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Abstract: In this paper, we contribute to the mathematical foundations of the recently
established theory of Spectrum Broadcast Structures (SBS). These are multipartite quantum
states, encoding an operational notion of objectivity and exhibiting a more advanced form of

decoherence. We study SBS in the case of a central system interacting with N environments via
the von Neumann-type measurement interactions, ubiquitous in the theory of open quantum
systems. We state and prove a novel sufficient condition for SBS to arise dynamically for
finite-dimensional systems. The condition is based on the Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization rather
than on the Knill-Barnum error estimation used before.

1 Introduction

In recent times significant attention has been given to decoherence processes, not only because of
the rapid development of quantum technologies but also in the connection with such fundamental
problems as the quantum-to-classical transition (we refer to e.g. [3] for a comprehensive introduc-
tion). In this context, especially interesting is the idea of so-called quantum Darwnism [13][14]. It
recognizes that one of the features of the macroscopic world is its objective character and seeks to
explain it from quantum theory. A certain property, e.g. a position of a system of interest, becomes
objective if it leaks into the environment during the decoherence process and is redundantly stored
there in many copies, making it accessible to multiple observations. This idea fills the foundational
gap between the subjective, observer-dependent character of quantum observations and the objective
character of the macroscopic world. Later a stronger form of quantum Darwinism was proposed,
named Spectrum Broadcast Structures (SBS) [10] [11] [12] [17], where objectivity is encoded di-
rectly in the structure of multipartite quantum states. SBS states satisfy the information-theoretic
conditions used to test for quantum Darwinism but the opposite is not always true [15]. In this
work, we study the formation of SBS states for an important class of systems, interacting with the
environment via von Neumann type measurement interaction.

We begin by quoting an ideal definition of objectivity, proposed in [13]:

Definition 1. A state of the system S exists objectively if many observers can find out the state of

S independently, and without perturbing it.
Spectrum Broadcast Structures, defined below, are a mathematical formulation of Definition 1.

Definition 2. SBS: A Spectrum Broadcast Structure is a multipartite state of a central system S

and an environment E, consisting of sub-environments E*, E?, ..., ENE

Ng
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where {|i)}; is some basis in the system’s space, called the pointer basis [10], p; are probabilities

summing up to one, and all states pAFk are perfectly distinguishable in the following sense:
PNOLEIN oL
F(p; .pj ) =0 (2)

for all i # j and for all k = 1,..., Ng, where F(-,-) is the quantum fidelity defined as F(ﬁ, &) =
~ =2
IVavel, 0]

In this paper, we study the convergence of multipartite states evolving dynamically in time as
described in Section 4, to an SBS state as defined in Definition 2. For any fixed time, the multipartite
states in question will not be SBS states. However, trace distance estimates developed in this work
may be employed for estimating the proximity of a multipartite state to an SBS state.

The SBS states comply with Definition 1 in the following way: measuring each of the environ-
ments E¥ independently via projections onto the supports of the states ﬁZ-Ek, one obtains an outcome
i with certainty, due to the orthogonality of the supports for different ¢, guaranteed by the perfect
distinguishability condition (2). These outcomes, identifying in which of the pointer states |i) the
system is, are the same as if one measured the system directly and moreover the same for every
sub-environment E*, which is due to the particular structure (1). This leads to an agreement among
observators, which is a cornerstone of the notion of objectivity. Moreover, as one can easily check,
the average post-measurement state, averaged over the outcomes, is again the same state (1). This
can be viewed as a formalization of the non-disturbance condition and is actually related to the
famous Bohr vs. Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen debate over the completeness of quantum theory [17]. In
[10] the opposite was also proven, namely that starting from Definition 1 and using an additional
assumption of so-called strong independence, one obtains the SBS form as the only compatible state
(for relaxations without the strong independence assumption, we refer to [17]).

An interesting problem arises. Namely, how to recognize if during the evolution the state of a
multipartite system approaches the SBS form (1), implying the state of the system becomes objective
in the sense of Definition 1. This problem was studied for a number of open system models (see e.g.
[11, 23, 24]), as well as in a more general setting in [12]. There, an upper bound was found on the
trace distance between the actual state of the system and the nearest SBS state under the assumption
of von Neumann-type measuring interaction, which we define in Section 4 and which is by far the
most common form of an interaction used in the theory of open quantum systems [3] (sometimes
called pure dephasing interaction). However, the derivation in [12] uses the so-called Knill-Barnum
bound [8] on the probability of discrimination error outside its known range of applicability. Here,

we will take another path, circumventing the use of the Knill-Barnum theorem.

2 Statement of the problem and existing results

Before proceeding we introduce the concepts of positive operator-valued measure (POVM) and
quantum measurement and mention that all of the Hilbert spaces in this paper are assumed to be

separable.



