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The development of fault-tolerant quantum processors relies on the ability to control noise. A
particularly insidious form of noise is temporally correlated or non-Markovian noise. By combining
randomized benchmarking with supervised machine learning algorithms, we develop a method to
learn the details of temporally correlated noise. In particular, we can learn the time-independent
evolution operator of system plus bath and this leads to (i) the ability to characterize the degree of
non-Markovianity of the dynamics and (ii) the ability to predict the dynamics of the system even
beyond the times we have used to train our model. We exemplify this by implementing our method
on a superconducting quantum processor. Our experimental results show a drastic change between
the Markovian and non-Markovian regimes for the learning accuracies.

Amajor challenge in building near-term quantum com-
puters is noise [1–3]. As the number of qubits and the
depths of quantum circuits scale up, the fidelity of the
output quantum state decreases rapidly, restricting cur-
rent experiments to low depths [4–6], or few qubits [7].
A quantum device can be affected by both spatially and
temporally correlated noise. Correlated noise can be
more harmful then uncorrelated one for scalable quan-
tum error mitigation [8, 9], and can lower the threshold
of error correcting codes [10, 11]. Efficient tools to char-
acterize correlated noise are essential for the development
of scalable quantum computing technologies.

A variety of techniques have been developed for charac-
terizing Markovian noises, including spatially correlated
ones, such as quantum process tomography (QPT) [12,
13], gate set tomography [14, 15] and randomized bench-
marking (RB) [16–20]. RB is a highly economical method
that consists of averaging over random sequences of gates
to estimate the error rates within a given device.

The process tensor framework was recently introduced
to expand the applicability of the above tools to time-
correlated or non-Markovian noise [21, 22]. A process
tensor is a complete positive mapping from any sequence
of k quantum operations to a final state of the system.
Similar to QPT, the process tensor can be systematically
reconstructed with process tensor tomography (PTT),
where one applies all the possible sequences of linearly
independent quantum operations and performs quantum

state tomography [23]. Unlike RB, PTT yields detailed
information about the noise, which can be used to im-
prove the performance of the quantum device [24]. How-
ever, the detailed characterization of complex noise is
far more expensive than RB. PTT requires a number of
measurements that grows exponentially with k. Mean-
while, it is possible to get around this exponential scal-
ing by exploiting the process tensor’s natural form as a
matrix product density operator with a finite bond di-
mension [22, 25, 26], which motivates efficient heuristic
PTT schemes based on one-dimensional tensor network
states [27–29]. Alternatively, one may apply recently-
developed shadow-based schemes [30].

In this work, we develop a method to reconstruct the
process tensors by applying supervised machine learn-
ing methods to RB data. Our scheme thus inherits the
simplicity of RB while capturing the complexity of multi-
time non-Markovian system dynamics. It enables one to
characterize the process, including concrete measures of
non-Markovianity, while its computational cost is related
to the memory size of the process, which is often small
for real quantum hardware [24].

As a proof of principle, we demonstrate our scheme
on a superconducting quantum processor, where we cou-
ple a “system” qubit to an “environment” qubit with
tunable coupling strength, going from weak to strong,
resulting in system dynamics from nearly Markovian to
highly non-Markovian. We observe a sharp change in
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FIG. 1. (a) The open quantum evolution model where the (non-Markovian) system (S) dynamics is induced by coupling to

an (unknown) memory M under the SM unitary evolution Û . |ΨSM
0 ⟩ denotes the SM initial pure state. A set of quantum

operations, denoted as Ĝ1 to Ĝk, are performed on S at discrete times t1 to tk. (b) The process tensor that encodes all the
observable information of system dynamics, which is naturally a matrix product density operator. The indices ij , oj+1 label the

input and output system states of Ûj+1:j . (c) The standard randomized benchmarking protocol in one-to-one correspondence

with (a), with Ĝk the undo gate. The bottom left cloud shows our experiment setup of two coupled qubits, one as system and
the other as environment. (d) Based on the RB data, our supervised learning algorithm reconstructs the hidden OQE model,
which, in combination with its process tensor representation, allows us to predict the (future) system dynamics on the two
testing datasets Kval and Kpred, as well as to analyze the noise properties underlying the system dynamics.

learning accuracy between these two regimes; very high
learning accuracy in the Markovian regime, and gener-
ally lower accuracy in the highly non-Markovian regime,
although this can be systematically improved by using
larger memory models. In both cases, we can predict
future dynamics beyond the times used for training.

