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Abstract

Two theorems with applications to the quantum theory of measurements are stated and
proven. The first one clarifies and amends von Neumann’s Measurement Postulate used in
the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics. The second one clarifies the relationship
between “events” and “measurements” and the meaning of measurements in the ETH-Approach
to quantum mechanics.
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1 Introduction and summary of contents
In this paper, we present two mathematical results of relevance to the quantum theory of measure-
ments,1 which we treat in a spirit close to the Copenhagen interpretation/heuristics of quantum
mechanics (QM), as amended in [1, 2, 3].

Let E be a large ensemble of physical systems identical (isomorphic) to a specific system, S,
of finitely many degrees of freedom to be described quantum-mechanically. We are interested
in understanding the effect of measurements of a physical quantity, pX, characteristic of S for all
systems in E. In text-book QM, one tends to invoke von Neumann’s measurement postulate (see [4])

∗to appear in “Trails in Modern Theoretical Physics. A Volume in Tribute of Giovanni Morchio,” Andrea Cintio
and Alessandro Michelangeli (eds.), Springer-Verlag

1As far as we remember, Gianni Morchio had an interest in the foundations of quantum mechanics; so he would
probably have appreciated our results.
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to predict properties of the resulting state, averaged over all systems in E, right after a successful
completion of the measurements of pX. The standard formulation of this postulate appears to be
afflicted with some problems, which we will discuss and attempt to clarify in the following.

We begin this paper by describing the systems » S we have in mind. A physical quantity,
pX, characteristic of S is represented by a self-adjoint operator, X “ X˚, acting on a separable
Hlbert space, H. An average over E of states of these systems is called an “ensemble state” and is
given by a density matrix, i.e., by a positive, trace-class operator, Ω, on H of trace tr Ω “ 1. To
mention an example, a system S P E might consist of a particle, such as an electron, propagating
in physical space E3, pX might be a component of the spin or a bounded function of a component
of the position- or the momentum of the particle, and

H “ L2pR3, d3xq b C2s`1,

where x P R3 is the position and s the spin of the particle.
The purpose of this paper is to clarify what is meant by the statement that a measurement

of the quantity pX has been completed successfully. Since we will try to follow the spirit of the
Copenhagen Interpretation/heuristics of QM, where appropriate, we will usually adopt an ensemble
point of view, emphasizing statements that are obtained by taking averages over all systems in the
ensemble E. But when combined with results in [2, 3], our results have implications relevant for
the theory of measurements carried out on individual systems.

Next, we outline the contents of this paper. In Sect. 2, we recall von Neumann’s measurement
postulate and point out some problems with it. We then formulate a revised version of this postulate
and state the main result proven in this paper. In Sect. 3 we sketch how measurements are described
in the ETH- Approach to quantum mechanics [1, 2, 3]. In Sect. 4, we present the proof of our
main result.

2 Von Neumann’s Measurement Postulate

We imagine that the initial ensemble state when measurements of pX set in, for all systems in E,
is described by a density matrix Ωin. In his book [4] on the foundations of QM, von Neumann
postulated that, when averaging over E, the effect of measuring pX for all systems belonging to
E amounts to replacing the state Ωin by a certain ensemble state, Ωout, describing the average of
states of systems belonging to E right after the measurements of pX have been completed, where
Ωout satisfies the following postulate.
Von Neumann’s Postulate:
Let X “ X˚ be the self-adjoint operator on H representing the physical quantity pX, and let

X “

ż

R
ξ dΠpξq (1)

be the spectral decomposition of X, with Πp∆q its spectral projection associated with an arbitrary
Borel set ∆ Ă R. The ensemble state Ωout right after completion of the measurements of pX has the
properties that

rΩout, Xs “ 0, and
tr
`

Ωin ¨ Πp∆q
˘

“ tr
`

Ωout ¨ Πp∆q
˘

, @ Borel sets ∆ Ă R pBorn1s Ruleq ˝
(2)
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Remark: We will see shortly that this formulation of von Neumann’s postulate is inadequate, except
if the operator X has pure point spectrum (for which case it was originally formulated) – but even
then it is problematic, as will become apparent in Sect. 3.