Definition 3. POVM: Consider an arbitrary Hilbert space 7. A trace-preserving POVM is a set
of positive semi-definite operators {I\A/III\A/L}Z acting in € that sum to the identity operator. i.e.

> NN =Ly (3)
i
Remark 1. The POVM may consist of an uncountable set of semi-definite operators as well. In
such case the analogous set of operators, e.g. MLI\A/II (x € R) must satisfy the constraint analogous
to (3), i.e.
/1\7[11\7[zd:c =Ly (4)

Definition 4. Quantum Measurement: Fix a Hilbert space 7 and let S(%) be the set of density
operators acting in . Let p € S(jf), the state of a system after a measurement is

S N pv] (5)

where the set {I\A/Ijl\A/Ij}Z is a POVM.

In [10] it is argued that SBS satisfies the desired definition of objectivity and that it is the only
structure that satisfies it. The argument for why the observer monitoring E' may find out the state
of S is the following. Let us analyze the local state pertaining to E'; to do this we partially trace out
the degrees of freedom pertaining to the system S and all of the environments E* with the exception

of the Ith environment. i.e. from (1) we obtain

Zpi<HTrEk{ﬁfk}> (ifi)p! = Zpiﬁfl. (©)

i k#£l

Notice that this is a mixed state. If F' (pl ,pE ) = 0 for all i # j then the associated quantum
state discrimination problem may be fully solved. This means that there exists a POVM which the
observer monitoring the environment E' may utilize to conduct measurements on E' yielding perfect
distinguishability between the possible outcomes of the mixture (6). Furthermore, the state ﬁf Cis
correlated with the state }z><z} of S in the sense that when S is found to be in the state }z><z| the
Ith environment will be found in the state ﬁfﬂ . Owing to the perfect distinguishability between the
states ﬁf " for all i, there is no ambiguity regarding the state of S given that E' is found to be in
the state ﬁfl.

To argue non-disturbance, we first re-emphasize that the "can find out" in Definition 1 formally
means that for every E* there exists a POVM {EE k} that solves the respective local QSD problem,
i.e. that discriminates perfectly the mixture (6). {®NE EEK}Z1 iz,...in, Will henceforth denote a
POVM acting on § (%’@ ®}1€le %Ek) Suppose the POVM optimally solving the local QSD problem
for each environment E! does it in a non-perturbing way, i.e. the state after the associated mea-
surement doesn’t change. Then the measurement associated with the POVM may be shown to also
be non-disturbing {®k = E% Virvion ing» 1-€.

;pimm ® =X Z(sz |®®Mikﬁf( i)*) (7)
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where (MiE ) Mf = Ef is the POVM perfectly discriminating the mixture ), pipE . To show
(7) note that perfect distinguishability of the pE for all k£ implies that we may devise a POVM
{Eik }i, such that
N N L |
Mik P; (Mzk ) = ii- (8)
owing to the non-overlapping of the supports of the p;" . With (8) in mind, we may estimate the

trace distance in (7).

Ng . R ;
%HZmn(il Q-3 Y . Z(sz |®®M£kﬁfk(1\/[i’“)> - o
' =1 . t2 k=1

1 Ng B Ng ok g e N

§Hzpi|i><i|®®ﬁi = " pili)il @ QM p] (ME) < (10)
i k=1 i Pt} 1
1 NEg = Ng ok gk (i ;
3 2| @0 - @Wral (Wit 1)
i k=1 k=1

To proceed we introduce the following lemma and we also take this opportunity to state two results
that shall be used in the following.

Lemma 1. Telescopic inequality [12]: Let A* and B* be trace class operators for all k. Then,

N N
QA" - QB < (12)
k=1 k=1 1
N j—1 R . o N .
> (TLIAM),) < A7 -], < ( IT 187, 13)
j=1 “k=1 k=j+1

In the following we use the probability error p E{{pi, PN, {Ml}zl;} defined in Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Montanaro Bound [21]:

Pgl‘l/nMpE{{pl,pl i= 1’{Ml}l 1} 25 Z z; pipj F pz)p] (14)
i gigAi

Theorem 2. Knill and Barnum [S]

min pe{{pi, A} NI} <SS VB F(pi. by) (15)

POVM — L
L

Using Lemma 1, (11) may be bounded as follows.