Open quantum evolution model and the process tensor
framework. Stationary classical non-Markovian processes
can always be written as hidden Markov models [31, 32].
Similarly, for quantum processes with time-independent
noise, one could reconstruct a quantum version of the
hidden Markov model, referred to as the open quantum
evolution (OQE) model, which describes the overall uni-
tary dynamics of the system coupled to a minimal envi-
ronment [33], which we call memory M . Once obtained,
the OQE model contains all the information of the sys-
tem dynamics, which can be used to compute process
tensors of any steps and predict all the future dynamics.

Without loss of generality, we assume a pure system-
memory (SM) initial state |ΨSM

0 ⟩. We consider the dis-
cretized SM dynamics from time steps t1 to tk (t0 = 0),
and denote the unitary SM evolutionary operator from
tj−1 to tj as Ûj,j−1. At each step j we apply a quantum

operation Ĝj (unitary operation or measurement) on S.
The overall SM dynamics can be written as

|ΨSM
k ⟩ = Ûk+1:kĜk · · · Ĝ2Û2:1Ĝ1Û1:0|ΨSM

0 ⟩, (1)

which is shown in Fig. 1(a). Eq. (1) also defines the
process tensor Υ̂k:0 as a mapping from initial state of

the system ρ̂S0 , together with {Ĝi}ki=1
def
= {Ĝ1, . . . , Ĝk},

into the final state ρ̂Sk = trM (|ΨSM
k ⟩⟨ΨSM

k |), as shown in
Fig. 1(b) (See Supplementary for detailed construction of

Υ̂k:0 from OQE [34]). Υ̂k:0 contains all the observable in-
formation of the k-step system dynamics and is uniquely
defined (in contrast OQE is not unique [33]). In the next,
we focus on time-independent noise with Ûj:j−1 = Û for
any j. In this case, the open quantum dynamics is com-
pletely determined by |ΨSM

0 ⟩ and Û , and our goal is to
determine them by performing RB on the system only.

Reconstructing the OQE model with RB. For RB
one first randomly generates n sequences, denoted as
{{Ĝ1

i }ki=1, . . . , {Ĝn
i }ki=1}, where in each sequence the last

operation Ĝl
k is understood as the undo gate Ĝl

k =

(Ĝl
k−1 · · · Ĝl

2Ĝ
l
1)

† used to isolate the noise effects. Then
the RB protocol proceeds as follows: (1) Preparing an
initial state ρ̂S0 of the system; (2) Applying each {Ĝl

i}ki=1

onto ρ̂S0 to obtain the final state ρ̂S,lk and measuring f l
k =

Tr(M̂ρ̂S,lk ) for a positive operator-valued measure element

M̂ ; (3) Computing the average Fk =
∑n

l=1 f
l
k/n and re-

peating (1) and (2) for different k. For Markovian noise
that is also gate-independent, Fk can be well approxi-
mated by an exponential decay Fk = apk + b where a, b
and p are constants [19, 20]. For non-Markovian noise,
instead, non-exponential behavior of Fk is expected in
general [35]. The RB protocol can be naturally under-
stood in the process tensor framework, which is demon-
strated in Fig. 1(c) in correspondence with Fig. 1(a).

Based on the RB data, we propose a variational scheme
to reconstruct the hidden OQE model by minimizing the
mean square loss between the predicted outcomes f̃ l

k =



3

⟨ΨSM,l
k |M̂ |ΨSM,l

k ⟩ and the experiment outcomes f l
k:

L(|ΨSM
0 ⟩, Û) =

1

n|Ktrain|
∑

k∈Ktrain

n∑

l=1

(
f l
k − f̃ l

k

)2

, (2)

where Ktrain is the set of k used for training. We use the
BFGS optimizer [36], with Û parameterized as in Ref. [37]
and randomly initialized with a predefined memory size
χ. The gradient is computed by automatic differentia-
tion [38]. Once an optimal OQE model has been ob-
tained, one can use it to predict the output quantum
state ρ̂Sk′ of the system for any sequence {Ĝi}k