The spectral decomposition of a density matrix Ω has the form

Ω “

N
ÿ

n“1
ωn πn, 1 ě ω1 ą ω2 ą ¨ ¨ ¨ ą ωN ą 0,

πn “ π˚
n, πn ¨ πm “ δnmπn , @ n, m “ 1, 2, . . . , N,

(3)

for some N ď 8. The operators πn are disjoint orthogonal projections of finite rank (the eigenpro-
jections of Ω), and

tr
`

Ω
˘

“

N
ÿ

n“1
pn “ 1, where pn “ ωn ¨ dim πn, n “ 1, 2, . . . , N .

We set

π8 :“ 1 ´

N
ÿ

n“1
πn .

If, as in the formulation of von Neumann’s postulate given in Eq. (2), the operator X is assumed
to commute with Ωout, then it satisfies the identity

X “

N
ÿ

n“1
πn X πn ` π8 X π8, where πn X πn is of finite rank, @ n “ 1, 2, . . . , N . (4)

We observe that, for every n “ 1, 2, . . . , N , πnXπn is a selfadjoint, finite-dimensional matrix; hence
its spectrum consists of finitely many (discrete) eigenvalues. Let H` be the subspace of H given
by the range of 1 ´ π8. It follows that if X satisfies (2) then the operator X

ˇ

ˇ

H` has pure-point
spectrum. (Of course, if the range of π8 is infinite-dimensional then π8 X π8 may have continuous
spectrum; but this is irrelevant for measurements of pX that result in states occupied by the systems
in E whose average is given by Ωout.) Thus, at best, von Neumann’s postulate in the formulation
of Eq. (2) can only be applied to measurements of physical quantities with pure-point spectrum.
However, a component of the position or of the momentum of a quantum particle propagating in
physical space E3 has simple continuous spectrum occupying the entire real line R.

We conclude that Eqs. (2) cannot be valid verbatim when physical quantities represented by
operators with continuous spectrum are measured, and we should find out how to modify them in
such instances.

2.1 An amended form of von Neumann’s Postulate

We imagine that measurements of a physical quantity pX are carried out for all systems belonging
to a large ensemble E of systems identical to a system S, with the result that the average over E
of the final states of these systems after completion of the measurements of pX is found to be close
(but not necessarily equal) to an esnsemble state given by a density matrix Ωout with the property
that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

Ωout, X
‰
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ ă ε , (5)

for some ε smaller than the error margin of the instrument used to measure pX. One may add the
assumption that, for Ωout, Born’s Rule holds, as formulated in the second equation of (2). We will
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establish the following
Main Result: If condition (5) holds for a sufficiently small ε ! 1 then one may replace Ωout by a
modified density matrix Ω1

out and X by a modified operator X 1,

X 1 “

K
ÿ

k“1
ξk Πk , for some K ď 8 , (6)

where ξ1 ą ξ2 ą ¨ ¨ ¨ ą ξK ą ´8 are the eigenvalues of X 1 and Π1, . . . , ΠK the corresponding
eigen-projections, with the properties that

(i) the operator X 1 has pure-point spectrum and is close to the operator X representing pX in
the operator norm;

(ii) the density matrix Ω1
out is close to the density matrix Ωout in the trace norm; and

(iii) the operators X 1 and Ω1
out commute, i.e.,

“

Ω1
out, X 1

‰

“ 0 . (7)

The closeness of X 1 to X and of Ω1
out to Ωout depends on the size of the commutator of X with

Ωout: the smaller the norm, }rΩout, Xs}, of this commutator the closer are X 1 to X and Ω1
out to

Ωout. The size of }rΩout, Xs} is thus a measure for the precision of the instrument used to measure
pX – the smaller this norm, the higher the precision of the instrument.

The proof of the Main Result stated above is given in Sect. 4. At the end of the present section,
we sketch the very easy proof in the special case where dimpHq ă 8.