N k N A~ k k
Qo - @m ol ()| _szpz
=1 =1 1

(16)

1
5;1&



3 Estimates for the Related Quantum State Discrimination

Optimization Problem

We claim that the distinguishability criterion F' (ﬁZEk,ﬁ]Ek) =0 (4 # j) for all k is a sufficient
condition for (16) to vanish. The sufficiency is immediate since each ]:]fk may be chosen to be a
~ k[~ T
projector onto the domain of the respective ﬁZ-Ek, meaning that M;ElﬂﬁiE (MZEk) = ﬁZE " which in
turn implies that
Ak NN L N
|67 — M p; (M ) |, =0 (17)

k

The argument becomes more transparent when all of the ﬁf are projectors. In this case we simply
A Ek AEk

choose E;* = p;” .
The distinguishability condition F' (ﬁf ’ , ﬁfk) =0 (i # j) for all k is of course an idealization; in

k k

practice there may be some error involved in the distinguishability measures F' (ﬁf ,ﬁf ) = gy, for
all k. We then have to compute/estimate the sum over i of trace norms in (16). Although Theorem

2 implies

~ ~ T : ;
Pr(r)l‘i/nMZpiTr{ﬁfk — MZEkﬁZEk (Mfk) } < Z Z V/DiP;j F(ﬁzEkaﬁzEk) (18)

Vi

for all k, this does not aid us in minimize
Bk Ak gk [k T
>omllpf” N (M) (19)

It is clear by (18) that when the fidelities F(ﬁfk,ﬁfk) (i # j) are small, then for all k the local
QSD error

k A k k A k T
min Tr{p? — MPE pF (M.E) 2
Jwin Tr{p; o (M) (20)

is also small. To show that a similar argument holds for the right-hand side of the inequality (16)
we will prove in the following section a bound for (11) that will depend only on fidelities between
the density operators {ﬁfk }i, and vanish as the fidelities F(pAZEk,pA]Ek) (i # j) decay to zero for all
k. We will first show this for the case where the ﬁZEk are pure states and then generalize our results

to the case where these operators are finite mixtures.

In the present section, we simplify our notational conventions, since we do not need the super-
scripts on the density operators used in the previous section. Consider the mixed state vazl i,
where sz\; p; = 1 and the p, are pure states in a Hilbert space of dimension greater than IV,
i.e. one-dimensional projections ‘1/11'><1/1i‘, where {’1/11>}Zil
|1/)Z-> are linearly independent, we may use the well-known Gram-Schmidt procedure to define the

are normalized vectors. Assuming that

associated orthonormal set.

Definition 5. Gram-Schmidt Procedure: Assume that the set {‘1/1>1}N

=1’

space V', is a linearly independent set. Then the following construction yields an orthonormal set.

of vectors in some vector

|p1) = |1) (21)



160 = a%(w - <¢>1|w2>\¢1>> (22)

1 N-1
lon) = aoﬂw > (d]en)|on) > (23)
k=1

Here o; :=

|1/)Z> — 22711 <¢k}1/)z>|¢k H = \/1 —22711 }<¢k|1/)z>}2 for v > 1 and oy = 1 are the
respective normalizing constants. We have Span{{‘i/)ﬁ} } Span{{‘¢1>}l 1}

The orthonormal set {‘¢i>}i:1 may be used for the construction of a PV M, namely
{loyad} {H—Z\@ @} (24)
which we will use to estimate minpov ar Zfil leﬁZ — l\A/[lﬁzl\A/IjH1

P%lxl/nMszTT{ B zp’l\/ﬂ}<P%1xlanzszp N Zle H1— (25)

sz ’¢z ¢z’pz’¢1><¢z‘ (26)
for a judiciously chosen PVM {‘¢z><¢z‘ }l
Lemma 2. Let p; and ‘¢i> be defined as above; also let i > 1, then
18: = l9i)(@ilpslgid (@i, < 2Z| (x93 (27)
Proof.
P — ’¢z><¢z‘ﬁl‘¢z><¢z‘ = ‘ "‘/’z><wz’ﬁl’wz><"/}z’ - ‘¢i><¢i‘ﬁi‘¢i><¢i’ = (28)
H(!w»(wi\ - ‘¢i><¢i‘)ﬁi‘wi><wi’ + ‘¢i><¢i’ﬁi("‘/’i><"/’i‘ - ’¢i><¢i’) ’1 < (29)
| ()] = loayenl)aslwsd | + o) (ol i (Jod (il = oo ) |, < (30)
sy sl = loudanl | [[asl (el |, + [l (oila] [l sl = letenl | = @)

[Yi)(wi| = |9:)(oi]

?

[i) (il = |9:)(4i]

pulwa)(wil | +

e

{
(28

[i) (0] = |9i)(¢i]

1) < (32)

Jal,) < )

=2 wilo) = (34

|#:) (4]

|4 ) (Wi . +
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aii<12|<¢kwi>

k=1

|  (on|vi)l?)
Wz;ﬁ (9eli) )

=2 |1—-

_ QJ 114 3 a2 = 2\l S (el <23 1(onf)l (36)
k=1 k=1 k=1

O

The term Z;c;ll |<¢k‘1/1i>| may be understood in terms of the related Gram Determinant. We

present this as a lemma.

