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Quantum fluctuations and noise are fundamental in quantum technologies, affecting computing, sensing,
cryptography, and thermodynamics. These include fluctuations in the variation of energy, charge, and other ob-
servables driven by interactions with lasers, amplifiers, and baths. Despite the precise rules quantum mechanics
provides for measuring observables at single points in time, no standard framework exists for characterizing
the fluctuations of their variations over time. This gap not only makes physical conclusions dependent on the
chosen measurement protocol but also leads to inconsistencies in fluctuation predictions, impacting quantum
technologies. We propose four basic criteria that any consistent measurement of these variations must satisfy,
grounded in conservation laws, the no-signaling principle, and expected constraints on physical realism. We
demonstrate that only one protocol fulfills all these criteria: the two-times quantum observables. This result
enables the extension of key quantum information concepts, such as entanglement, steering, and Bell’s inequal-
ities, to processes rather than instantaneous observables. Beyond resolving ambiguities in quantum fluctuation
measurements, our framework offers a foundation for improved fluctuation control in quantum devices, with
potential applications in quantum computing, metrology, and thermodynamics.

Quantum fluctuations play an increasingly critical role in
emerging devices [1], challenging the performance of quan-
tum computers [2, 3], sensors [4], and cryptographic sys-
tems [5]. Central to control and predict these fluctuations is
the ability to accurately characterize the variation of physical
quantities (VPQs). For instance, in superconducting quantum
computers, minimizing the impact of charge fluctuation is es-
sential for ensuring reliable qubit performance [2, 3]. Like-
wise, in quantum thermodynamics, the statistical characteri-
zation of VPQs, such as variation of energy and particle num-
ber variations, is vital for refining fluctuation theorems and ex-
tending thermodynamic and conservation laws into the quan-
tum realm [1, 6–13]. Remarkably, despite significant advance-
ments, there remains no universal and standard framework for
characterizing the statistics of VPQs in quantum mechanics.

To illustrate this challenge, consider the simple task of de-
scribing the statistics of the variation of a quantum observable
O for an arbitrary system S evolving under unitary dynamics
Ut until an arbitrary time t. Quantum mechanics provides a
standard protocol for measuring O at any time for any given
initial quantum state ρ: by considering the eigenstates |on⟩ of
O, we can define the probability of obtaining a measurement
outcome ok at time t as p(ok, ρ, t) = ⟨ok |UtρU†t |ok⟩. p(ok, ρ, t)
fully characterizes the statistics of O at any given time. On the
other hand, quantum mechanics provides no standard method
for calculating the statistics of the variation of O over the in-
terval [0, t]. This is because the variation of O is a quantity
non-local in time, and it is unclear how to measure it without
the measurement itself disturbing it. For instance, a common
approach to measure such variations is the two-point measure-
ment (TPM) protocol [12–17] (see Fig 1. for a theoretical ex-
ample in trapped ions). Based on TPM, the system S, initially
in state ρ, undergoes a projective measurement of O at t = 0,
yielding an outcome on. After being measured, the system
evolves under Ut until t, where a second measurement of O
is done resulting in om (See the top of Figs. 1a and 1b). The
variation ∆omn = om − on is computed for this arbitrary run,

and repeating this protocol many times allows us to construct
the probability of the variation of O of having any arbitrary
value.

Although intuitive, the TPM approach has several draw-
backs. Perhaps the most important one is that the initial mea-
surement collapses any superpositions in ρ with respect to the
eigenbasis of O. This can lead TPM to fail to respect conser-
vation laws [15, 16, 19], as demonstrated in Fig. 1 and the
“Methods” section. These and other limitations [20, 21] have
prompted the development of alternative methodologies for
describing the statistics of VPQs, including the well-known
full-counting statistics [22], quasi-probabilities [23], Gaus-
sian pointers [24], and two-time observables [19–21, 25–27],
among others [16]. These approaches, however, often produce
conflicting results, raising critical concerns for both founda-
tional physics and practical applications. Indeed, because
they provide contradictory predictions, it is unclear which
approach, if any, accurately reflects the underlying physics.
Also, in the absence of a standardized protocol, physical con-
clusions risk being influenced more by the measurement pro-
cedure chosen itself than by the process under investigation
(e.g., the example in Fig. 1). Furthermore, the lack of a reli-
able standard has critical implications for quantum technolo-
gies. Predictions must be accurate and consistent across di-
verse scenarios to ensure quantum devices’ functionality and
resource efficiency–faulty or overly demanding predictions
can undermine their practical feasibility.

Without a universally accepted standard methodology,
grounding protocols in fundamental principles of physics of-
fers a clear and reliable criterion to ensure their consistency
and applicability across diverse scenarios [10, 15, 20, 28–
30]. Motivated by this, we propose four fundamental prop-
erties that any consistent protocol for measuring VPQs should
satisfy ensuring conservation laws, the no-signaling principle,
and expected constraints on physical realism. By assuming
these criteria, we prove that there is a unique measurement
protocol able to meet all principles simultaneously: the two-
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FIG. 1. Violation of energy conservation in TPM protocol. The system Ω consists of a trapped Ca+ ion model inspired in the Ref. [18].
The total energy of the system is H = HHO + He. HHO = ℏω(N + 1/2) ⊗ 1s is the energy related with the center of mass (CM). The position of
the CM is coupled to the spin of a covalent electron (red arrow) through a spin-dependent optical dipole force (ODF), with a coupling energy
approximately He ≈ ℏ(ωz/2 + ∆S kSWX/2) ⊗ σz [18]. One round of the TPM measurement of the variations of HHO and He are represented in
the above part of figures a and b, respectively. After collecting the results of many rounds of experiments, we represent in the lower graphs
the two highest values of the probabilities pTPM(z,Hi,Uτ, ρ) of the energies Hi ∈ {HHO,He} of varying z during the evolution Uτ for the initial
state ρ. Energy conservation requires the increase of HHO to be equal to the decrease of He. However, a and b reveal that TPM predicts HHO

to be less likely to increase by ℏω than He to decrease by −ℏω, violating energy conservation. The calculations are done in the “Methods”
section, considering an initial state ρ = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+|, with N |0⟩ = 0 |0⟩ and σz |+⟩ = |+⟩, and parameters: ω

1.4 =
∆S
2.73 =

ωz
13 = 2π MHz,

kSW = 2π/(280 nm), and m = 6.68 × 10−26 kg. The interval considered to compute the variation is [0, τ], where τ = π/ω.

times quantum observable protocol [19–21, 25–27]. This pro-
tocol can thus serve as the necessary standard measurement
protocol to compute VPQs.

In our framework, we consider a general system Ω, com-
prising arbitrary subsystems, prepared in an arbitrary quan-
tum state ρ acting on a Hilbert spaceH . Ω evolves from time
0 to t under an arbitrary unitary operator U, with a countable
eigenbasis. We focus on describing the measurement of the
variation of a specific part of the total energy of the whole
system Ω, described by a time-independent Hermitian opera-
tor H1 acting on H (see examples in Fig. 2). Our framework
and results, however, readily extend to the variation of any
other quantum observable, such as particle number, momen-
tum, or angular momentum.

We first clarify what we mean by a measurement protocol.
In quantum mechanics, measurements can be generally de-
scribed by positive operator-valued measures (POVMs) [31–
33]. Following this perspective, we define a measure-
ment protocol M [15] to measure the variation of any ar-
bitrary energy operator H1 under an arbitrary evolution U.
For the protocol M and for each (H1,U) pair, the set
M(H1,U) = {M(z,H1,U)} defines a POVM whose opera-
tors satisfy

∫ ∞
−∞ dzM(z,H1,U) = 1 and M(z,H1,U) ≥ 0. In

this framework, the probability density of observing a varia-

tion z of H1 under U is ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ], for
the initial state ρ. By the POVM properties, it follows that∫ ∞
−∞ dz℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = 1 and ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) ≥ 0. This approach

aims to keep the protocol as general as possible, so that M
applies universally.

An important example of a measurement protocol is the
two-times observables (OBS) protocol, denoted byMOBS. This
protocol operates as follows: for any given energy operator H1
and unitary evolution U over time t, the variation of energy is
defined by the two-time quantum observable [19–21]:

∆(H1,U) = U†H1U − H1, (1)

representing the difference between the Heisenberg picture
operators U†H1U and H1 at times t and 0. ∆(H1,U) is a
Hermitian operator, with eigenvalues {δ j(H1,U)} and corre-
sponding eigenvectors {|δ j(H1,U)⟩}, as expressed in the de-
composition ∆(H1,U) =

∑
j δ j(H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δ j(H1,U)|.