Remarks:

(1) Another possible amendment of von Neumann’s postulate can be formulated as follows. We
cover the spectrum, spec(X), of the operator X with small closed intervals ∆k Ă R, k “

1, 2, . . . , K, for some K ă 8, with the properties that ∆k X∆k1 is empty or consists of a single
point (assumed not to be an eigenvalue of X) whenever k “ k1, and

ŤK
k“1 ∆k Ě specpXq.

These intervals are assumed to be determined by properties of the instrument used to measure
pX. One may then assume that the E-average of the states of the systems after completion of
the measurements of pX is given by a density matrix Ωout satisfying

Ωout “

K
ÿ

k“1
ΠkΩoutΠk, where Πk “ Πp∆kq, @ k “ 1, 2, . . . , K . (8)

The operator X 1 is chosen to be given by

X 1 “

K
ÿ

k“1
ξk Πk,

where ξk is the midpoint of the interval ∆k Ă R, for all k. Assuming that the length of all
the intervals ∆k is bounded above by 2ε, we conclude that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

Ωout, X
‰ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ ă ε ,
“

Ωout, X 1
‰

“ 0 , and }X ´ X 1} ă ε . (9)

This amendment of von Neumann’s postulate is somewhat arbitrary and involves assumptions
on what is meant by a measurement of a physical quantity that are more detailed than
condition (5).
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(2) The Main Result stated above is reminiscent of a theorem that says that if two bounded self-
adjoint operators almost commute then there are two operators close in norm to the original
ones that do commute; see [5, 6, 7].

(3) We conjecture that our Main Result is a special case of the following more general statement:
Let A be a von Neumann algebra with unit 1, and let ω be a normal state on A. For an
operator X P A, we define a bounded linear functional on A by

adXrωspY q :“ ωprY, Xsq , @ Y P A . (10)

Suppose now that ω and X are such that
ˇ

ˇadXrωspY q
ˇ

ˇ ă ε}Y }, @ Y P A, for some ε ! 1 . (11)

Then there exist a normal state ω1 on A and an operator X 1 P A, with }ω1 ´ ω} ă δpεq and
}X 1 ´ X} ă δpεq, for some δpεq Œ 0, as ε Œ 0, such that

adX 1rω1s “ 0 . (12)

Our Main Result shows that this conjecture holds in the special case where A is isomorphic
to the algebra of all bounded operators on a separable Hilbert space.

As a warm-up we prove the Main Result in the special case of a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
H, which is very easy. In items (i) through (iii), one may then set Ω1

out “ Ωout and only slightly
modify the operator X, or one may set X 1 “ X and only slightly modify Ωout, and end up with
(7).

Let H “ CM , with M ă 8. Then

X “

K
ÿ

k“1
ξk Πk, K ď M , and

Ω “

N
ÿ

n“1
ωn πn, N ď M ,

(13)

where ξ1 ą ξ2 ą ¨ ¨ ¨ ą ξK ą ´8 are the eigenvalues of X and Π1, Π2, . . . , ΠK are the corresponding
eigen-projections, and ω1 ą ω2 ą ¨ ¨ ¨ ą ωn ą 0 are the non-zero eigenvalues of Ω, with π1, π2, . . . , πN

the corresponding eigen-projections. We define πN`1 :“ 1 ´
řN

n“1 πn, and

γΩ :“ min
1ďnďN

`

ωn ´ ωn`1
˘

ą 0, with ωN`1 :“ 0 , (14)

to be the smallest gap between distinct eigenvalues of Ω. Let us assume that
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

X, Ω
‰ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ ď ε, for some ε ! γΩ . (15)

We define an operator X 1 by setting

X 1 :“
N`1
ÿ

n“1
πn X πn . (16)

Obviously X 1 commutes with Ω, and we claim that

}X 1 ´ X} ă const. ε . (17)
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Proof of (17). Clearly
X “

ÿ

n,n1“1,2,...,N`1
πn X πn1 . (18)

By (15) we have that
}rπn X πn1 , Ωs} “ }πnrX, Ωsπn1} ď ε, @ n, n1 . (19)

Plainly rπn X πn, Ωs “ 0 , @ n “ 1, 2, . . . , N ` 1. If n “ n1 then

rπn X πn1 , Ωs “ pωn1 ´ ωnq πn X πn1 .