Lemma 3. (See [22])

(1]1) (Pr|w) oo (Uaey)
. (h2|thr) (Paltha) ... (Ualty)
|0) = ———==det : : : (37)
1/[%_11%
(Yi—alr) (Wil oo (bj-1|vy)
|41) ) U
where
(Wilvn)  (Pal2) o (aly)
D, = det <1/12|:1/)1> <1/12!1/12> " <7/)2!7/)j> (38)
(ilb)  (Wjl2) o (sley)
where Dy := 1.

In determinant form, <¢i‘¢k> may now be written as follows.

<¢1‘1/11> <¢1’1/12> <¢1’1/1k>
. (Ya]tp1) (Paltha) ... (V2|tk)
(¥ilor) = —m====det z z : (39)
Dz (Ur—1|r)  (r—al2) o (Ura|vn)
(i) (ila) o (W)

The power of viewing the states ‘¢i> in the determinant form is that now we need only compute
inner products between elements of the set {WQ}?; in order to estimate the solution of the PV M

(24) via an approximate solution to (11) problem with a particular PVM, i.e.

]g‘l/lgfzpz ’pz ’Lsz Hl (40)

Recall that the states {’7,/}1>} are normalized and let us consider the case where 1/)1 ’1/)]> = gy for
all i # j € {1,..., N}, where ¢;; are complex numbers satisfying |e;;| < 6 for all 4 # j € {1,.., N},

where § is small. Since, under this assumption, all entries of the last column of the matrix (39) are



is small for all 7, thanks to Lemma 2.

— |¢i)(®i|p;]Pi) (i

The above estimates imply the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Consider a mized state of the form Zivzl DiP;s Zfilpi =1, where p, == |wi><wi| are
pure states acting on a Hilbert space of dimension greater than N. Furthermore, assume that the

states {’1/)Z>}z are linearly independent. Then

PSR, sz - Mip,M ZZQI% Z ‘ Dy 1Dk (41)
where
(Wilr)  (Walb) o (Wulw)
(Y2|th1) (alib2) oo (2lbk)
My, = 2det ; ; : (42)
(Ur—1|¥1)  (Yr—1lv2) ... (Yr—1|tw)
(Yilth1) Wila) o (Yulthr)
(Wnl1)  (Wrlhe) oo (Paleo)
(altpr)  (Paltha) ... (Yalthr)

Dy := det , , _ , (43)

(elr)  (Wl2) oo (Prlvr)
Proof. The proof follows directly from Lemma 3 and Lemma 2, and the fact that for ¢ = 1 the
corresponding projector is simply ‘¢i><1/1i’ making the ¢ = 1 term zero. (|

4 Dynamical Monitoring for discrete variables

We have been studying the properties of SBS states as introduced in Definition 2. In the present
section, we will focus on the asymptotic behavior of the time-dependent density operator p, evolving
non-unitarily. If we knew a priori that a certain type of multipartite quantum-mechanical system
behaves objectively as in Definitions 1 and 2, then the states of this system should be SBS-asymptotic

as t — oo, in the following sense.

Definition 6. SBS-asymptotic: We say that time-dependent density operator p, is SBS-asymptotic
whenever

Jim min |5, = pspsl|, = 0 (44)

where the minimum is over SBS states pgpg.
Time evolution may in general be described by an arbitrary time-dependent quantum map. We

will focus on the quantum maps obtained by partial trace from unitary evolution corresponding to

a Hamiltonian specified below.

4.1 Quantum-Measurement Limit

The principal models studied in SBS literature [10][11][12] are of the quantum-measurement limit
type, meaning SBS that arise as t converges to infinity from dynamics generated by Hamiltoni-

ans in which the interaction term between the system S and the environment E dominates, i.e.



H,; = Hyy + Hp + Hg ~ Hpy (here tot means total and int means interaction terms). Such an
approximation is valid when the system and the environments evolve on a time scale that is much
larger than that corresponding to the interactive dynamics; these types of dynamics are central
to the theory of quantum decoherence [9]. In this work, we will furthermore narrow our focus to

interaction Hamiltonians of the von Neumann type [4]

N
Hi =X ® ngﬁk (45)
k=1

The corresponding time evolution operator is thus
A -4 N 3
U, = e~ tX®Y L, 9By (46)

The theory of SBS for discrete variables focuses on the case where Hilbert space of the system S
is finite-dimensional [10][11][12]. In this case, the self-adjoint operator X has purely discrete spec-
trum. Let {|i>}f§1 be the set of eigenvectors of X with z; being the corresponding eigenvalues. B
is assumed to be an arbitrary self-adjoint operator. We shall see that the spectral properties of the

operator B determine whether or not the multipartite states converge to an SBS state.