The probability of finding a specific eigenvalue δ j(H1,U)
is p j(H1,U, ρ) = Tr[P j(H1,U)ρ], where P j(H1,U) =

|δ j(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δ j(H1,U)| and ρ is the initial state. Ac-
cordingly, the OBS protocol MOBS is defined by POVMs
MOBS(H1,U) = {MOBS(z,H1,U)}, where each element is given
by MOBS(z,H1,U) =

∑
j δ

D[z − δ j(H1,U)]P j(H1,U), and δD is
the Dirac’s delta [19–21]. Consequently, the probability den-
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FIG. 2. Illustration of some possible scenarios within our frame-
work. (a) A general subsystem S with energy HS ⊗ 1E interacting
through an interaction term VS E with an environment E, whose en-
ergy is 1S ⊗ HE . This is the common scenario in deriving quantum
open system evolution equations. The total energy of Ω composed
of S and E is given by H = HS ⊗ 1E + 1S ⊗ HE + VS E , and the
quantity of interest is the variation of H1 = HS ⊗ 1E . (b) Quan-
tum computing scenario, where each qubit i has energy Hqi. The
unitary evolution is determined by gate operations U1, U2, and U3,
rather than by exp[−iHt/ℏ], where H is the sum of qubit energies.
The quantity of interest is the variation of H1, which can be re-
stricted, for example, to the change of the last two qubit energies
(green bracket and arrow). (c) Many-body system scenario, where
the evolution follows exp[−iHt/ℏ], with the total energy described
by H =

∑
i ℏ∆ini +

∑
i j Vi j. The quantity of interest is the variation

of H1,where H1 = ℏ∆knk is the energy localized at one of the chain
sites. (d) Two interacting particles, with kinetic energies K1 and K2,
coupled through a position-dependent potential V(X2 − X1). The to-
tal energy is H = K1 + K2 + V(X2 − X1) and the evolution is unitary
U = exp[−iHt/ℏ]. The quantity of interest can be the variation of
H1 = K1. These examples are just some among infinitely many pos-
sibilities for H1, U and systems Ω.

sity

℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ) = Tr[MOBS(z,H1,U)ρ] (2)

provides the likelihood of measuring a variation of H1 equal to
z under evolution U. An illustration of how the OBS protocol
can be considered for a trapped ion system is provided in Fig.
3.

Another widely-used example is TPM protocol MTPM,
briefly described in the introduction. For any (H1,U) pair,
we define [14, 15] MTPM(H1,U) = {MTPM(z,H1,U)}, where
MTPM(z,H1,U) =

∑
jk δ

D[z − (e j − ek)]| ⟨e j|U |ek⟩ |2 |ek⟩ ⟨ek |,
with |e j⟩ and |ek⟩ eigenvectors of H1 having eigenvalues e j

and ek, respectively. The probability density is thus given by
℘TPM(z,H1,U, ρ) = Tr[MTPM(z,H1,U)ρ].

We now define the four fundamental conditions that we ex-
pect any consistent protocol M for measuring energy varia-
tions to satisfy.

1. Conservation laws: For any preparation ρ, unitary
evolution U, and energy operators H1 and H2 repre-
senting parts of the energy of any system Ω, if [H1 +

H2,U] = 0, then, for any z, Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ] =
℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = ℘(−z,H2,U, ρ) = Tr[M(−z,H2,U)ρ].

FIG. 3. Schematic implementation of the OBS protocol for the
trapped Ca+ ion system described in Fig. 1. The variation of
the center-of-mass energy, H1 = HHO ⊗ 1s = ℏω(N + 1/2) ⊗ 1s,
is inferred entirely from measurements of X ⊗ σz, an observable that
commutes with ∆(H1,U), with U = Uτ. This highlights how OBS
protocol can be applied via commuting observables. We consider an
initial preparation ρ = |α,−⟩ ⟨α,−|, where |α⟩ is the coherent state
and σz |−⟩ = − |−⟩. The left graph below the scheme shows the ex-
pected probability distribution ℘(x̄, ρ) of measuring X ⊗ σz at time
0 and finding x̄ = kSW x for the dimensionless position. Eq. (2) to-
gether with ℘(x̄, ρ) can be used to obtain the OBS probability distri-
bution ℘OBS(z̄,H1,U, ρ) for the dimensionless variation z̄ = z/ℏω (see
“Methods” section). ℘OBS(z̄,H1,U, ρ) is shown in the right graph as
a normalized Gaussian centered at ⟨∆(H1,U)⟩ /(ℏω), with variance
σ∆(H1 ,U)/ℏω =

√
⟨∆2(H1,U)⟩ − ⟨∆(H1,U)⟩2/ℏω.

In other words, if the sum of energies H1 + H2 is con-
served under U, then the probability of H1 of increas-
ing an amount z must equal the probability of H2 of
decreasing the same amount. This condition ensures
that conservation laws hold at the level of probability
distributions instead of just on average. In light of the
Wigner-Araki-Yanase (WAY) theorem [6, 7], it is in-
teresting to note that this condition allows for the pos-
sibility that the measurement process may, in specific
rounds, disturb the subsystem’s energy or even not be
repeatable. However, even with such single-shot distur-
bances, we assume that conservation laws remain pre-
served, ensuring no statistically detectable violation in
the energy balance (see Fig. 4a).

2. Reality: Consider any system Ω, operator H1 and evo-
lution U. If the initial state is ρ = |e⟩ ⟨e| such that |e⟩ is
an eigenvector of both H1 and U†H1U with respective
eigenvalues e and ϵ, then the POVM must result in the
probabilities ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = δD[z− (ϵ − e)] for this spe-
cific ρ = |e⟩ ⟨e|. In other words, if H1 is well-defined (or
real, in an EPR-sense [34]) at both the start and end of
the process, the variation should be precisely the differ-
ence between the initial and final eigenvalues (see Fig.
4b).

3. Independence of the initial state: For any system Ω,
operators H1, and evolution operators U, the elements
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FIG. 4. Schematic illustration of the four key conditions for a
consistent measurement protocol of VPQs. (a) Energy Conserva-
tion (Condition 1): If [H1+H2,U] = 0, the total energy H1+H2 must
be conserved. This means the measurement protocolsM(H1,U) and
M(H2,U) should satisfy the relation ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = ℘(−z,H2,U, ρ)
for the same initial state ρ. (b) Reality Condition (Condition 2): If
the whole system is in an eigenstate of the energy H1 at times 0 and t,
with eigenvalues e and ϵ, the measurement distribution for the vari-
ation of H1 should collapse to a delta function δD[z − (ϵ − e)], re-
flecting a well-defined energy difference. (c) Independence of the
state (Condition 3): The measurement protocol must not depend on
the initial state ρ, ensuring that the apparatus is set independently
of prior knowledge about the system. (d) No-signaling (Condition
4): The measurement protocol must ensure that a local evolution U′

on one part of a bipartite system does not affect the energy variation
statistics of H1 in the other part, preserving the no-signaling principle
during the evolution U ⊗ U′.

of the POVM M(z,H1,U) must not depend on the initial
state ρ. This condition is generally satisfied in quantum
mechanics [31–33] and ensures that the measurement
apparatus is not adjusted based on the initial prepara-
tion of the system [10, 15, 16, 20] (see Fig. 4c). No-
tably, this condition is equivalent to requiring that the
elements {M(z,H1,U)} of the POVMM(H1,U) are lin-
ear with respect to ρ [15].

4. No-signaling: Consider a system Ω evolving under an
arbitrary bipartide unitary evolution U ⊗ U′ acting on
a bipartide Hilbert space H = H ⊗ H ′. For any such
system and every energy operator H1 ⊗ 1H ′ acting lo-
cally on H , M is such that its POVM elements satisfy
M(z,H1⊗1H ′ ,U⊗U′) = M(z,H1,U)⊗1H ′ for every z.
In other words, local statistics of H1 should remain un-
affected by changes (U′) in another subspace, ensuring
that no statistically detectable information is transmit-
ted between different subspaces via the measurement
process [35, 36] (see Fig. 4d). This condition should be
crucial in setups where additional auxiliary subsystems
are introduced to assist measurements [24, 37].

A measurement protocol that satisfies all four conditions (1-4)
is referred to as an CRIN protocol. We are now in position to
establish the main result of our work:

Result 1. The OBS protocol is the only protocol that satisfies
the CRIN conditions.

The proof of this result is presented in the “Methods”
section and further detailed in the Supplementary Material
(SM) [38]. Importantly, the result is not confined to energy
variations–it extends to the variation of any quantum observ-
able, such as linear and angular momentum, or particle num-
ber. Additionally, we demonstrate in the SM that the re-
sult holds for explicitly time-dependent observables, with the
CRIN conditions appropriately adapted for such cases. This
broad applicability highlights the universal relevance of the
OBS protocol in quantum mechanics.

The implications of result 1 offer valuable insights. First,
because OBS is the only CRIN protocol, in order to measure
variations in energy, charge, particle position, or other observ-
ables in quantum devices, then we must treat these variations
as two-time observables. Any deviation from the OBS pro-
tocol leads to the violation of at least one of the CRIN con-
ditions. For example, as shown in Fig. 1, the TPM protocol
fails to satisfy condition 1, implying that energy conservation
is not statistically preserved.