′
i=1 (k′ may

not be in Ktrain) as shown in Fig. 1(d).
Experimental setup. To demonstrate our method,

we apply it to reconstruct temporally correlated noise
on a superconducting quantum processor. We use two
capacitive-coupled transmon qubits, one as system (S)
and the other as environment (E). Note that we have
differentiated between the physical environment E of the
quantum processor and memory M that goes into the
OQE, where M includes the qubit E and can include
other effects that we cannot directly control. The SE
Hamiltonian is Ĥ = J(σ̂+

S σ̂
−
E + σ̂+

E σ̂
−
S ) + hS σ̂

z
S + hE σ̂

z
E ,

where J is the coupling strength, hS/E is the local en-
ergy for the system or environment qubit. Once again,
we highlight the fact that a one qubit memory is sufficient
for modelling realistic quantum computers [23–25].

We apply the standard RB protocol on S as depicted
in Fig. 1(c). The initial state is chosen as ρ̂S0 = |0S⟩⟨0S |.
While it is not necessary for our algorithm, for a more
straightforward implementation we consider that the SM
initial state is separable: |ΨSM

0 ⟩ = |0S⟩ ⊗ |ΨM
0 ⟩, and we

can simplify Eq. (2) by fixing |ΨM
0 ⟩ = |0M ⟩ without loss

of generality (one can change the environment basis with-
out any observable effects). As a result, only Û remains
to be determined. To tune the system dynamics from
Markovian to non-Markovian, one needs to tune the cou-
pling between S and M . In our experiment, J is kept as
a constant, but we tune the effective coupling strength
γeff = 2J2/∆h by changing the imbalance ∆h = hS −hE

via the voltage bias Vbias, as shown in Fig. 2(a).
The reconstruction accuracy. In our experiment, each

gate operation takes about 20× i ns, with i = 1, 2, 3 de-
pending on the number of native gates obtained through
Epstein decomposition [39]. The idle time between gates
is set to be 100 ns. In this way, the duration between
successive time steps in OQE could be slightly different,
which would break our assumption of time-independent
Û . Nevertheless, our results later show that our recon-
structed models are still accurate. For each Vbias in
Fig. 2(a), we independently prepare two datasets with
k ∈ [2, 40] and k ∈ [2, 60] respectively, and for each k we
prepare n = 200 data pairs. We take 60% (for each k)
of the first dataset for training (Ktrain), and the rest of
the first dataset (denoted as Kval instead) as well as the
whole second dataset (Kpred) for testing. For training,
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FIG. 2. (a) The frequencies ωS/E = hS/E/ℏ of the system
and environment qubits (left axis) and the effective coupling
strength γeff (right axis) as functions of Vbias. (b) The av-
eraged measurement outcome as a function of k for selected
values of Vbias, on testing dataset Kpred that goes beyond
the training times. The markers in the legend represent the
predicted F̃k from the reconstructed OQE with χ = 5. The
dashed lines with the same colors and marked with + are the
corresponding experiment outcomes. The two solid markers
correspond to the two points in (a) with the same symbols.
(c,d) The loss values L as a function Vbias, evaluated on (c)
Kval and (d) Kpred respectively, where the results for different
χs used for constructing the hidden OQE models are shown.

we ramp up χ (dimension of M) from 1 to 6 such that our
model becomes increasingly more expressive. For each χ,
we use the BFGS optimizer with at most 200 iterations
to find an optimal Û as a 2χ×2χ unitary matrix. We run
the optimization for each instance for 5 times and choose
the one with the lowest loss value as our final result.

In Fig. 2(c,d), we show the loss values for the two test-
ing datasets Kval and Kpred respectively. In both cases,
we can see that for Vbias ≤ 0.2 we can obtain very low
loss with a small χ, while for Vbias > 0.2 one needs larger
χ to reach lower loss. Importantly, the model trained for
Ktrain = [2, 40] can be well generalized to Kpred = [2, 60],
which shows that our method is capable of predicting
future dynamics. In addition, the OQE trained with
χ = 4 works better for Kpred than χ = 5, 6, especially
for Vbias < 0.22, which is a sign of overfitting in the near
Markovian regime for large χ.