4.2 Partial Tracing

We consider a quantum system interacting with N macroscopic environments. We assume that

the joint initial state has the product form:
N k
A A No
p=ps®)p (47)
We evolve our total initial state using the evolution operator (46).

s N A N s N A
b, = (e—ztx®zklngk)ﬁS - ®ﬁEk (eti®Zk19kBk)_ (48)
k=1
To study the state of the subsystem formed by the system S and the first Ng environments, we
take the partial trace of the time-evolved density operator over the remaining Mg := N — Ng
environments. The result is,
ds NE &
N LR
> 0TG50 G © ) b i, (49)
i,j=1 k=1

where, again, {’i>}§l;1 are the eigenvectors of X, with corresponding eigenvalues {z;}%5,. Here, we

have use the following notation

Pt = e teanBr B itvaBr (1 — 1 9 Np) (50)
Pt = emiteanBi pB pitzaBr () — 1 9 Np). (51)
oi; = (ilpsli) (52)



() = Tr{pl ) (53)

N
L j.t):= 1 50 (54)
n=Ng+1
We may also write (49) as
Ng X ds Ng .
A AF .. . . N
M(ps© @™ ) =D oG a bl e @ pri, (55)
k=1 ij=1 k=1

where A is a quantum channel (see [2] for a discussion of quantum channels) defined as follows.
M(P) = %0 54(p) (56)

where

02/,5 (A) = €_itX®ZQIZEl ngk (A) eitX®Zkal ngk (57)
acts non-trivially in (% @ @y, #4) and & acts non-trivially only in S(#%) as follows.

ds

&(C) =Y GICIHT G, j, 1)) ] (58)

i,j=1

In words, the trace-preserving quantum map A; is a composition of two trace-preserving quantum
maps %; and &;: a unitary map acting on S and the environmental degrees of freedom that were

not traced out, and a non-unitary map acting locally in S.

5 Monitoring the Process Information Broadcasting by the

System

In [12] the goal was to show that (49) is SBS-asymptotic. For a given ¢ > 0, one can create an
SBS state approximating (49) in the following way. We first restrict the sum of (49) to the diagonal

terms—the terms with ¢ = j. We will use the index "diag" to indicate this:
ds NE &
A s AE* ¢t
pdiag,t = Z O-i|l> <Z| ® ® pml (59)
i=1 k=1

The next step is to choose for every t a PVM acting on the space S(#% ® ®kN:El ) ( Note
that for the case considered in [12], dim(#s) = ds < oo and dim(HApr) = dgr < oo for all k).
To define such a PVM, we use the eigenbasis of the operator X: the elements of the PV M are
|z><z| ® ®kN:El lsfkt where the {|Z><’L‘ }jjl and {lsfk’t}jil U {H — Zfﬁl lsfk’t} resolve the identity
operators in J% and %, respectively. These PVMs are then used to approximate the operator
(49) by an SBS state:

1 & P EF t P AER ¢
Pspsit = 72 <‘J><J‘ ®®Pj ’ )ﬁdiag,t(’j><j’ ®®Pj ’ ) = (60)
j=1 k=1 k=1

10



ds

>l |®®< PEN PP ) (61)

i=1

Here .4 is a normalizing constant and &; := <. One can verify that the operator (61) is indeed an
SBS state as defined in Definition 2. If the trace distance between (49) and (61) approaches 0 as
t — o0, it is indeed the case that (49) is SBS-asymptotic. Namely, if

min [, = Psps,ll, =0 as t = o0 (62)

where for each t the minimization is taken over all projector-valued-measures

ds
LR A Bt
(PP s u{n-> P71 (63)
then
min |6 = Pspsall, =0 as t — o0 (64)
since
nglg Hﬁt - ﬁSBs,tul < 19‘1/1]1\14 HPt ﬁSBs,tHl (65)
An attempt is made in [12] to prove (62) but the argument provided there is incomplete. In what
follows we discuss the bounds presented in [12], as well as propose and prove an alternative bound

for the trace distance in (62).

In [12], the following bound is conjectured for the trace distance in (62).

1
S min ||p, = Pspse|, <T@ +D D /a0, ZF ﬁi ! Afk ) (66)

2 PVM
)

where now, I'(t) = >, Zj;j# |Ui,j|Hiv:NE+1 |%1fj(t)|, and again foj(t) = Tr[ﬁf“;} o =
(i|pg,lj) - This result would allow us to estimate the minimum on the left-hand side of (65),
using the asymptotic properties of I'(¢) and the fidelity factors in (66). This bound would in turn
provide a way to estimate 1 minpov s ||, — ﬁSBS,tHl. As (66) is currently not known to be true,

we will not be using it. Instead, we will use Theorem 3 proven in the previous section.