Interestingly, since the statistical framework for two-time
observables mirrors that of conventional “one-time” quantum
observables, the CRIN conditions naturally extend standard
quantum phenomena to two-time observables. For instance,
by assuming the CRIN conditions, entanglement, steering, or
quantum superposition can be considered within the scope of
two-time quantum observables (see Refs. [19, 21] for a dis-
cussion). Furthermore, we can deduce a two-time uncertainty
relation for any initial state ρ [19]:

σ∆(H j ,U)(σU†H jU + σH j
) ≥ | ⟨[U†H jU,H j]⟩ |, (3)

where j ∈ {1, 2}, σO =
√
⟨O2⟩ − ⟨O⟩2 is the variance of an

observable O and ⟨O⟩ = Tr[Oρ] its expectation value. Re-
markably, this leads to scenarios where the variation ∆(H j,U)
can become perfectly defined (i.e., σ∆(H j ,U) → 0), even when
the individual energies H j at 0 and U†H jU at t cannot be com-
pletely determinate (i.e., σU†H jU + σH j

→ ∞). The trapped ion
example in Fig. 5 illustrates this behavior.

As demonstrated in Fig. 3, the OBS protocol is derived by
measuring an observable commuting with ∆(H1,U), allow-
ing us to explicitly determine ℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ). However, in
many experimental scenarios, direct measurements of certain
quantities are impractical, and instead, indirect measurement
schemes employing auxiliary probes are used [17, 37]. A nat-
ural question arises: can the same ℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ) be obtained
through the use of a probe to measure the energy? Our second
key result addresses this challenge:

Result 2. For any U, H1 acting on H , and eigenstate
|δi(H1,U)⟩ of ∆(H1,U), there exists a unitary U′ acting on
an auxiliary Hilbert spaceH ′, an additional Hamiltonian H2
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FIG. 5. The role of commutation in Eq. (3) for the trapped Ca+
ion system. (a) For H1 = HHO, we plot the probabilities ⟨n,−| ρ |n,−⟩
(blue squares) and ⟨n,−|UρU† |n,−⟩ (red circles) of the energy H1

being En = (n+1/2)ℏω at t = 0 and t = τ. The inset zooms into 395 ≤
n ≤ 405, where small differences in the distributions cause small dif-
ferences in the averages ⟨U†H1U⟩ − ⟨H1⟩ = ⟨∆(H1,U)⟩ correspond
to the center of the normal distribution in Fig. 3. The variation of H1

has relatively low fluctuations, with σ∆(H1 ,U) ≈ 0.243ℏω. However,
the uncertainties σH1 ≈ σU†H1U ≈ |ℑ(α)|ℏω = 20ℏω are large, consis-
tent with the lower bound in Eq. (3), | ⟨[U†H1U,H1]⟩ | ≈ 9.707ℏ2ω2.
(b) The probabilities distributions of finding H2 = H − H1 = He

with the dimensionless value ē = e/(ℏω) at t = 0 (solid blue
line) and t = τ (dashed red line) show low fluctuations. Here,
[U†H2U,H2] = 0, allowing for σH2 = σU†H2U ≈ 0.121ℏω and
σ∆(H2 ,U) ≈ σ∆(H1 ,U) ≈ 0.243ℏω. Although the absolute value of the
energy variation is the same in both panels, the energy fluctuations in
a are significantly larger than in b. This difference is consistent with
Eq. (3): in a, the commutator [U†H1U,H1] , 0 is non-zero, while
in b, [U†H2U,H2] = 0. Notice that the figures illustrate that energy
differences in H1 are more readily discernible when measuring H2

compared to H1, supplementing Result 2.

acting onH ⊗H ′, and a vector |v⟩ ∈ H ′ such that:

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (4)
H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (5)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = E′i |δi(H1,U), v⟩ ,(6)

where |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩, and Ei and E′i = Ei −
δi(H1,U) are real numbers.

The proof of this result is outlined in the “Methods” section
and detailed in the SM [38].

Result 2 reveals a significant insight into the interplay be-
tween the OBS protocol and the CRIN conditions, as exam-
plified in Fig. 3. When employing directly the OBS protocol
for an energy operator H1 without considering result 2, the
measurement process projects the system into an eigenstate
|δi(H1,U)⟩, with the variation of energy inferred as δi(H1,U).
However, the variation δi(H1,U) is not directly measured. In-
stead, the protocol relies on measuring an auxiliary observ-
able O∆ that commutes with ∆(H1,U), as illustrated in Fig.
3. Considering result 2, an alternative perspective is offered,
enabling a way to indirectly obtain the OBS statistics for
∆(H1,U) by means of a probe, while adhering to the CRIN
conditions. Specifically, Result 2 guarantees the existence of a
probe related with an auxiliary Hamiltonian H2 and dynamics
U′ such that the total energy H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2 is conserved un-
der U ⊗ U′. Moreover, once the combined state |δi(H1,U), v⟩
is prepared, it has well-defined values for H2 at both times

0 and t, enabling the variation of H2 to be precisely deter-
mined as −δi(H1,U). By considering CRIN conditions 2 and
3, one can infer that the variation of H2 is −δi(H1,U) with
100% certainty (when disregarding practical experimental dis-
turbances). Furthermore, conditions 1 and 4 ensure that this
conclusion remains valid, as the conservation of H1⊗1H ′+H2
enforces the same probability for H1 to vary by δi(H1,U).
This result applies universally to any observable O1 and O2
by substituting H1,H2 → O1,O2 in Result 2. While it may
not always be practically feasible to design an experiment that
implements the auxiliary Hamiltonian H2 and unitary opera-
tor U′ described in Result 2, there are scenarios where the
result can be directly applied. One case of this class of exam-
ples is the trapped ion case illustrated in Figs. 1, 3, and 5, as
described in the SM [38].

To conclude, we have shown that the OBS protocol is
unique in complying with the CRIN principles. Given the fun-
damental nature of these principles, we expect them to be ful-
filled by any POVM protocol aiming to measure VPQs. In this
sense, our results provide strong support for considering the
OBS protocol as a standard for measuring variation of quan-
tum observables.

Looking forward, several promising directions emerge. For
instance, our findings open intriguing directions for exploring
the observable properties of two-time observables. Can Bell’s
inequalities applied to two-time observables reveal new in-
sights for quantum cryptography protocols or uncover deeper
aspects of quantum nonlocality? How does this framework
connect with relativity principles? Moreover, could entan-
glement and other quantum correlations enhance the capabil-
ities of quantum machines when applied to processes rather
than instantaneous (one-time) observables? Since the OBS
protocol is the only measurement scheme consistent with the
CRIN conditions, these questions are not merely speculative,
as they emerge naturally within a physically framework con-
sistent with the CRIN conditions.

Another avenue is to apply the OBS protocol in quantum
computing platforms [2, 3, 39], to gain insights into charge
fluctuations and energy dissipation in quantum processors. Is
it possible to approximate to eigenstates like |δi(H1,U)⟩ with
virtually no fluctuation in currents or energy variation in quan-
tum devices? Our framework also opens new possibilities for
advancing measurement techniques in complex quantum sys-
tems. For instance, using Result 2, we demonstrated that at-
taching an auxiliary system governed by H2 and U′ can en-
able indirect measurement of variations of observables within
a specific system. This approach could be extended to quan-
tum many-body systems [40], where adding few extra degrees
of freedom and leveraging conservation laws could provide in-
sights into highly nontrivial observables. Moreover, our find-
ings invite deeper questions about conservation laws and mea-
surement precision. For example, the WAY theorem [6, 7]
implies a fundamental tradeoff between energy conservation
and the precise measurement of non-commuting observables.
Could an auxiliary system be introduced, as in result 2, to
restore energy conservation (by means of condition 1) while
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enabling precise measurements?
It is important to remark that our framework is grounded in

a universal perspective, with an open quantum system (OQS)
part of a larger, closed universe treated as a special case (see
Fig. 2a). Adapting the OBS protocol to account for scenarios
involving noise and environmental interactions, perhaps us-
ing the adjoint Lindblad generator [41], is a necessary step.
Within this line of research, we are currently investigating the
relation between the statistics of variation of observables and
the lack of detailed balance at equilibrium (nonreciprocity)
and persistent quantum currents [50].

METHODS

Proof of result 1

We begin by proving that the OBS protocol is a CRIN pro-
tocol.