To better visualize the power of our trained OQE
model, in Fig. 2(b) we directly plot the average pre-
dicted measurement outcomes F̃k =

∑n
l=1 f̃

l
k/n from the

OQE reconstructed with χ = 5, compared to Fk ob-
tained from experiment for Kpred. We can see that in
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FIG. 3. (a) The memory complexity Mj and (b) the non-
Markovianity Nj evaluated at j = 40 based on the process
tensor representation of the reconstructed OQE, for χ in-
creased from 1 to 6. (c, d) Mutual information calculated
for two specific values of Vbias, corresponding to the two spe-
cial markers in Fig. 2(a).

the near-Markovian regime with Vbias = 0.04, 0.16, there
is a very good matching between them, while in the non-
Markovian regime, the discrepancy becomes larger, espe-
cially for larger k. There is a constant bias between the
predicted values and the experimental results for large k,
which indicates a measurement bias from the experiment
that has not been taken into account in our method.

Quantifying the properties of multi-time processes.
The process tensor, obtained from the OQE model, is
a Hermitian, positive, unit-trace multipartite matrix. In
other words, it is a multi-time density matrix whose cor-
relations quantify non-Markovianity. Here, we consider
three different properties of the process tensor: 1) its en-
tropy; 2) its multipartite non-Markovianity; and 3) non-
Markovianity across two times. As such, we need to de-
fine von Neumann entropy S(x) := −tr[ρx log(ρx)] and
mutual information I(x, y) := S(x) + S(y)− S(xy).

For the first measure, we compute the entropy of the
whole process tensor Mj = S(Υ̂j:0), which quantifies
the level of noise in the process. For OQE, Mj is the
same as the final entropy of the M space, thus it is some-
times referred to as memory complexity [33] and it re-
sembles statistical complexity of classical stochastic pro-
cess [40]. The second measure quantifies the multi-time
correlation between the past and the future of the pro-
cess. To do so, we first vectorise the process tensor, i.e.,
Υ̂k:0 → vec(Υ̂k:0)/∥Υ̂k:0∥2, with ∥Υ̂k:0∥2 the normalisa-
tion. The entropy of a subpart x of this pure state van-
ishes iff the process is Markovian [41]. We take x to be

times 0 to j and denote the entropy asNj , which captures
the correlations between the past and the future. Finally,
we compute the mutual information between marginals
of the process tensor; from Υ̂k:0, we obtain a bipartite
process tensor Υ̂x,y by contracting all oj with ij , i.e.,
inserting the identity gates at all time slots j. Indices
ox−1, oy−1 are traced out and a |0⟩ is inserted at ix. The

mutual information of Υ̂x,y quantifies four time correla-
tion which vanishes for all Markovian processes.

The three quantities above capture different aspects
of the non-Markovian process and are plotted in Fig. 3.
Panels (a,b) display Mj and Nj , respectively to show a
sharp transition from the Markovian regime for Vbias ≤
0.2 to the non-Markovian regime for Vbias > 0.2. Neither
measure converges with χ for Vbias > 0.23, which means
that a larger χ (and more training data) may be required
for the hidden OQE. Interestingly, for Vbias ≤ 0.2, Mj is
much larger than Nj . This could mean that the under-
lying quantum dynamics can be well approximated by a
Markovian but non-unitary process. To further examine
this, we compute the mutual information for Vbias = 0.04
and Vbias = 0.232 respectively in panels (c,d). In the
first case, the mutual information is small and gradually
increases with k, indicating an evolution of short-range
memory with the dynamics. Owing to the lower coupling,
more time is needed to generate the required interaction
to accumulate temporal correlations. Moreover, as one
would expect, these correlations reduce with temporal
separation ∆k. Nevertheless, one can see that even in a
low-coupling regime a coherent system can eventually de-
velop non-Markovian features. Meanwhile, in the second
case, the mutual information starts very high and quickly
saturates (note the y-axis scale difference between c/d).
Because we have fixed interaction with a small environ-
ment, the quantity I(1, k) decays exponentially. But the
closer-in-time correlations maintain a large steady state
with k until they are slowly reduced by dissipation. Us-
ing our tools, we see that the dynamics of memory can be
studied in company with the usual information provided
by RB curves.