5.1 A New Bound for the Trace Distance of a Multipartite State and an
Approximating SBS State

In what follows we use an unnormalized version of (60): pyn; = A Psps,- In practice, it is

easier to bound Hﬁt — ﬁPSBS,tHl and then use Lemma 4, stated below, to bound Hﬁt — ﬁSBSﬂer

Lemma 4. For density operators p and &, and constants L > 0, n € [0,1], Hﬁ — 77&”1 < L implies
o 6], <2t

Proof. Using reverse triangle inequality we see that

L= |p—nélly = [Ipllr = gl = 6l = n6 ] =1 -9 (67)

11



furthermore

p—6li=p—n6+n6 -6l <|p—ndl1+nd—&lli < (68)
L+(1-n)|élli=L+Q—-n)<L+L=2L (69)
0

We now prove a preliminary inequality.

16: = Punall, = (70)
ds Ng ds Ne -
> 00T, 5, 1)]i) ] ®®ﬁi,§, =Y aili) ‘|®®Pf oy Pl < (71)
i,j=1 k= i=1 = 1
&s ~EF ¢ N P SEF t AE* tB5EF t NN
S ol |®®pxl S il (B g B HZZUH it J|®®pzl% <
=1 =1 k=1 e
(72)
& AE ot N\ piy SEF t AE* t5EF t & . ~EFt
> el |®® —oili)(ile@Q) P} pr, PP *HZZ%F(W’ J|®®pml,% <
=t k=1 UL
(73)
& N/ piy AE*t piy SER ¢ AE* t8EF ¢ ~EFt
Zal Z><’L|®( pzl ®Pz ,pmiﬁpi ,) +ZZ ‘Ulj Zj? J|®®pzl,mj -
=1 k=1 k=1 AR
(74)
Zal ﬁi & ®Pfk’tﬁik’tf’fk’ +Z Z |oi i T(i, 4, t)] < (75)
i=1 k=1 )
& E’“ AE* tSER ¢
ZZUZ P; p P; +Z Z ‘Uw 0,7t ’ (76)
k=1 i=1 i gijFEi

where in the last step we have used Lemma 1. Using Lemma 4 we conclude that

Ng ds
1 < Z || AE
5113nnHPt Psnsil 1131\1/1]1\14<Z 7P
k=1 i=1

t  BEFtAEFtHER ¢
R S o

> +I(t) (77)

1

N NoL dA (s

L) =%, Zj;_j;éi |06, | T e s 1 |'sz,j(t)|a 'sz,]( ) = Tr[pml mt ]a and oy; = (i|Pg,|j). In (77),
I'(t) is the decoherence term which is independent of the choice of the PVM minimized over. The
decoherence factor is simple to study provided that we are able to compute the traces defining the
terms ) ;(t). The first term in (77) involves a minimization over all PVM for each value of ¢. Rather

than attempting to solve the minimization problem exactly, we will use Theorem 3 to bound (77).

k
To do the latter we assume that the initial states ﬁE are pure; the general case will be considered
k
in Section 6. The purity of ﬁEk implies that the operators ﬁ? & ( using the notation defined in
k
(51)) are pure as well for all i since the evolution (51) is unitary. We will henceforth write pY asa

projector.
k) (st | = B2 (78)

We now use Theorem 3 to estimate the first term (77), obtaining the following theorem.
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Theorem 4. Using the notation introduced earlier in this section so far,

NEds 1—1

§P%1‘1,nMHpt pSBStH1 =3 ZZ oi DE Dk, +F( ) (79)
k=1i=2 s=11""5-1 t
where
(Whelote) (el o (Rhuly)
Whowl)  (Walul) o (B[uk.)
MY, = det : : : (80)
<7/}§—1,t”‘/)11€,t> <7/’§—1,t’7/’l2c,t> ce <¢§—1,t‘w§,t>
(vt Wllvs) o (vl
(hddvte) (efudvl) - (Uhalvly)
DF, = det <w’§,th,t> <7/}§,t"7/}§,t> <w’§,t!w§,t> 1)
(WFevte)  (Whlvs) - (U5 vs)
Theorem 4 is an alternative to corollary 1 of [12] which remains unproven.

6 Mixed Environmental States

The theory we have developed so far considers only the case where ﬁff are pure states for all ¢
and k. In this section, we will provide the analog of Theorem 3 in the case where the environmental
degrees of freedom are finite mixtures of pure states. Using a simpler indexing scheme, consider a
mixed state of the form vazl pip;, where vazl p; = 1 and the p; are all countably-mixed states;
ie. p;, = ZkM:ZI NikP;, where all of the p,; are pure states and Zgﬁl nix = 1. Let us now consider
the QSD problem (Appendix A) of finding

i, St~ M) ®2)

We obtain an upper bound on (82) if we minimize over all PVM instead of all POVM.