First, since the POVMMOBS(H1,U) does not depend on the
initial state ρ for any pair (H1,U), the condition 3 is satis-
fied. Second, for two energy operators H1 and H2 conserved
under evolution U (i.e., [H1 + H2,U] = 0), it follows that
∆(H1,U) = −∆(H2,U). This implies the eigenvectors of both
operators coincide, |δ j(H1,U)⟩ = |δ j(H2,U)⟩, with eigenval-
ues related by δ j(H1,U) = −δ j(H2,U). Consequently, for
any z, MOBS(z,H1,U) = MOBS(−z,H2,U), ensuring condition 1.
Third, if ρ1 = |e1⟩ ⟨e1| is an eigenstate of both H1 and U†H1U,
with eigenvalues e1 and ϵ1, then |e1⟩ is also an eigenstate of
∆(H1,U) with eigenvalue ϵ1 − e1. Thus, the probability distri-
bution ℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ1) = δD[z−(ϵ1−e1)] satisfies condition 2.
At last, for a bipartite system Ω evolving under U ⊗U′ acting
on a Hilbert spaceH⊗H ′, the local operator H1⊗1H ′ evolves
as ∆(H1 ⊗1H ′ ,U ⊗U′) =

∑
j δ j(H1,U)P∆j (H1,U)⊗1H ′ . This

ensures that MOBS(z,H1 ⊗ 12,U ⊗U′) = MOBS(z,H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ ,
fulfilling condition 4. MOBS is indeed a CRIN protocol.

The final and most crucial task is to prove that the OBS pro-
tocol is the only one satisfying the CRIN conditions. Specifi-
cally, we aim to demonstrate that for any CRIN protocol M′,
and any H1 and U, any element M′(z,H1,U) of the POVM
M
′(H1,U) satisfy

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U), (7)

for all z. To this end, consider an arbitrary CRIN protocolM′.
For simplicity, assume arbitrary H1 and U such that ∆(H1,U)
is diagonal in a discrete non-degenerate basis {|δi(H1,U)⟩}.
The general cases are addressed similarly in the SM [38]. We
first establish that

⟨δi(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δi(H1,U)⟩ = δD[z − δi(H1,U)] =
= ⟨δi(H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δi(H1,U)⟩ ,

(8)
for all elements {|δi(H1,U)⟩} of the eigenbasis. To prove this,
consider operators U′ and H2 acting on H ′ and H ⊗ H ′, re-

spectively, along with a vector |v⟩ ∈ H ′, such that:

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (9)
H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (10)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = E′i |δi(H1,U), v⟩ ,(11)

where E′i = Ei − δi(H1,U). By Result 2, the existence of such
H2, U′, and |v⟩ is guaranteed. Since M′ is CRIN, Conditions
1 and 3 imply for U ⊗ U′ in Eq. (9) and all z that (see section
IC of the SM [38])

M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′). (12)

Moreover, considering Condition 4, we obtain

M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(z,H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ . (13)

Considering the initial state ρi = |δi(H1,U), v⟩ ⟨δi(H1,U), v|
and condition 2, we obtain for any arbitrary z′:

Tr[M′(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′)ρi] = δD[z′ + δi(H1,U)]. (14)

Substituting z′ → −z, we have:

Tr[M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′)ρi] = δD[z − δi(H1,U)]. (15)

Combining Eqs. (12), (13), and (15), we obtain Eq. (8). This
deduction is valid for arbitrary H1, U, z, and |δi(H1,U)⟩,
demonstrating Eq. (8) for any CRIN protocol M′(z,H1,U).

Next, we prove that for any element M′(z,H1,U) of an
CRIN protocolM′ and for all i , j,

⟨δi(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ = 0 =
= ⟨δi(H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ . (16)

To show this, first note that M′(z,H1,U) is Hermitian, non-
negative, and can be diagonalized in a discrete basis {|w j⟩}
(for the case of a continuous basis, see the SM [38]),
such that M′(z,H1,U) =

∑
j w j |w j⟩ ⟨w j|, with w j ≥ 0.

Since {|δi(H1,U)⟩} spans the Hilbert space H , each |w j⟩ can
be expressed as |w j⟩ = ∑

k γ jk |δk(H1,U)⟩, where γ jk =

⟨δk(H1,U)|w j⟩. As a result, we can write:

M′(z,H1,U) =
∑

j,k w j|γ jk |2 |δk(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk(H1,U)|+
+

∑
j,k,k′ w jγ

∗
jk′γ jk |δk(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk′ (H1,U)| . (17)

Two and only two cases arise: either there exists k̄ such that
z = δk̄(H1,U), or z , δk(H1,U) for all k.

Case 1: z = δk̄(H1,U). From Eq. (8),
⟨δk(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk(H1,U)⟩ = 0 for all k , k̄.
Eq. (17) thus implies that

∑
j w j|γ jk |2 = 0 for all k , k̄. Since

w j ≥ 0, we must have w jγ jk = 0 for all k , k̄. Consequently,
all off-diagonal terms in Eq. (17) vanish, proving Eq. (16) for
all i , j.

Case 2: z , δk(H1,U) for all k. Eq. (8) implies
⟨δk(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk(H1,U)⟩ = 0 for all k. From
Eq. (17), this leads to

∑
j w j|γ jk |2 = 0 for all k, and hence

w jγ jk = 0. Thus, the off-diagonal terms vanish, and Eq. (16)
holds for all i , j.
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Combining Eq. (8) with Eq. (16), we find that
for all i and j, ⟨δi(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ =

⟨δi(H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩. Thus, M′(z,H1,U) =
MOBS(z,H1,U) for all z, H1, and U. Therefore, any CRIN pro-
tocol M′ must coincide with the OBS protocol MOBS, com-
pleting the proof.

Outline of the proof of result 2

Since U is unitary and diagonalizable by a countable eigen-
basis {|ui⟩}, we assume that for every basis element |ui⟩, the
relations U |ui⟩ = ui |ui⟩ and ui = eiθi hold, where θi ∈ R. The
set of all θi is referred to asΘ = {θi}. Based on Lemma 1 in the
SM [38], we show that for any such U and associated Θ, we
can define a U′ acting on a Hilbert space H ′ with countable
basis {|u′i⟩} satisfying the following condition: (U) Each basis
element |u′i⟩ satisfies U′ |u′i⟩ = u′i |u′i⟩, where u′i = eiθ′i and θ′i
is real. The set of all θ′i associated with {|u′i⟩} is denoted by
Θ′ = {θ′i } and is countably infinite set. Also, for any indexes
m, k, and j, if θ′j ∈ Θ′ and θm, θk ∈ Θ, there exists infinitely
many θ′l ∈ Θ′ such that θm + θ

′
j = θk + θ

′
l mod 2π.

Considering U′ that satisfy (U), we are interested in con-
struct H2 that satisfy Eq. (4), whose components with respect
to the basis |ui, u′k⟩ can be written as

⟨um, u j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, ul⟩ =
= (ei(θk+θ

′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j))((H1)mkδ

jl + (H2) jl
mk) = 0.

(18)

We considered the notation ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ = (H1)mk,
⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ = (H2) jl

mk and δ jl = ⟨u′j|1H ′ |u′l⟩. The
subindexes and superindexes refer, respectively, to the com-
ponents of the basis of U and U′. As a result of property (U),
it follows that for any m, k and j, there exist at least one l such
that (ei(θk+θ

′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0. For these cases, we can consider

(H2) jl
mk as any arbitrary value and still the relation Eq. (18)

holds. Therefore, we can define free complex variables h jl
mk

and assume the components of H2 to be

(H2) jl
mk = h jl

mk if (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0

(H2) jl
mk = −(H1)mkδ

jl if (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) , 0

(19)

for either the indexes k = m and l ≥ j, or the indexes k > m
and any l. For the other indexes, we define

(H2) jl
mk = [(H2)l j

km]∗. (20)

By taking into account that H1 is hermitian, these two equa-
tions guarantees that H2 is hermitian and satisfies Eq.(4) (see
Lemma 2 of the SM [38] for more details). Therefore, we as-
sume from this point on that H2 is defined by Eqs. (19) and
(20) and all we need to do to prove the rest of the result is to
characterize h jl

mk such that Eqs. (5) and (6) are satisfied.
We begin by considering Eq. (5) and then show that H2,

satisfying Eqs. (5) and (4), also satisfies Eq. (6). For this,
let |v⟩ ∈ H ′ be a state whose components β j = ⟨u′j|v⟩ satisfy

ℜ(β j) , 0 and ℑ(β j) , 0, i.e. non-vanishing real and imagi-
nary parts. As shown in Lemma 3 of the SM [38], it is always
possible to define such a |v⟩. We analyze how to define the
free variables h jl

mk in Eq. (19) so that Eq. (5) is satisfied. For
this, consider the components of Eq. (5) in the basis |um, u′j⟩:

Eiαmiβ j =
∑

k,l

(H2) jl
mkαkiβl, (21)

where αmi = ⟨um|δi(H1,U)⟩. Defining the set Nm j of all pairs
{k, l} satisfying (ei(θk+θ

′
l )−ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0, we can rewrite Eq. (21),

using Eqs. (19) and (20), as:

Eiαmiβ j = −
∑

{k,l}<Nm j

(H1)mkδ
jlαkiβl +

∑

{k,l}∈Nm j

h jl
mkαkiβl. (22)

By property (U), there always exists at least one pair {k, l}
where αki , 0 andNm j is non-empty. Thus, for each m and j,
at least one free variable h jl

mk is available. In the section IIIB
of the SM [38] we demonstrate that h jl

mk can always be tuned
to ensure Eq. (22) holds for any αmi, m, j, Ei, and (H1)mk,
proving Eq. (5) for any U, H1, and |δi(H1,U)⟩.