Summary. We have proposed an experimentally
friendly scheme to characterize temporally correlated
noise in open quantum dynamics based on data from ran-
domized benchmarking experiments. We demonstrated
our method on a superconducting quantum processor,
where we tune the quantum dynamic of the system qubit
from Markovian to highly non-Markovian by tuning the
effective coupling strength to an environment qubit. Our
results show that, close to the Markovian regime, we can
reconstruct an OQE model with a very small memory
size and with high prediction accuracy on the testing
datasets. In the highly non-Markovian regime, the re-
construction accuracy is generally lower but can be sys-
tematically improved by using a larger memory size. In
both cases the reconstructed OQE model can well predict
the observed and even unobserved system dynamics. We
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computed three different measures of non-Markovianity
using the process tensor obtained from reconstructed
OQE and we find that they indeed have a close corre-
spondence with the Markovian or non-Markovian behav-
iors of the system dynamics. Our method thus opens up
the possibility of quantifying temporally correlated noise
in quantum devices based on existing RB data.
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S.I. DEVICE SETUP

The chip we have used is shown in Fig. S1, which con-
tains 10 transmon qubits (labeled by Qj with 1 ≤ j ≤ 10)
and 10 dedicated resonators arranged in a 1D configura-
tion. Each qubit is coupled to a dedicated resonator, en-
abling independent readout via a common feedline. The

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7

J

Q8 Q9 Q10

FIG. S1. A photograph of the superconducting quantum pro-
cessor used in this work, where the two qubits Q7 and Q6 are
used as the system (S) and environment (E) qubits respec-
tively. The voltage bias Vbias is applied on the environment
qubit to tune the effective coupling strength between S and E.
The gate operations Ĝk are applied on S for the randomised
benchmarking experiment.

∗ These two authors contributed equally
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‡ kavan.modi@monash.edu
§ mtdeng@nudt.edu.cn
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TABLE I. Basic parameters for QS and QE , which include the
readout resonator frequency ωc, the transition frequency ω01

from |0⟩ to |1⟩, the anharmonicity η, the energy decay time
T1, the Ramsey decay time T ∗

2 , and the coupling strength J
between S and E (we set ℏ = 1).

Qubit QE QS

ωc/2π(GHz) 6.6185 6.6384
ω012π (GHz) 5.5728 5.1543
η/2π (MHz) -249 -204
T1 (µ s) 38 52
T ∗
2 (µ s) 13 36

J (MHz) 11.30

qubit transition frequencies are controlled individually
through flux bias lines, which are short-circuited near
the corresponding transmon SQUID loops. The qubits
are also capacitively coupled to their nearest neighbors.
The total Hamiltonian can be written as

Ĥ =
10∑

j=1

hj σ̂
z
j +

9∑

j=1

gj,j+1

(
σ̂+
j σ̂

−
j+1 + σ̂−

j σ̂
+
j+1

)
. (S1)

In our experiment, we focus on the two qubits Q7

and Q6, where we take the first as system (S) and
the second as environment (E). The characterizations
of qubits E and S are summarized in Table I. In our
setup the coupling strength gj,j+1 is fixed and we denote
J = gS,E ≈ 11.3 MHz. To tune the effective coupling be-
tween S and E, we change their imbalance ∆h = hS−hE

by applying a voltage bias Vbias on qubit E (The voltage
bias on S is fixed to allow gate operations on S), which
results in the effective coupling strength γeff = 2J2/∆h.
Meanwhile, the frequencies of the rest qubits are tuned
far away (their imbalances with respect to S and E are
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larger than 500 MHz), such that two qubits S and E can
be considered as isolated. The effective coupling strength
γeff as a function of Vbias is shown in Fig. 2(a) of the main
text. For γeff/J ≪ 1, E and S are effectively decoupled,
while E and S are strongly coupled for γeff/J ≈ 1. Thus,
we can manipulate Vbias to tune the system dynamics
from Markovian regime to highly non-Markovian regime.