Pgl‘l/%ZPZTT{pl zpzMj} < IgrggfzpiTr{ﬁi - Miﬁimf} < (83)
N
min ;pi p; — M p, N (84)
The left-hand side of (83) can be bounded from below using Theorem 1 . Namely,
(NN
52 D> piniF (b)) < H%IZPZ P,p,P (85)

i=1 jij#i

13



Expanding the p; we see that

M; M; mm{]\/fl,]\/f }
F(p;, p;) = F(kaﬁika ankﬁjk) = \/nzkmk\/ pzkvpjk (86)
k=1 k=1

where we have used Theorem 9.7 of [2] in (86). (85) now implies that

N N mln{M JM;}
5 Z Z pipj< V Nik Mk \/ pzk,pjk ) 1n Zpl

i=1 jiji =

—_

zpz

This inequality shows that a necessary condition for fully solving the optimization problem (87) is
that F(ﬁik, ﬁjk) =0 for all 7, j, k where i # j. Otherwise, the minimum is not equal to zero. In the
case where the p, are not mixed states the corresponding condition is ¥ (ﬁi, ﬁj) = 0 for i # j, which
is what we expect for the states studied in this paper. For the case where the g, are finite mixtures
of pure states, one will be required to analyze the fidelities between elements of any two different
mixtures, say p; and p;, in order to determine the discriminability of the mixture Zf;l p;- We will
analyze these types of mixtures in the following.

We will be estimating the right-hand side of (87). Our approach shall be an adaptation of the
methods employed in the proof of Theorem 3 and Lemma 2. Under the assumption that P, are
projectors we will prove a bound that will be useful for the cases where F (ﬁik, ﬁjk) = 0 for all k

when ¢ # j and F (ﬁik, ﬁil) =0 for all ¢ and [ # k are satisfied only approximately.

We begin by noting that

N
if| < mi ik || Pur, — P 88
< S o -

This looks very similar to the PVM QSD problem for pure states considered in the previous two
sections. Note that p;n;x, 1 <7 < N and 1 < k < M;, is a probability distribution, but now each el-
ement of the PVM {131}1 multiplies all elements p;;, of the ith mixture. Following the methods from
the previous section, one might suggest implementing the Gram-Schmidt procedure once more in
order to obtain an orthonormal set of vectors |q§l> However, in this case, the operators p, are mixed
and therefore do not correspond to vectors in the corresponding Hilbert spaces; being able to view

the operators p, as an ensemble of pure states was one of the key assumptions that led to Theorem 3.

We now assume that the P; have the following structure.

M;
P, =Y P, (89)
k=1

In order to guarantee that the Zk 1 Pir is a projector, we will assume that the ranges P, are
orthogonal to each other, k varying from 1 to M;.

Since all of the p,; are pure states, we may apply the Gram-Schmidt process in order to construct
aPVM {lszk }ik. Together withI->", >~ lsik, these operators form a PVM that resolves the identity.

14



N A .
There are ). | M; states p;;, let us now arrange them in a sequence

= (pu o buan P o ban o Pxa e Doy ) (90)

Let us name the sth component of this sequence 7, := ‘§s> <§s ’ Since the cardinality of the sequence
(90) is the same as the cardinality of the set {p;;, }ix, (1 < i < N,1 < k < M,), there exists a bijection
A mapping every pair ik to a unique s and viceversa.

Assuming that the ’§s> form a linearly independent set we apply the Gram-Schmidt process to

obtain the family of orthonormal states

|p1) = |&1) (91)

s—1 N
’¢5 . {’65 Z (bk‘gs ‘¢k }a s € {1a2a---7ZMi} (92)
k=1 =1

were as before o; = H’§1> — 22;11 <¢k“fi>’¢k>H — \/1 _ 22—211 |<¢k‘&.>|2 fori >1and a; = 1
are the respective normalization constants. We have thus constructed a PVM {‘¢S><¢S‘} U {]I —

D os ‘¢S><¢S‘}. Defining ws := p;nik, where s = ///(zk), and letting £ (ik) := i, and & := Po.# !,

we may now rewrite and bound the expression

N M;
Zzp Nik

pzk (93)
i=1 k=1
as follows.
Sefledtel- (X ledted)le)el( D leddal)| = (04)
s J(z)lfy(s) y(z)ljy(s)
> wle)(es] - [o(ocleede o - (3 laal)led el D |¢k><¢k|)‘ < (99)
s Lil#s > kik#s D 1
F()=.7(s) 7 (k)=.7(s)
D s |[€s) (6] =05 ) (5] 65 ) (&5 | 05 ) (@5 +Zws ( > |¢>l><¢z|) & )(& ( > \¢>k><¢>k\)‘ <
) SO (s) ST s

22“3§|<¢k‘§s>|+zws l'; ( k; “¢l><¢l‘fs><fs’¢k><¢k’ 1) (97)

FW=I(s) F(k)=I(s)

DITED (D MG

Ljl#s 5 kik#s 3
F()=F(s) F(k)=(s)

&)

&) (&

s—1
2w [{n ¢>k>\) (98)
s k=1
where we have used Lemma 2 in going from (96) to (97). Using Lemma 3 we may explicitly write
the terms |<q§l‘£s>| as Gram determinants and use these to estimate the efficacy of the PVM built
from (91) and (92). (98) may be further bounded as follows.

