving
the statement.

The origin for the log d scaling comes from the Boltz-
mann term which scales at worst with log d, the max-
imum number of microstates in the system. However,
due to the additional factor of ηε,T ∝

√
r/deff , if the

effective dimension is of the order of the dimension of
the system deff ∼ d, this additional correction will also
vanish in the limit of large systems deff ≫ r. In a very
close analogy to Corollary 1, the observational entropy
also satisfies a fluctuation theorem, bounding the prob-
ability of small fluctuations of SO

Obs[ρ(t)] away from the
equilibrium value SO

Obs[ω] as we show below:

Corollary 2 (Observable entropy fluctuations). Let

ρ(t), ρ∞ and Ô be as in Lemma 2. If t ∈ R≥0 is sampled
uniformly randomly, we have

P
[∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣ ≥ √
ν
]
≤

√
ν, (B29)

where ν is given by

ν =
log(d)

2

√
r

deff
+ g

[
1

2

√
r

deff

]
, (B30)

with g the function as in Proposition 2.

Proof sketch. The proof goes exactly as that of Corol-
lary 2 with the difference that we define X =∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣ for Chebyshev’s inequality. The
reader is referred to the proof of Corollary 1 in Sec. A for
details.

Akin to the generalization in eq. (A26) of the fluctu-
ation bounds for the Shannon observable entropy from
Corollary 1, we can also generalize Corollary 2 for the
case of the observational entropy,

P
[∣∣SO

Obs[ρ(t)]− SO
Obs[ω]

∣∣ ≥ µ
]
≤ ν

µ
. (B31)

As before, µ is the small parameter relative to which we
compare the observational entropy fluctuations on the
left-hand side.

Appendix C: Replacing projective observables with
POVMs

So far, we have discussed observable-relative notions
of entropy. Instead of looking at an observable corre-
sponding to the operator O =

∑r
i=1OiΠ

O
i and defining

the measurement outcomes relative to O, we can instead
work with the more general notion of a positive operator-
valued measure (POVM) [62]. A POVM with r outcomes
is defined by a set of bounded operators M = (Ei)

r
i=1 on

the Hilbert space of our system. Collectively, the opera-
tors in the set must satisfy

∑r
i=1Ei = 1. The outcome of

a generalized measurement over ρ is i with the probability
of obtaining outome i given by pi = Tr[Eiρ]. Therefore,
we can generalize the Shannon observable entropy to a
POVM using the following expression

SM
Sh[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log pi, pi := Tr[Eiρ], (C1)



15

defined analogously to the Shannon entropy of the prob-
ability vector p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pr) relative to the POVM M .
The physical interpretation remains the same for this en-
tropy as for the notion defined relative to an observable;
the entropy SM

Sh[ρ] is a measure of the information rela-
tive to M that one gains by performing a measurement.
It is important to note, however, that some of the entropy
may when using POVMs may not be due to an intrinsic
uncertainty coming from the underlying quantum state
as is the case for PVMs, but some of the uncertainty
comes from the coarse graining of the POVM. An exam-
plary case is if M = (E1, E2) and E1 = E2 = 1/2, the
Shannon observable entropy is log 2, not due to the un-
derlying state but due to the randomness coming from
the POVM. Similarly, the observational entropy can also
be generalized using

SM
Obs[ρ] = −

r∑
i=1

pi log
pi
Vi
, pi := Tr[Eiρ], Vi = Tr[Ei],

(C2)

where Vi is the generalized number of microstates com-
patible with the outcome i of the measurement M . The
condition

∑r
i=1Ei = 1 ensures that

∑r
i=1 Vi = dimH

equals the total number of microstates of the system, i.e.
the dimension of the Hilbert space on which ρ is defined.
In the main text we looked at how the entropy of ρ(t)

relative to an observable O compares to the entropy of ω
(relative to the same observable O). We wish to general-
ize these statements to the case where the entropy is now
defined relative to the POVM M in question. Since our
main results Theorem 2, Proposition 2 and Corollary 1
all follow from the asymptotic closeness of the popula-
tion vector p⃗(t) to the equilibrium populations p⃗∞, what
must be shown is that for a more general POVM M , the
two population vectors are also close for most times. It
turns out that Lemma 2 also generalizes to the case of
POVMs:

Lemma 4 (POVM population equilibration). Let M =
(Ei)

r
i=1 be a POVM with r outcomes, and let ρ(t) be the

unitary time evolution of some initial state ρ0 with re-
spect to the Hamiltonian H. Let p⃗(t) and p⃗ω be defined
with respect to M with entries pi = Tr[Eiρ]. Further-
more, take ε > 0 and T > 0 to be arbitrary, then,

⟨∥p⃗(t)− p⃗∞∥1⟩T ≤ 1

2

√
r

deff
f(ε, T ) =: ηε,T , (C3)

where the constant ηε,T is defined with f(ε, T ) as in
Eq. (7) of the main text.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2, with the
difference that while for projectors we can use the fact
that Π2

i = Πi, this is generally not the case for a POVM:
E2

i ̸= Ei. Therefore, we have to replace Eq. (A9) with〈
∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥ 2

2

〉
T
≤ f(ε, T )

r∑
i=1

Tr
[
E2

i ω
2
]
, (C4)

where we have already used the hermiticity of the POVM

elements E†
i = Ei. Furthermore, we can split

Tr
[
E2

i ω
2
]
= Tr [Eiσi] Tr

[
Eiω

2
]
, (C5)

where we defined σi = (Miω
2Mi)/Tr

[
Eiω

2
]
as the post-

measurement state, with Mi =
√
Ei the measurement

operator associated to the POVM element Ei. Then, we
can use that Tr[Eiσi] ≤ 1 (since they are probabilities)
to arrive the desired result, as in Eq. (A11),

〈
∥p⃗(t)− p⃗ω∥ 2

2

〉
T
≤ f(ε, T )

r∑
i=1

Tr
[
Eiω

2
]
=
f(ε, T )

deff
,

(C6)

again using the completeness relation
∑r

i=1Ei = 1.

As a consequence, the resulting inequalities from The-
orem 2 for the Shannon entropy SM

Sh and from Proposi-
tion 2 for the observational entropy SM

Obs also follow for
the POVM M . For the Shannon entropy bound, one can
directly use Lemma 4 instead of Lemma 2 to prove the
statement. On the other hand, for the observational en-
tropy, the proof of Lemma 3 has to be modified to also
hold for a general POVM M , instead of using the defini-
tion with respect to the orthonormal projectors that we
have for an observable O. The proof goes through com-
pletely analogously simply by replacing eq. (B20) with

p⃗ρ =

r∑
i=1

Tr[Eiρ]|i⟩⟨i|, (C7)

thus generalizing both Lemma 3 and Proposition 2 to the
case of POVMs. A useful consequence of this generaliza-
tion is that with a POVM one can model measurements
which are coarse-grained in the sense that they can be
used to model measurements which do not perfectly dis-
tinguish some states.

Appendix D: Details of the numerical model used

Here, we describe in more detail the model used to
generate the numerical results in Figs. 1, 3 and 2. The
model used is given in Ref. [43] with the Hamiltonian

H =

N∑
i=1

gσ(i)
x +

N−1∑
i=2

hσ(i)
z + (h− J)

(
σ(1)
z + σ(N)

z

)
+

N−1∑
i=1

Jσ(i)
z σ(i+1)

z , (D1)

where σ
(i)
x and σ

(i)
z are the Pauli operators acting on the

spin on site i. The number N is the total number of spins
in the chain, and the remaining constants have been cho-
sen as in Ref. [43] to be h = (

√
5 + 1)/4 = 0.8090...,

g = (
√
5 + 5)/8 = 0.9045... and J = 1 (recalling that
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ℏ = 1 as always). The initial state used in the gen-
eration of all plots is | ↓ . . . ↓⟩, with each spin assigned
a random phase. The observable My is defined analo-

gously to Mz: My = 1
N

∑N
i σ

(i)
y . The time evolution of

the initial state was calculated by exact diagonalization

of the Hamiltonian to construct a time-evolution unitary
separately at each time step. The Python code used to
generate the data is available upon request. The time-
averaging in Fig. 1(c) was performed numerically using
Mathematica’s Interpolation and NIntegrate functions,
and the exponential fitting in Fig. 1(d) was performed
using Mathematica’s NonLinearModelFit function.
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