S.II. RANDOMISED BENCHMARKING
EXPERIMENT

We employ the Clifford-based randomised benchmark-
ing (RB) to generate our training and testing data. The
single-qubit Clifford group is the group of 24 rotations
that preserve the octahedron on the Bloch sphere [1].
Each Clifford gate can be decomposed into rotations
around the X and Y axis using the generators (native
gates):

{±X/2,±Y/2,±X,±Y, I} . (S2)

We prepare RB datasets with different effective coupling
strengths γeff . For each γeff , the detailed experimental
procedures for a specific value of k are as follows:

1. Initialize S to its ground state |0S⟩.
2. Apply a voltage bias Vbias on E, and perform ran-

dom Clifford gates Ĝk · · · Ĝ2Ĝ1 on qubit S, where each
Clifford gate Ĝj is decomposed into several native gates.
The idle time between each Clifford gates is set to be 100
ns.

3. Measure the expectation value of the |0S⟩ state of
S.

4. Repeat the above steps for n = 200 times, where
the random Clifford gates are not the same each time.

The pulse sequence used in the experiment is shown in
Fig. S2, exemplified for the cases 2 ≤ k ≤ 4.

S.III. CALCULATING THE PROCESS TENSOR
FROM THE OPEN QUANTUM EVOLUTION

MODEL

The multi-time quantum dynamics described by the
open quantum evolution (OQE) model, as shown in
Fig. S3(a), can be equivalently represented as a matrix
product state (MPS):

|Υk:0⟩ =
∑

o,i,α

Bo0
α0
Bi0,o1

α0,α1
· · ·Bik−1,ok

αk−1,αk
|αk⟩|o, i⟩, (S3)

where the site tensors are related to the OQE as

Bo0
α0

= ⟨o0, α0|ΨSM
0 ⟩; (S4)

Bij−1,oj
αj−1,αj

= ⟨ij−1, αj−1|Ûj:j−1|oj , αj⟩, ∀1 ≤ j ≤ k.

(S5)

|Υk:0⟩ is referred to as the purified process tensor (PPT),
which encodes all the information about the system-
memory dynamics and is shown in Fig. S3(b). However,

as can be seen from Eq.(S3), |Υk:0⟩ directly contains the
environment degrees of freedom, and the choice of en-
vironment is not unique (for example, one can perform
an arbitrary unitary transformation on the environment,
which will not affect the observables on the system). To
eliminate this uncertainty, one can trace out the memory
index from the PPT, which results in the process tensor

Υ̂k:0 =TrM (|Υk:0⟩⟨Υk:0|)
=

∑

o,o′,i,i′,α,α′

W
o0,o

′
0

α0,α′
0
W

i0,i
′
0,o1,o

′
1

α0,α′
0,α1,α′

1
× · · ·

×W
ik−1,i

′
k−1,ok,o

′
k

αk−1,α′
k−1

|o, i⟩⟨o′, i′|. (S6)

Here the site tensors are

W
o0,o

′
0

α0,α′
0
= Bo0

α0
B

o′0
α′

0
; (S7a)

W
ij−1,i

′
j−1,oj ,o

′
j

αj−1,α′
j−1,αj ,α′

j
= Bij−1,oj

αj−1,αj
B

i′j−1,o
′
j

α′
j−1,α

′
j
, ∀1 ≤ j < k;

(S7b)

W
ik−1,i

′
k−1,ok,o

′
k

αk−1,α′
k−1

=
∑

αk

Bik−1,ok
αk−1,αk

B
i′k−1,o

′
k

α′
k−1,αk

. (S7c)

The process tensor only contains the system degrees of
freedom and is thus unique, as can be seen from Eq.(S6).
Moreover, from Eqs.(S7) we can see that each site ten-
sor of the process tensor is positive semi-definite, hence
the process tensor Υ̂k:0 defined in Eq.(S6) is naturally a
matrix product density operator (MPDO) [2].

S.IV. CALCULATING THE
NON-MARKOVIANITY MEASURES

In this section we describe the details of calculating
different non-Markovianity measures used in the main
text. Since the process tensor contains all the observable
information, any non-Markovianity measure should only
depend on the process tensor in principle.