By Eqs. (14) and (19), we have that

}πn X πn1} ď γ´1
Ω ε , for n “ n1 .

Thus, using (18) we find that

}X ´ X 1} ď pN ` 1qN γ´1
Ω ε ă M2γ´1

Ω ε , (20)

as claimed in (17).
In the calculations just shown we can obviously exchange the roles of X and Ω. We set

γX :“ min
1ďkăK

`

ξk ´ ξk`1
˘

ą 0 ,

and we then replace the density matrix Ω by

Ω1 :“
K
ÿ

k“1
Πk Ω Πk .

Clearly Ω1 is a non-negative operator, and trpΩ1q “ 1, because
řK

k“1 Πk “ 1; i.e., Ω1 is a density
matrix; and it obviously commutes with X. Repeating the arguments shown above, we find that

trp|Ω ´ Ω1|q ď M pK ´ 1qK γ´1
X ε ă M3 γ´1

X ε . (21)

Of course, the problem with the estimates in (20) and (21) is the dependence of the right sides on
the dimension, M , of the Hilbert space H. This problem is addressed in Sect. 4, where we state
a result that is uniform in the dimension of the Hilbert space, but at the price that we have to
slightly modify both, X and Ω. This result enables one to modify von Neumann’s measurement
postulate so as to avoid the shortcomings of the original version, as indicated above.

3 The Description of Measurements in the ETH-Approach to QM
In this section we sketch how measurements can be described in the formulation of QM proposed
in [1, 2, 3] under the name of “ETH-Approach to QM” (assuming some familiarity with these
papers).

We begin with the obvious observation that a successful measurement of a physical quantity pX
characteristic of a system S (belonging to an exnsemble E) results in an event, namely the event
that pX takes a – possibly somewhat imprecise – value belonging to some small interval contained
in the real line whose length depends on the accuracy of the instrument used to measure pX. To
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understand the significance of this statement it is necessary to clarify what, in the ETH-Approach
to QM, is meant by an “event”. We recall the definition proposed in [2, 3]. Abstractly, a “potential
event”, e, associated with a physical system S P E is a partition of unity, e “

␣

πn

(8

n“1, by orthogonal
projections satisfying

πn “ π˚
n, πn ¨ πn1 “ δnn1 πn, @ n, n1 “ 1, 2, . . . ,

8
ÿ

n“1
πn “ 1 . (22)

An operator X representing a physical quantity pX characteristic of a system S P E at some time
ě t and the projections π P e of an arbitrary potential event e that may occur in S at a time ě t
are supposed to belong to some algebra A “ Eět, which, in general, depends non-trivially on time
t. For systems, S, with finitely many degrees of freedom, A is the algebra, BpHq, of all bounded
operators on a separable Hilbert space H and is independent of t. But, for systems with infinitely
many degrees of freedom, including those describing the quantized electromagnetic field,2 the time-
dependence of A “ Eět tends to be non-trivial, and A is a more exotic (type-III1) algebra. Our
analysis in this section does not require any specific assumptions on A. (It is only assumed that
the algebra A is weakly closed, i.e., that it is a von Neumann algebra; but it need not and usually
will not be isomorphic to BpHq.) States at time t are states on A “ Eět (i.e., positive, normalized
linear functionals on Eět). They are denoted by lower-case Greek letters, ω, . . . .