To complete the proof, we show that the same H2 and |v⟩ ∈
H ′ satisfying Eqs. (4) and (5) also satisfy Eq. (6). Applying
U† ⊗ U

′† to both sides of Eq. (4), we obtain:

∆(H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ = −∆(H2,U ⊗ U′). (23)

Since ∆(H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = δi(H1,U) |δi(H1,U), v⟩,
Eq. (23) implies: [(U†⊗U

′†)H2(U ⊗U′)−H2] |δi(H1,U), v⟩ =
−δi(H1,U) |δi(H1,U), v⟩. Using the fact that H2 satisfies
Eq. (5) and the relation (U†⊗U

′†)H2(U⊗U′) = H2+∆(H2,U⊗
U′), we deduce: (U† ⊗ U

′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = (Ei −
δi(H1,U)) |δi(H1,U), v⟩, completing the proof.

Example: Trapped ion

The trapped ion system considered throughout the main
text is similar to that in Ref. [18]. The total Hamiltonian is
H = HHO +He. HHO =

P2

2m ⊗1s +
mω2X2

2 ⊗1s = ℏω(N + 1/2)⊗1s

represents the center-of-mass energy of a Ca+ ion, and He ≈
ℏ(ωz/2 + ∆S kSWX/2) ⊗ σz describes the coupling between the
ion’s center-of-mass position and the spin of its covalent elec-
tron for small displacements, mediated by an optical dipole
force (see Fig. 1). The system evolves in isolation under
Ut = exp(−itH/ℏ) until time t. Since [H, σz] = [X, σz] =
[P, σz] = 0, then Ut = U′t exp[−it(ℏωzσz − mω2a2)/2ℏ],
where we defined U′t = exp(−itH′/ℏ), H′ = P2/(2m) ⊗ 1s +

mω2/2 (X ⊗ 1s + a(1CM ⊗ σz))2, and a = (ℏ∆S kSW)/(2mω2).
Defining X′ = X ⊗1s + a(1CM ⊗σz), we find that [X′, P] = iℏ1
and [X′, X] = 0. Given the Heisenberg evolution of any op-
erator O(t) = U†t OUt [42], it follows that X′(t) = U

′†
t X′U′t

and P(t) = U
′†
t (P ⊗ 1s)U′t . Differentiating these expressions

with respect to t results in ∂tX′(t) = P(t)/m and ∂tP(t) =
−mω2X′(t). These solve to X′(t) = X′(0) cos(ωt)+ P(0)

mω sin(ωt)
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and P(t) = −mωX′(0) sin(ωt) + P(0) cos(ωt), with initial con-
ditions X′(0) = X ⊗ 1s + a(1CM ⊗ σz) and P(0) = P ⊗ 1s.
For τ = π/ω, we find: X′(τ) = −X ⊗ 1s − a(1CM ⊗ σz),
P(τ) = −P ⊗ 1s. Considering these expressions, we obtain:

HHO(τ) = HHO + ∆(HHO,Uτ), (24)
He(τ) = He + ∆(He,Uτ), (25)
∆(HHO,Uτ) = ℏ∆S kSW (X ⊗ σz + a) = −∆(He,Uτ). (26)

Therefore, [∆(HHO,Uτ),HHO] = [HHO(τ),HHO] = i2ℏω2aP ⊗
σz, [∆(He,Uτ),He] = [He(τ),He] = [∆(HHO,Uτ), X ⊗ σz] =
−[∆(He,Uτ), X ⊗ σz] = 0. Moreover, it follows that

∆(HHO,Uτ) |x,±⟩ = δx,± |δx,±⟩ = −∆(He,Uτ) |x,±⟩ (27)

where δx,± = ℏ∆S kSW(±x + a) and |δx,±⟩ = |x,±⟩. We are now
ready to compute all results in Figs. 1, 3, and 5.

Calculations for the Fig.1

In Fig. 1, we compute the TPM statistics for the varia-
tion of HHO and He for a preparation ρ = |0,+⟩ ⟨0,+|, where
N |0⟩ = 0 |0⟩ and σz |+⟩ = |+⟩. Let us first consider the
TPM applied to the energy He (Fig. 1b). In this case, we can
use a result similar to Ref. [13] to show that if [He(τ),He] =
0, ℘TPM(z,He,Uτ, ρ) = ℘OBS(z,He,Uτ, ρ) (see section V of
the SM [38]). Thus, it suffices ℘OBS(z,He,Uτ, ρ) to describe
℘TPM(z,He,Uτ, ρ). Using Eq. (27) and the OBS definition, we
find:

MOBS(z,He,Uτ) =
∑

s∈{+,−}

∫ ∞

−∞
dxδD[z − δx,s(He,Uτ)]Px,s, (28)

where Px,s = |x, s⟩ ⟨x, s| and the sum
∑

s∈{+,−} runs over the
two possible values of s = ±. Substituting MOBS(z,He,Uτ) into
Eq. (2) and simplifying using Eq. (27), we find:

℘OBS(z,He,Uτ, ρ) = 1
ℏ∆S kSW

| ⟨−a − z
ℏ∆S kSW

|0⟩ |2, (29)

where ⟨−a − z
ℏ∆S kSW

|0⟩ corresponds to ⟨x|0⟩, with x → −a −
z

ℏ∆S kSW
. For the ground state |0⟩, we have:

| ⟨x|0⟩ |2 = N(x, 0, σ2), (30)

where σ ≡ √ℏ/(2mω) and, from now on, we consider

N(y, yc, σ
2
y) =

1
(
2πσ2

y

)1/2 exp
− (y − yc)2

2σ2
y

 (31)

as a normal distribution of variable y, with mean yc and
variance σ2

y. Substituting Eq. (30) into Eq. (29), and
noting that ℘TPM(z,He,Uτ, ρ) = ℘OBS(z,He,Uτ, ρ), we find:
℘TPM(z,He,Uτ, ρ) = N(z, za, σ

2
z ), where za = −ℏ∆S kSWa

and σz = ℏ∆S kSWσ. Finally, we compute the probabil-
ity pTPM(−nℏω,He,Uτ, ρ) B

∫
I−n

dz℘TPM(z,He,Uτ, ρ) of He of
varying by an amount z in intervals I−n = [−(n+1/2)ℏω,−(n−

1/2)ℏω]. Figure 1b shows pTPM(−nℏω,He,Uτ, ρ) for n = 0 and
n = 1.

Next, we use the main text expression for
TPM protocol and Refs. [14, 15, 19, 20] to find:
℘TPM(z,HHO ⊗ 1s,Uτ, ρ) =

∑∞
m,n=0

∑
r,s∈{+,−} δD[z − (em,r −

en,s)]| ⟨m, r|Uτ |n, s⟩ |2 ⟨n, s| ρ |n, s⟩, where
∑

r,s∈{+,−} sums
over r, s ∈ {+,−}, and |n, s⟩ are eigenvectors of HHO

satisfying HHO |n,±⟩ = en,± |n,±⟩ = ℏω(n + 1/2) |n,±⟩.
Since [Uτ, σz] = 0 and ⟨n, s| ρ |n, s⟩ = 1 for
n = 0 and s = +, and 0 otherwise, it follows:
℘TPM(z,HHO,Uτ, ρ) =

∑∞
m=0 δ

D[z − (em,+ − e0,+)]| ⟨m|U+τ |0⟩ |2,
where U+τ = ⟨+|Uτ |+⟩ = e−iθτ exp

[
− iτ
ℏ

(
P2

2m +
mω2

2 X2
+

)]
,

X+ = ⟨+| X′ |+⟩ = X + a, and θτ =
ℏωzt
2ℏ − mω2a2t

2ℏ .
Analogously, pTPM(nℏω,HHO,Uτ, ρ) B∫

I+n
dz℘TPM(z,HHO,Uτ, ρ) = | ⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ |2 is the probability of

HHO varying in intervals I+n = [(n − 1/2)ℏω, (n + 1/2)ℏω]. We
derive | ⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ |2 analytically, but leave its details to the SM
[38]. In Fig. 1, we show pTPM(nℏω,HHO,Uτ, ρ) for n = 0 and
n = 1.

Calculations for the Fig. 3 and 5

For Figs. 3 and 5, we consider an initial state ρ =
|α,−⟩ ⟨α,−|, where

|α⟩ = e−|α|
2/2

∞∑

n=0

αn

√
n!
|n⟩ , (32)

is the coherent state [43] and σz |−⟩ = − |−⟩. For Fig. 3, we
compute the OBS distribution:

℘OBS(z,HHO,Uτ, ρ) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dxδD[z − δx,−]| ⟨x|α⟩ |2. (33)

Using the coherent state probability | ⟨x|α⟩ |2 =

N(x, ⟨α| X |α⟩ , σ2
X), with ⟨α| X |α⟩ =

√
2ℏ/(mω)ℜ(α)

and σX =
√
ℏ/(2mω) [43], and introducing the di-

mensionless position x̄ = kSW x, we get the probability
℘(x̄, ρ) = N(x̄, kSW ⟨α| X |α⟩ , k2

SWσ
2
X) of the center of mass of

the ion to be found at dimensionless position x̄ when initially
prepared in the state ρ. The left-hand side of Fig. 3 shows this
result.