(98) <3 we Y. [anlés)] (99)

lil#s >
T ()= (s)

15



As already mentioned, this may be better estimated using Lemma 3. We state the result (98) as a

theorem.

Theorem 5. Consider a mized state of the form zililpiﬁi, Zf;l pi = 1, where p; are countable
miztures of pure states, i.e. p; = Z;I:Ql nzk‘7/}zk><"/)zk| where 21&1 ik = 1. Furthermore, assume
that the set {|1/)zk>}zk is linearly independent. Then

- zpz

i < 1
Igr‘%Isz 17 (100)

22w5§|<¢k]§s>|+2ws Z ( ; <¢l’§s><§s’¢k>|> (101)
T A

Lil#s 5
F(H)=5(s) )

where

&) = |V a(in) ) (102)
and M was defined in the discussion following (90)

|o1) == |&1) (103)

s—1 N
|bs) ::ai{]gé = {r]éa)|on) } se{l,2,.,5:=) M} (104)
s k=1 i=1

and

i—1 i—1
a; = ||&) = D (rl€ o)l = |1 = D [{on|&)2 (105)
k=1 k=1

fori>1 and ay; =1 are the respective normalizing constants.

Proof. The proof follows from the preceding discussion. O

7 How general may the B; be?

We conclude this subsection with the following corollary. The question it sheds light on is: "How
general may the B be and still induce dynamics (55) leading to SBS states?'. Before proceeding

we state the following definition.

Definition 7 (Rajchman Measure:). A finite Borel probability measure u on R is called a Rajchman

measure if it satisfies

lim f(t) =0 (106)

[t]—o0
where (t) := [ e*™@du(x) , teR.

Theorem 6 (The Rajchman Subspace is a Closed Subspace). Let A (let A be in general an un-
bounded operator on a Hs) be a self-adjoint operator acting on some arbitrary Hilbert space S,

then the set of vectors in F€ for which the spectral measure is a Rajchman measure, i.e.
{W tim (w]e~") = =o}, (107)
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is a closed subspace that is invariant under the unitary group efiSA[ ).

Corollary 1 (Sufficient conditions for the convergence to SBS for a broad family of multipartite
states). Consider the setup contained in equations (47) through (55). If for all k, By has a non-
empty Rajchman subspace gk .. ([15]), and ﬁEk is a finite mizture of pure states in S(Hgr ,c),
then Ay (ﬁ) is SBS-asymptotic.

c A 1k A 1k
Proof. Using Theorems 4 and 5, ZkN:El ?il o ’ﬁik’t - Pf ’tﬁik’tPf Il may be estimated using
1
inner products of distinct ‘1/%) ( see (43) and (42)). Furthermore, for all ¢ # j, I'(4,4,t) (54) is a

product of inner products. The inner products featured in both diagonal terms

NE ds k k k k

~EFt  BEFtAEFtHER ¢
E E 0i|| P -P; s P; (108)
k=1 1i=1 1

and the off-diagonal terms ), Z?S#l |oi ;T (4,4, t)| have the structure <1/J|e_imr3k‘¢> with |¢) €
Hr r. which implies the claim (using the fact that the Rajchman subspace is invariant under
e’iSEk‘). O
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8 Conclusions

In this paper, we have analyzed a generic finite-dimensional open system with von Neumann
measurement-type interactions between the central system and the environment. We studied the
SBS-asymptotics of such multipartite systems. Working with pure environment states, we have used
the idea of “self-referencing”, i.e. building from the actual state its SBS version with the help of
Gram-Schmidt procedure. The approach of a state to its SBS limit can be monitored by bounds on
their trace distance. Furthermore, we also derive a version of our condition for mixed environmental
states which we plan to strengthen in the future. Another future direction is the application of our
scheme to the continuous variable case, i.e. to the case where the observable that is tested for being

objectively encoded has a continuous spectrum; e.g. position.
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A Quantum State Discrimination

We define the Quantum State Discrimination optimization problem (QSD) [19] [21] [7] [5] [6]. Let
A be an arbitrary Hilbert space and let S(2 ) be the space of density operators acting in 7.

Given a mixture of density operators,

N
p=> pib; (109)
1=1

where S>N | p; = 1, the theory of QSD aims to find a POVM {M|NI,}K | c B(#) ( K > N) which
resolves the identity operator of B(.#), and minimizes the object below which we will be referring

to as a probability error.
X« N
pe{{pi A} (M}, } o= 1= Y T {Mip, M} (110)
i=1
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