An operational condition for non-Markovianity can be
determined by considering its closest Markovian process
tensor under the relative entropy quasi-distance, which
is the product state

ΥMarkov
k:0 := Êk:k−1 ⊗ Êk−1:k−2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ê1:0, (S8)

where

Êj:j−1 = T̃rojij [Υk:0], (S9)

with ojij denoting every index of the tensor except oj
and ij . We have also defined a modified trace operation

T̃r, which means that for the indices that are traced out,
iℓ is contracted with oℓ−1 and i′ℓ is contracted with o′ℓ−1
(instead of the normal trace where iℓ is contracted with
i′ℓ). This is equivalent to propagating the system with an
identity operation at each tℓ. The quantity

N (Υk:0) := S
(
Υk:0 || ΥMarkov

k:0

)

= Tr[Υk:0(logΥk:0 − logΥMarkov
k:0 )] (S10)
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|0⟩XYS
|0⟩ |0⟩

MS

Idle Idle Idle Idle Idle Idle
4

FIG. S2. Microwave sequence XYS (for native gates in Eq.(S2)), voltage bias Vbias, and measurement pulses MS for the
randomised benchmarking experiment with (a) k = 2, (b) k = 3 and (c) k = 4 respectively. The system qubit S is initialized
to |0S⟩ state and then operated on by the native gates. The pulse duration of each native gate is fixed at 20 ns and the idle
time between the two Clifford gates is 100 ns. The voltage bias Vbias is applied throughout the Clifford gate operations, and
ends before the final measurement pulse.

OQE
......

...

...

...

FIG. S3. (a) The open quantum evolution model with time-

independent system-memory evolution Û . (b) The purified
process tensor |Υk:0⟩ corresponding to the shaded regime in
(a), which can be written as an MPS in Eq.(S3). (c) The

process tensor Υ̂k:0 is an MPDO obtained by tracing out the
environment degrees of freedom in the purified process tensor.

is a measure of non-Markovianity, as introduced in
Ref. [3]. This can be interpreted roughly as the proba-
bility of confusing the Markov model for the true process
given λ experiments,

P(accept ΥMarkov
k:0 ) = exp (−λN (Υk:0)) . (S11)

In full generality, this property becomes exponentially
difficult to compute with k. Moreover, this single fig-
ure is not indicative of how memory might dynamically
change throughout the process. In the main text we have
computed three versions of non-Markovianity measures,
which can be efficiently calculated and reveal different

aspects of non-Markovianity.
The memory complexityMj is defined as the Von Neu-

mann entropy of the process tensor Υ̂j:0. Υ̂j:0 has the
same form as a many-body density operator. However,
calculating the entropy of a many-body density opera-
tor written as an MPDO is a numerically hard problem.
Nevertheless, we notice that the entropy of Υ̂j:0 is equal

to the bipartition entanglement entropy of the PPT Υ̂k:0

(with k ≥ j) at the j-th step which can be efficient cal-
culated (calculating the bipartition entanglement entropy
of an MPS is a standard technique whose computational
cost scales as χ3 [4], where χ the bond dimension of MPS,
which is equal to the memory size). Since we can easily
obtain the PPT for any k based on the reconstructed
OQE, we can compute Mj efficiently for any j.
The non-Markovianity Nj , defined as the operator

space entanglement entropy [5] of the process tensor Υ̂k:0

(with k ≥ j), can be also be efficiently calculated by vec-

torizing Υ̂k:0 into an MPS and then compute the bipar-
tition entanglement entropy of the resulting MPS at step
j. There is a boundary effect for this quantity for j close
to k [6], however, this boundary effect can be easily re-

moved since we can directly obtain Υ̂k:0 for any k with
the reconstructed OQE.
The mutual information Ix,y is a marginal version of

Eq.(S10) that can be efficiently computed. From Υk:0 we

can construct a conditional process tensor Êx:x−1;y:y−1 –
which we call Υx,y for brevity – which encodes temporal
correlations between the dynamical maps from time ty−1

to ty and from tx−1 to tx and can be computed in accor-
dance with Eq.(S9). The mutual information can then
be computed as

I(x, y) = S(Êx:x−1;y:y−1 || Êx:x−1 ⊗ Êy:y−1) (S12)

and can be interpreted as per the above discussion in the
context of two dynamical maps spanning four times.
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