For the right-hand side of Fig. 3, we compute
℘OBS(z̄,HHO,Uτ, ρ) with respect to the dimensionless variation
z̄ = z/(ℏω). Substituting | ⟨x|α⟩ |2 = N(x, ⟨α| X |α⟩ , σ2

X) into
Eq. (33), we find: ℘OBS(z̄,HHO,Uτ, ρ) = N(x, z̄α, σ2

z̄ ), where
z̄α = − 2mω2a⟨α|X|α⟩

ℏ
+

2mω|a|2
ℏ

and σz̄ =
2mωaσX
ℏ

. The right-hand
side of Fig. 3 displays ℘OBS(z̄,HHO,Uτ, ρ), with parameters as
described in the figure.

For Fig. 5, we compute the Heisenberg two-time
uncertainty relations for HHO using Eqs. (24) and
(26), and the coherent state properties from [43] to

obtain: σz̄ B σ∆(HHO,Uτ)/(ℏω) =

√
ℏ∆2

S k2
S W/ω

3,

σHHO(π/ω)/(ℏω) =
√

(ℜ(α) − σz̄)2 + ℑ2(α), σHHO/(ℏω) = |α|,
and | ⟨[HHO(π/ω),HHO(0)]⟩ |/(ℏ2ω2) = 2σz̄ℑ(α).
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Finally, we compute the probabilities for Fig. 5 for mea-
surements of HHO(π/ω) and HHO(0). At t = 0, HHO(0) |n,−⟩ =
ℏω(n + 1/2) |n,−⟩, and the probability p(n,HHO(0)) is:
p(n,HHO(0)) = | ⟨n,−|α,−⟩ |2 = e−|α|

2 |α|2n

n! . At t = τ, we show
in the SM [38] that p(n,HHO(τ)) = e−|α

′ |2 |α′ |2n

n! , where α′ =
[ℜ(α) − 2a

√
mω/(2ℏ)] + iℑ(α). Fig. 5(a) shows p(n,HHO(0))

(blue squares) and p(n,HHO(τ)) (red circles).
For the probability distribution ℘(ē,He(t)) of He at t =

0 and t = τ, using Eqs. (24) and (26), we com-
pute: ℘(ē,He(0)) = N(ē, (ℏω)−1 ⟨He(0)⟩ , (ℏω)−2σ2

He
) and

℘(ē,He(τ)) = N(ē, (ℏω)−1 ⟨He(τ)⟩ , (ℏω)−2σ2
He

), where σHe =

ℏ∆S kSWσX/2, ⟨He(0)⟩ = −(ℏ/2)(ωz − ∆S kSW ⟨α| X |α⟩), and
⟨He(τ)⟩ = (ℏ/2)(−ωz +∆S kSW(⟨α| X |α⟩ − 2a)). Fig. 5(b) shows
℘(ē,He(0)) (blue solid line) and ℘(ē,He(τ)) (red dashed line).
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I. PRELIMINARIES

Before presenting the main results and derivations of the paper, we introduce key formalities and preliminary results that will
be essential throughout this Supplemental Material (SM). We primarily consider the same systems discussed in the main text.
Specifically, we analyze a general quantum system, Ω, composed of arbitrary subsystems, under minimal assumptions: Ω is
initially prepared in an arbitrary quantum state ρ in a Hilbert space H and evolves from time 0 to t under an arbitrary unitary
operator U, which has a countable eigenbasis. Our focus is on the measurement of the variation of a part of the total energy of
Ω, represented by a time-independent Hermitian operator H1 acting onH (see Fig. 2 for examples).

A. General two-time observables

In the Methods section of the main text, we presented Result 1 under the assumption that the variation observable ∆(H1,U)
is diagonalizable in a discrete, countable and non-degenerate basis. Here, in this SM, we extend our analysis to cases where
∆(H1,U) may exhibit degeneracy and/or possess a continuous spectrum. In this subsection, we outline key details related to
these more general scenarios.

1. Degenerate observables

We first consider the case where ∆(H1,U) is degenerate but still diagonalizable in a discrete, countable basis. For this, we
assume the existence of a basis |δ j

i (H1,U)⟩ such that

∆(H1,U) |δ j
i (H1,U)⟩ = δi(H1,U) |δ j

i (H1,U)⟩ (1)

where j ∈ 1, 2, 3, . . . , g(i), meaning that each eigenvalue δi(H1,U) has a degeneracy g(i). This implies that the basis vectors
satisfy the orthonormality condition

⟨δ j′
i′ (H1,U)|δ j

i (H1,U)⟩ = δK
ii′δ

K
j j′ , (2)

where δK
ii′ and δK

j j′ are Kronecker’s delta, and that the operator

Pi(H1,U) =
∑

j

|δ j
i (H1,U)⟩ ⟨δ j

i (H1,U)| (3)

is a projector onto the subspace Ei associated with the eigenvalue δi(H1,U) [1]. We can then express ∆(H1,U) in terms of these
projectors as

∆(H1,U) =
∑

i

δi(H1,U)Pi(H1,U). (4)

Using this decomposition, we define the OBS protocol POVM MOBS(H1,U) for a given energy operator H1 and evolution U in
terms of the operators

MOBS(z,H1,U) =
∑

i

δD[z − δi(H1,U)]Pi(H1,U). (5)

where δD is the Dirac’s delta. Notice that the case where ∆(H1,U) has no degeneracies is simply a special case where g(i) = 1
and Pi(H1,U) = |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δi(H1,U)| for all i.

2. Continuous observables

The next step is to describe cases where ∆(H1,U) has a continuous spectrum. Although the unitary operator U remains
diagonalizable in a discrete, countable basis, it is possible that not only ∆(H1,U) but also the energy operators H1 or U†H1U
exhibit continuous spectra.

When ∆(H1,U) has a continuous spectrum, we introduce the projectors |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y| dw, dy, which satisfy

∆(H1,U) |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y| dw, dy = w(H1,U) |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y| dw, dy, (6)
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allowing us to express ∆(H1,U) in the spectral decomposition

∆(H1,U) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dww(H1,U) Pw(H1,U) (7)

where the projectors onto the eigenspaces associated with w(H1,U) are given by

Pw(H1,U) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dy |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y| . (8)

Here, we assume a general case where each eigenvalue w(H1,U) has an uncountable degeneracy. However, degeneracy may also
be discrete, in which case

Pw(H1,U) =
g(w)∑

y=1

|w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y| , (9)

where g(w) denotes the degeneracy of each eigenvalue w(H1,U). If there is no degeneracy, the projectors reduce to

Pw(H1,U) = |w(H1,U)⟩ ⟨w(H1,U)| . (10)

With this continuous formulation of ∆(H1,U), we define the OBS POVM for H1 and U as

MOBS(z,H1,U) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dw δD[z − w(H1,U)]Pw(H1,U) = Pz(H1,U) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dy |z, y⟩ ⟨z, y| , (11)

where |z, y⟩ is an eigenvector of ∆(H1,U) with eigenvalue z, satisfying ∆(H1,U) |z, y⟩ = z |z, y⟩.
To extend our analysis to cases where H1 or U†H1U have continuous spectra, we need to adapt the CRIN conditions ac-

cordingly. While Conditions 1, 3, and 4 remain well-defined for both discrete and continuous spectra, Condition 2 (the Reality
Condition) is not generally well-posed in the continuous case.

To illustrate this issue, consider an energy operator H1 that is diagonalized in a continuous and unbounded basis, such as He

in the main text. In such a scenario, there may exist an eigenvector |e⟩ satisfying

H1 |e⟩ = e |e⟩ and U†H1U |e⟩ = ϵe |e⟩ (12)

but |e⟩ is not normalizable. In this case, Condition 2 becomes ill-defined, as no normalized state ρ can simultaneously assign
a well-defined energy value at both times. This raises the question: how should Condition 2 be adapted to accommodate such
continuous scenarios?