In the following discussion we fix a time t and suppress explicit reference to time-dependence
wherever possible. We suppose that a state, ω, on A is an ensemble state, i.e., that it has the
meaning of being an average over the ensemble E of states of individual systems, all » S. If a
potential event e “

␣

πn

(8

n“1 Ă A is actualizing (i.e., is observed to happen) at some time t then,
according to the ETH- Approach to QM, the state ω “ ωt has the property that

ωpXq “
ÿ

πPe

ωpπ ¨ X ¨ πq , @ X P A , (23)

i.e., ω is a convex combination of states in the images of the projections π P e. Potential events
actualizing at some time are called “actualities”. (For a more precise characterization of actualities,
see, e.g., [3].) If A “ BpHq then

ωpXq “ tr
`

Ω ¨ X
˘

, @ X P A ,

for some density matrix Ω on H, and the projections π belonging to the event e that actualizes,
given the state ω, are the spectral projections of the density matrix Ω.

If e is an event actualizing at some time t then the state at time t of an individual system in the
ensemble E is expected to belong to the image of a projection π P e, with a probabilty, probωpπq,
given by Born’s Rule, namely

probωpπq “ ωpπq ,

where ω is the ensemble state at time t.
We are interested in characterizing actualities e “

␣

πn

(N

n“1 Ă A, N ď 8, that can be interpreted
as corresponding to the completion of the measurement of a certain physical quantity pX. We thus
consider a state ω satisfying Eq. (23). Given a non-negative number ε ! 1, there exists an integer
N0 ă 8 such that

N0´1
ÿ

n“1
ωpπnq ą 1 ´ ε , i.e., ω

`

πpN0q
˘

ă ε , where πpN0q :“
N
ÿ

n“N0

πn . (24)

2the only systems for which (in our opinion) the “measurement problem” has a satisfactory solution
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It is then very unlikely that an individual system in E is found to occupy a state in the range of a
projection π ď πpN0q. If e is the potential event actualizing at a certain time t and ω is the ensemble
state at time t satisfying (23) then the slightly coarser event e0 :“

␣

π1, π2, . . . , πN0´1, πpN0q
(

can be
viewed to be an actuality at time t, too. To avoid irrelevant complications, we henceforth replace
e by e0 throughout the following discussion, and we simplify our notations by writing e, instead of
e0, and πN0 , instead of πpN0q, with N0 ă 8.

We assume that the operator X representing the physical quanitiy pX has the form

X “

K
ÿ

k“1
ξkΠk, for some K ă 8 , (25)

where the real numbers ξk are the eigenvalues of X and the operators Πk are the corresponding
eigen-projections, k “ 1, 2, . . . , K. (We should mention that the projections Πk may be given by
Πk “ Πp∆kq, where the sets ∆k are intervals of the real line of length ă 2ε whose union covers
specpXq, and ξk may be (e.g.) the midpoint of the interval ∆k, for all k, as discussed in Remark
(1) of Subsect. 2.1.)

If the actuality e can be interpreted to correspond to the likely completion of a measurement of
pX, with an accuracy measured by ε, then there must exist a decomposition of

␣

1, 2, . . . , N0
(

into
disjoint subsets Ik, k “ 1, 2, . . . K, such that

}rπn, Πks} ă O
`

N´2
0 ε

˘

, @ n ď N0, and
ÿ

nRIk,năN0

}πn Πk πn} ă Opεq, @ k “ 1, 2, . . . K . (26)

The second equation tells us that if a system is found in a state in the range of a projection
πn, n R Ik, n ă N0, then the quantity pX is very unlikely to have the measured value ξk. By (24), if
the ensemble state is given by ω then it is very unlikely that an individual system in E is found in
a state belonging to the range of the projection πN0 .

Since
řN0

n“1 πn “ 1, one obviously has that

X “
ÿ

n,n1“1,2,...,N0

πn X πn1 .

Since πn ¨ πn1 “ 0, for n “ n1, the first inequality in (26) then implies that the operator X is
approximated in norm by

X 1 :“
N0
ÿ

n“1
πn X πn , (27)

up to an error of Opεq; and (24) tells us that the Born probability of picking up a correction in
determining the outcome of the measurement of pX that is due to the operator πN0 X πN0 is bounded
by Opεq, hence very small. One may then wonder whether the actuality e could occur as the result
of a measurement of a slightly different physical quantity » pX.