To address this question, we first analyze the role of the Reality Condition in shaping the operator M(z,H1,U) in the discrete
case. In this setting, if a normalized state |e⟩ is an eigenvector of both H1 and U†H1U with respective eigenvalues e and ϵe, then
it must also be an eigenstate |δk

j(H1,U)⟩ of ∆(H1,U) with eigenvalue δ j(H1,U) = ϵe − e. Consequently, the Reality Condition
imposes the constraint:

⟨δk
j(H1,U)|M(z,H1,U) |δk

j(H1,U)⟩ = δD[z − δk
j(H1,U)]. (13)

This implies that any M(z,H1,U) satisfying the Reality Condition must take the form:

M(z,H1,U) = δD[z − δk
j(H1,U)] |δk

j(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk
j(H1,U)| + Mn(z) (14)

where Mn(z) is a Hermitian operator that satisfies ⟨δk
j(H1,U)|Mn(z) |δk

j(H1,U)⟩ = 0.
Now, let us examine the continuous case. As in the discrete scenario, if Eq. (12) holds, then |e⟩ must also be an eigenstate of
∆(H1,U). Given that ∆(H1,U) has a continuous and potentially degenerate spectrum, as described in Eq. (7), the state |e⟩ must
take the form |we, ye⟩, where we = ϵe − e represents the eigenvalue of ∆(H1,U), and ye is a real parameter accounting for the
degeneracy.

We cannot simply assume for the continuous case that ⟨we, ye|M(z,H1,U) |we, ye⟩ = δD(z−we), since |we, ye⟩ is not normalized.
However, we can adapt the reasoning from Eq. (14). Intuitively, given that |we, ye⟩ is an eigenstate of both H1 and U†H1U, we
can assume:

M(z,H1,U) = δD(z − we) |we, ye⟩ ⟨we, ye| dwdy + M′n(z) = |z, ye⟩ ⟨z, ye| dwdy + M′n(z) for z = we (15)

where dwdy ⟨we, ye|M′n(z) |we, ye⟩ dwdy = 0. This means that M(z,H1,U) has its diagonal element |we, ye⟩ ⟨we, ye| dwdy defined
as δD(z − we), while the remaining terms, represented by M′n(z), are arbitrary but must have a vanishing diagonal component.
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Since the differentials dw and dy are not rigorously defined, expressing the reality condition in the form of Eq. (15) lacks
precision. To formalize this further, we assume that there exist two open intervals Iwe and Iye with bounded lengths dwe =

∫
Iwe

dw

and dye =
∫

Iye
dy, such that:

M(z,H1,U) =
∫

Iye

dy |z, y⟩ ⟨z, y| + Mnd(z), for z = we (16)

where Mnd(z) is Hermitian and satisfies:

⟨w(H1,U), y|Mnd(z) |w′(H1,U), y′⟩ = 0, for all w, w′, y, y′ such that w, w′ ∈ Iwe and y, y′ ∈ Iye . (17)

By defining M(z,H1,U) as in Eqs. (16) and (17), we ensure that the reality condition is well-defined for the continuous case. To
see this, consider an arbitrary normalized state:

|ψ⟩ =
∫

I1

dw
∫

I2

dy |w(H1,U), y⟩ψ(w(H1,U), y), (18)

where ψ(w(H1,U), y) = ⟨w(H1,U), y|ψ⟩ and I1 and I2 are real intervals. If I1 and/or I2 do not contain we and ye, respectively, then
the reality condition implemented via Eq. (16) imposes no restriction on ⟨ψ|M(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩. However, if I1 ⊂ Iw and I2 ⊂ Iy,
meaning they contain we and ye, respectively, then:

⟨ψ|M(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩ =
∫

I2

dy|ψ(z, y)|2. (19)

which leads to:

⟨ψ|
∫

I1

dzM(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩ = 1. (20)

This implies that whenever the state |ψ⟩ is within the resolution range Iwe and Iye , i.e., sufficiently close to an eigenstate of H1
and U†H1U, its variation of energy is necessarily confined to the interval Iwe around we.

We thus assume that Eqs. (16) and (17) will be taken to define the continuous analogue of the reality condition. Formally we
then impose that:

• Reality condition for the continuous case: For any system Ω, operators H1, evolution U, if there is an eigenvector
|we, ye⟩ of ∆(H1,U), such that H1 |we, ye⟩ = e |we, ye⟩, U†H1U |we, ye⟩ = ϵe |we, ye⟩, and ∆(H1,U) |we, ye⟩ = we |we, ye⟩ =
(ϵe − e) |we, ye⟩ then there are intervals Iwe and Iye with bounded lengths such that the operators {M(z,H1,U)} satisfy Eqs.
(16) and (17).

B. Some formalities regarding POVMs

Throughout the main text, we expressed the POVM elements as M(z,H1,U), ensuring that they satisfy
∫ ∞
−∞ M(z,H1,U)dz = 1

and M(z,H1,U) ≥ 0. For an initial state ρ, the probability density was defined as ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ]. However,
for continuous variables, POVM elements are not strictly defined as M(z,H1,U). This notation is adopted throughout the main
text and this SM for simplicity, but here we clarify its formal basis.

When considering energy variation as a continuous variable z, POVMs are formally defined as operatorsM(I,H1,U) acting
on open intervals I ⊂ R such that:

Tr[M(I,H1,U)ρ] = P(I,H1,U, ρ) (21)

where P(I,H1,U, ρ) gives the probability that the energy variation falls within I. POVMs must satisfyM((−∞,∞),H1,U) = 1
(as energy variation can take any real value) andM(I,H1,U) ≥ 0 for all I ⊂ R.

The probability density function ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) is thus defined as dP/dz (see page 54 of Ref. [2]), allowing us to express:

P(I,H1,U, ρ) =
∫

I
dz℘(z,H1,U, ρ). (22)

A key concept in measure theory [2, 3] is that of “almost everywhere in z” (z-a.e.), meaning a statement holds for all z ∈ R
except on subsets I0 of measure zero, i.e., open intervals I0 such that

∫

I0

dz = 0. (23)
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Two probability density functions ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) and ℘′(z,H1,U, ρ) are equivalent if ℘ = ℘′ z-a.e. (see pages 35 and 116 of [3]),
meaning they yield the same probabilities for any interval I:

∫

I
dz℘(z,H1,U, ρ) =

∫

I
dz℘′(z,H1,U, ρ). (24)

For example, if ℘(z0,H1,U, ρ) , ℘′(z0,H1,U, ρ) for a single point z0 but ℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = ℘′(z,H1,U, ρ) everywhere else, they
still define the same probability distribution since a single point has zero measure.

Similarly, it is common to define a “density operator” M(z,H1,U) for POVM elements:

M(I,H1,U) =
∫

I
dz M(z,H1,U). (25)

This allows Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ] to represent the probability density. In both this SM and the main text, we referred to M(z,H1,U)
as POVM elements in M(H1,U) for simplicity. Formally, they are not exactly elements of a POVM set, and they are defined
by the POVM mapM(I,H1,U) in Eq. (21) (see [4, 5] for rigorous POVM definitions). The crucial point for our proofs is the
equivalence relation: if M′(z,H1,U) = M(z,H1,U) z-a.e., they define the same POVMM(I,H1,U) for all interval of measure
nonzero I ⊂ R, since:

M(I,H1,U) =
∫

I
dz M(z,H1,U) =

∫

I
dz M′(z,H1,U). (26)

Thus, to prove that two POVMsM(I,H1,U) andM′(I,H1,U) are identical for all I ⊂ R, it suffices to show:

M′(z,H1,U) = M(z,H1,U) z-a.e. (27)

This formalism will be essential in extending the proof of Result 1 in this SM.

C. Condition 1 and 3 imply [H1 + H2,U] = 0 =⇒ M(z,H1,U) = M(−z,H2,U)

In this section we show that for every POVMM satisfying condition 1 and 3, it follows that M(z,H1,U) = M(−z,H2,U). To
prove this result, we first notice that, by Condition 1, whenever [H1 + H2,U] = 0, the following relation holds for any initial
state ρ:

℘(z,H1,U, ρ) = Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ] = Tr[M(−z,H2,U)ρ] = ℘(−z,H2,U, ρ) (28)

This leads to two possible scenarios:

(i) M(z,H1,U) and M(−z,H2,U) act on a Hilbert spaceH with countable basis {|i⟩}, or

(ii) M(z,H1,U) and M(−z,H2,U) act on a Hilbert spaceH with continuous basis.

We consider both cases:

• Case (i): In this scenario, M(z,H1,U) and M(−z,H2,U) can only differ if there exist basis elements | j⟩ and |k⟩ in {|i⟩} such
that

⟨ j|M(z,H1,U) |k⟩ , ⟨ j|M(−z,H2,U) |k⟩ . (29)

However, this contradicts Eq. (28) in all possible cases. To see why, consider the following two scenarios:

– Case k = j: If Eq. (29) holds for k = j, then by Condition 3, M(z,H1,U) and M(−z,H2,U) must be independent of
ρ, meaning we can freely choose ρ while still satisfying Eq. (28). Setting ρ = | j⟩ ⟨ j|, we obtain:

Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ] = ⟨ j|M(z,H1,U) | j⟩ , ⟨ j|M(−z,H2,U) | j⟩ = Tr[M(−z,H2,U)ρ]. (30)

This directly contradicts Eq. (28).