The second inequality in (26) implies that X 1 is well approximated by the operator

X2 :“
K
ÿ

k“1

ÿ

nPIk

ξk πn Πk πn ` πN0 X πN0 (28)

with
}X2 ´ X 1} ă OpK εq . (29)
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Next, we note that the first inequality in (26) implies that
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

`

πn Πk πn

˘2
´ πn Πk πn

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ ă O
`

N´2
0 ε

˘

.

This estimate enables us to apply the following

Lemma. Let P be a self-adjoint operator in a von Neumann algebra A, and let δ ă 1
2 . If }P 2´P } ă δ

then there exists an orthogonal projection pP P A whose image belongs to the range of P such that

} pP ´ P } ă δ .

See Lemma 8 and Appendix C of [8]. This lemma implies that if N´2
0 ε is small enough then there

exists an orthogonal projection πk,n with the property that the image of πk,n is contained in or
equal to the image of πn and such that

}πk,n ´ πn Πk πn} ă O
`

N´2
0 ε

˘

.

We define

X3 :“
K
ÿ

k“1
ξk

`

ÿ

nPIk

πk,n

˘

` πN0 X πN0 , and Xfin :“ X3 ´ πN0 X πN0 . (30)

We are ready to state a result in the theory of measurements, according to the ETH-Approach
to QM.

Theorem 3.1 We assume that the bounds in (24) and (26) hold for some ε ! 1. Then we have
that

(i) the Born probability of finding an individual system in the ensemble E in a state that belongs
to the range of the projection πN0 “ πpN0q is bounded above by ε;

(ii) the operator X3 defined in (30) is reduced by the projections πN0 and 1 ´ πN0;

(iii) the norm of X3 ´ X is bounded by

}X3 ´ X} ă Opεq,

i.e., the physical quantity pX is well approximated by a slightly modified physical quantity
represented by the operator X3;

(iv) the eigenvalues of Xfin “ X3 ´πN0 X πN0 are contained in or equal to the spectrum,
␣

ξk

(K

k“1,
of the operator X and the eigen-projection of Xfin corresponding to ξk is given by the projec-
tion

ř

nPIk
πk,n

`

which is dominated by the projection
ř

nPIk
πn

˘

, for k “ 1, 2, . . . , K; and
“

Xfin, πn

‰

“ 0, @ πn P e . ˝

We conclude that, under the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1, one may interpret the actualization
of the event e as being accompanied by the completion of a measurement of a physical quantity
pX3 « pX, where pX3 is represented by an operator X3 that is a tiny modification of the operator
X representing pX.

In this section, we have not tried to optmize our results; we have attempted to outline the basic
ideas of how measurements can be interpreted in the ETH-Approach described in [1, 2, 3].
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4 Proof of the Main Result
In this section we prove the Main Result announced in Sect. 2. We consider a density matrix Ω on
a separable Hilbert space H with spectral decomposition

Ω “

8
ÿ

n“1
ωn πn , ω1 ą ω2 ą ¨ ¨ ¨ . (31)

as in Eq. (3) of Sect. 2. We define pn :“ ωn ¨ dimπn, n “ 1, 2, . . . Given a positive number ε ! 1,
we define ∆ε by

∆ε :“
ÿ

n : ωnďε1{4

pn . (32)

Clearly, ∆ε Œ 0, as ε Œ 0. The Main Result is a consequence of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1 Let Ω and ∆ε be as in (31) and (32), respectively, and let X be a self-adjoint
operator on H, with }X} ď 1. We assume that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

Ω, X
‰
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ ď ε . (33)

Then, for sufficiently small values of ε and ∆ε, there exist a density matrix Ω1 and a self-adjoint
operator X 1 such that

}X ´ X 1} ď ε1{4, and tr
ˇ

ˇΩ ´ Ω1
ˇ

ˇ ď 2∆ε ` Opε1{4q . (34)

Proof.
As announced in the theorem, our goal is to construct a density matrix Ω1 close to Ω in the trace
norm and a self-adjoint operator X 1 close to X in the operator norm such that rΩ1, X 1s “ 0. We
begin with the construction of Ω1.

In the following it is convenient to rewrite the spectral decomposition of Ω as follows:

Ω “

8
ÿ

j“1
ωj |uj

〉 〈
uj | , ω1 ě ω2 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě 0,

8
ÿ

j“1
ωj “ 1 , (35)

where
␣

uj

(8

j“1 is an orthonormal system of eigenvectors of Ω, and |uj
〉 〈

uj | is the orthogonal pro-
jection onto uj , for all j. Then assumption (33) implies that

}rΩ, Xsui}
2 “

8
ÿ

j“1
pωi ´ ωjq2|

〈
ui, Xuj

〉
|2 ď ε2, @i . (36)

In the following steps, we construct a positive trace-class operator rΩ ď Ω, (hence tr rΩ ď 1).

1) We preserve the eigenvectors of the density operator Ω, but - where necessary - modify the
corresponding eigenvalues in such a way that the spectrum of the modified operator rΩ consists
of (possibly degenerate) eigenvalues separated by gaps of specified size. To begin with we
choose two exponents, δ and β (later set equal to 1{4 and 3{4, respectively), with

0 ă δ ă β ă 1 and β ą 2δ , (37)

and we modify the spectrum of rΩ in such a way that the gaps between the non-coinciding
modified eigenvalues, i.e., between the distinct eigenvalues of rΩ, will be larger than εβ.
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1-i) We observe that, since Ω ě 0, with tr Ω “ 1, the dimension of the direct sum of the
eigenspaces of Ω corresponding to eigenvalues larger than or equal to εδ is bounded above by
Op1{εδq.
1-ii) Next, we define ωi1 to be the smallest eigenvalue of Ω of order εδ with the property that
its separation from the previous (next larger) eigenvalue is bounded below by εβ. It is not
assumed that an eigenvalue with the properties of ωi1 exists.
But if such an eigenvalue ωi1 exists then we denote by pωi1q´ its precursor. By construction,
we have that pωi1q´ ď Opεδ ` εβ´δq, because there are at most Opε´δq eigenvalues separated
by gaps bounded by ď εβ in between ωi1 and pωi1q´, as follows from 1-i).
We define

• an interval I0 by I0 :“ r0, pωi1q´s ,

• and a subspace H0 Ă H as the direct sum of the eigenspaces of Ω corresponding to
eigenvalues contained in the interval I0.

If an eigenvalue with the properties of ωi1 does not exists then we conclude that the largest
eigenvalue, ωmax, of Ω must be smaller than Opεδ ` εβ´δq. In this case, we define I0 :“
r0, ωmaxs.
We define rΩ to vanish on the subspace H0.
1-iii) We next assume that I0 ‰ r0, ωmaxs, i.e., that an eigenvalue with the properties of ωi1

exists. Then we consider the smallest eigenvalue of Ω larger than ωi1 with the property that
its separation from the previous eigenvalue is larger than εβ.
If such an eigenvalue exists we denote it by ωi2 and its precursor by pωi2q´, and we then have
that pωi2q´ ď Opωi1 ` εβ´δq. We also define

• I1 :“ rωi1 , pωi2q´s;
• n1 :“ number of eigenvalues (with multiplicity) of Ω contained in I1;
• H1 :“ direct sum of the corresponding eigenspaces (notice that dimH1 “ n1).

If an eigenvalue with the properties of ωi2 does not exists we conclude that the largest eigen-
value, ωmax, of Ω is smaller than Opωi1 ` εβ´δq, and we define I1 :“ rωi1 , ωmaxs

On the subspace H1 we define
rΩ
ˇ

ˇ

H1
:“ rω1 ¨ 1

ˇ

ˇ

H1
,

where rω1 :“ ωi1 .
1-iv) We iterate these arguments: If Im´1 ‰ rωim´1 , ωmaxs, then, starting from ωim , we
consider the eigenvalue of Ω with the property that its separation from the previous one is
bounded below by εβ.
If an eigenvalue of Ω with these properties exists we denote it by ωim`1 and the previous one
by pωim`1q´

`

ď Opωim ` εβ´δq
˘

. We also define

• Im :“ rωim , pωim`1q´s;
• Hm :“ direct sum of eigenspaces of Ω corresponding to eigenvalues contained in the

interval Im; and nm :“ dimHm.
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If this eigenvalue does not exists we conclude that the largest eigenvalue, ωmax, of Ω is
bounded above by Opωim ` εβ´δq, and we define Im :“ rωim , ωmaxs

On the subspace Hm we define the operator rΩ by rΩ
ˇ

ˇ

Hm
:“ rωm ¨ 1

ˇ

ˇ

Hm
, where rωm :“ ωim .

1-v) The construction described above must necessarily stop at some step m ě 0, because Ω
is trace-class and εβ ą 0. The spectrum of the operator rΩ constructed above consists of the
points

t ωi0 :“ 0 , ωi1 , . . . , ωim
u . (38)

1-vi) We note that rΩ has been defined as the operator whose eigenspaces are the subspaces
Hm and the corresponding eigenvalues are given by rωm. (To avoid possible confusion we
stress that the eigenvalues rωm of Ω̃ are increasing in m whereas the eigenvalues ωi of Ω are
decreasing in i.) The operator rΩ enjoys the property

tr|Ω ´ rΩ| ď op1q ` O
`

εβ´δpn1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` nmq
˘

ď op1q ` Opεβ´2δq , (39)

which holds, because
0 ă

ÿ

ωiďεδ

ωi ď op1q ; (40)

(recall that Ω is trace-class and that, in (32), we have noticed that
ř

i : ωiďε1{4
ωi “: ∆ε ! 1).

Moreover, we use the facts that any eigenvalue of Ω corresponding to an eigenvector in Hm

is included in the interval rω̃m , ω̃m ` ϵβ´δs, by construction of Hm, and that

n1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` nm ď Op1{εδq , (41)

as shown in 1-i).

2) Next, we modify the operator X. The modified operator is denoted by X 1 and is defined by
its matrix elements in the basis,

␣

uj

(8

j“1, of eigenvectors of Ω, which are given by

pX 1qi , j :“ xui , X ujy , (42)

provided that ui and uj belong to the same subspace Hp, p ď m, and

pX 1qi , j :“ 0 , (43)

if ui and uj belong to different eigenspaces, Hp, Hp1 , of rΩ.
We thus have by construction that

r rΩ , X 1 s “ 0 . (44)
Next, we show that }X ´ X 1} “ op1q. This follows from

sup
i

8
ÿ

j“1
|xuj , pX ´ X 1q uiy|2 “ ε2p1´βq , (45)

where the summands are non-zero only if ui and uj belong to different eigenspaces Hpi , Hpj

of rΩ, so that
8
ÿ

j“1
|xuj , pX ´ X 1q uiy|2 “

ÿ

j : ujPHpj , pj “pi

|xuj , X uiy|2 . (46)
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But if pj “ pi then |ωi ´ ωj | ě εβ, where ωi and ωj are the eigenvalues of Ω on the vectors
uj P Hpj and ui P Hpi , respectively. Next, we exploit the bound assumed in (33), namely

ε2 ě } r Ω , X s ui }2 (47)

“

8
ÿ

j“1
pωi ´ ωjq2|xui , X uj y|2 (48)

ě ε2β
ÿ

j : ujPHpj , pj “pi

|xui , X uj y|2 (49)

To conclude the proof of the theorem, we normalize rΩ by dividing by its trace, defining
Ω1 :“ rΩ

tr rΩ
. Setting δ “ 1

4 and β “ 3
4 , and using that

tr|Ω ´ rΩ| ď ∆ε ` Opε
1
4 q ,

we conclude that
tr|Ω ´ Ω1| ď 2 ∆ε ` Opε

1
4 q .

˝
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