– Case k , j: Suppose Eq. (29) holds for some k , j, so that we define the difference:

Φ jk = ⟨ j|M(z,H1,U) |k⟩ − ⟨ j|M(−z,H2,U) |k⟩ , (31)
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where |Φ jk | , 0. By Condition 3, we can consider any state ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| without altering M(z,H1,U) or M(−z,H2,U).
Choosing

|ψ⟩ = a | j⟩ + b |k⟩
|a|2 + |b|2 , (32)

where a = 1 and b = Φ∗jk (i.e., the conjugate of Φ jk), we compute:

Tr[M(z,H1,U)ρ] − Tr[M(−z,H2,U)ρ] =
ab∗Φ∗jk + a∗bΦ jk

|a|2 + |b|2 =
|Φ jk |2 + |Φ jk |2

1 + |Φ jk |2 > 0, (33)

which contradicts Eq. (28).

Given that we consider arbitrary j and k, it follows that for all j and k it cannot be the case in which Eq. (29) holds. As a
result, we conclude:

M(z,H1,U) = M(−z,H2,U). (34)

• Case (ii): Since the spaceH cannot be described by a countable basis, we consider arbitrary projectors |y⟩ ⟨y| dy, with dy
real, so that any operator A acting onH can be written as:

A =
" ∞

−∞
dy dy′ |y⟩ ⟨y| A |y′⟩ ⟨y′| . (35)

Assuming that M(z,H1,U) , M(−z,H2,U), and given that M(z,H1,U) acts on and has its image in a space dense in
L2(−∞,∞) (i.e., the space of normalizable measurable functions defined by the 2-norm that is bounded. See Section 3.2
of [2]), then there must exist states |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ such that

⟨ϕ| (M(z,H1,U) − M(−z,H2,U)) |ψ⟩ , 0. (36)

Thus, there must be intervals I1 and I2 with nonzero measure, i.e.,
∫

I1
dy , 0 and

∫
I2

dy , 0, such that

|ψ1⟩ =
∫

I1
dy |y⟩ψ(y)

√∫
I1

dy|ψ(y)|2
, |ϕ1⟩ =

∫
I2

dy |y⟩ ϕ(y)
√∫

I2
dy|ϕ(y)|2

, (37)

and

Φ̄ B ⟨ϕ1|DM(z) |ψ1⟩ =
∫

I2

dy
∫

I1

dy′ϕ∗1(y) ⟨y|DM(z) |y′⟩ψ1(y′) , 0, (38)

where we define, for simplicity, DM(z) = M(z,H1,U) − M(−z,H2,U), as well as ⟨y|ψ1⟩ = ψ1(y) and ⟨y|ϕ1⟩ = ϕ1(y), with
|Φ̄| > 0. If, instead, Eq. (38) does not hold for all nonzero measure intervals I1 and I2, then we obtain

⟨ϕ|DM(z) |ψ⟩ = ⟨ϕ| (M(z,H1,U) − M(−z,H2,U)) |ψ⟩ = 0, (39)

which contradicts our initial assumption in Eq. (36). There are only two possible cases: either (ii)a I1 ∩ I2 , ∅ or (ii)b
I1 ∩ I2 = ∅. We analyze both scenarios, demonstrating that assuming ⟨ϕ1| (M(z,H1,U)−M(−z,H2,U)) |ψ1⟩ , 0 leads to a
contradiction:

– Case (ii)a: Suppose first that I1 = I2. In this case, we consider the state ρψ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|, where

|ψ⟩ = a |ψ1⟩ + b |ϕ1⟩
|a|2 + |b|2 (40)

with a and b being complex numbers. By Condition 3, it follows that

⟨ψ1|DM(z) |ψ1⟩ = ⟨ϕ1|DM(z) |ϕ1⟩ = 0, (41)

which, considering that both M(z,H1,U) and M(−z,H2,U) are Hermitian, results in

Tr[DM(z)ρψ] =
a∗bΦ̄∗ + ab∗Φ̄
|a|2 + |b|2 . (42)
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Choosing a = 1 and b = Φ̄, we obtain

Tr[DM(z)ρψ] =
2|Φ̄|2

1 + |Φ̄|2 > 0, (43)

which contradicts Condition 3 and Eq. (28). Therefore, Eq. (38) cannot hold for I1 = I2.
Next, consider the case where I1 ∩ I2 = I′3. We define the intervals I′1 = I1 \ I′3 and I′2 = I2 \ I′3, where B \ A denotes
the complement of A with respect to B. Thus, there is no intersection between {I′1, I′2, I′3}. It must then follow that

Φ jk =

∫

I′j

dy
∫

I′k

dy′ϕ∗1(y) ⟨y|DM(z) |y′⟩ψ1(y′) , 0, (44)

must hold for some j , k, with j ∈ {2, 3} and k ∈ {1, 3}. If this were not the case, then, considering the argument that∫
I′j

dy
∫

I′j
dy′ϕ∗1(y) ⟨y|DM(z) |y′⟩ψ1(y′) = 0, Eq. (38) could not hold without the existence of j , k such that Eq. (44)

is valid. Therefore, for the indices j , k for which Eq. (44) holds, we define the state ρ jk = |ψ jk⟩ ⟨ψ jk | such that

|ψ jk⟩ =
a |ψk⟩ + b |ψ j⟩
|a|2 + |b|2 , (45)

with a = 1, b = Φ∗jk, and

|ψ j⟩ =
∫

I′j
|y⟩ ϕ1(y)dy

√∫
I′j
|ϕ1(y)|2dy

, |ψk⟩ =
∫

I′k
dyψ1(y)

√∫
I′k
|ψ1(y)|2dy

. (46)

By Condition 3, ⟨ψk |DM(z) |ψk⟩ = ⟨ψ j|DM(z) |ψ j⟩, leading to

Tr[DM(z)ρ jk] =
|Φ̄ jk |2 + |Φ̄ jk |2√
N′jN

′
k(1 + |Φ̄ jk |2)

> 0, (47)

contradicting Eq. (28).
– Case (ii)b: The proof follows analogously by substituting I′j → I1, I′k → I2, |ψ j⟩ → |ϕ1⟩, and |ψk⟩ → |ψ1⟩ in

Eqs. (44)-(47).

By considering the only possibilities (ii)a and (ii)b for the continuous case (ii), we showed that there can be no intervals
I1 and I2 such that Eq. (38) holds, and, therefore, it cannot be true that M(z,H1,U) , M(−z,H2,U).

Since for the only possible cases (i) and (ii), M(z,H1,U) = M(−z,H2,U), then we can only conclude that conditions 1 and 3
together with [H1 + H2,U] = 0 imply M(z,H1,U) = M(−z,H2,U).

II. COMPLETION OF RESULT 1: DEGENERACIES AND CONTINUOUS BASIS

For the proof of Result 1 in the Methods section of the main text, we demonstrated that the OBS protocol satisfies the
CRIN conditions for any energy operator H1 and unitary evolution U. This proof holds independently of whether ∆(H1,U) has
degeneracies or a continuous spectrum. However, to establish that the OBS protocol is the only CRIN protocol, we considered the
case where ∆(H1,U) has a discrete, non-degenerate basis. Here, we extend this proof by employing the formalism introduced
in the Preliminaries section, completing the proof of Result 1 for cases where ∆(H1,U) exhibits degeneracies and/or has a
continuous spectrum.

A. Discrete degeneracies

To prove that the OBS protocol is the only CRIN protocol when ∆(H1,U) have discrete basis with degeneracies, we consider
∆(H1,U) as in Eq. (4), diagonalized by a basis {|δ j

i (H1,U)⟩}. Similar to the non-degenerate case, we aim here to demonstrate
that for any CRIN protocolM′, and any H1 and U, the POVMM′(H1,U) should coincide with the OBS protocolMOBS(H1,U).
For that, as we discussed in the section IB of this SM, is enough for us to prove that

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U), z-a.e.. (48)
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Proving this relation establishes that there is no CRIN protocolM′ such thatM′(H1,U) ,MOBS(H1,U), completing the proof.
To this end, consider an arbitrary CRIN protocolM′. We first establish that, becauseM′ is CRIN, then it follows:

⟨δk
i (H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk

i (H1,U)⟩ = δD[z − δi(H1,U)] = ⟨δk
i (H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δk

i (H1,U)⟩ , (49)

for all elements {|δk
i (H1,U)⟩} of the eigenbasis. To prove this, we consider similar arguments as in the non-degenerate case.

Consider operators U′ and H2 acting onH ′ andH ⊗H ′, respectively, along with a vector |v⟩ ∈ H ′, such that:

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (50)
H2 |δk

i (H1,U), v⟩ = Ek
i |δk

i (H1,U), v⟩ , (51)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = E

′k
i |δk

i (H1,U), v⟩ , (52)

where E
′k
i = Ek

i − δi(H1,U). By Result 2, the existence of such H2, U′, and |v⟩ is guaranteed. Since M′ satisfies all CRIN
conditions for all arbitrary energy and evolution operators, Conditions 1, 3 and 4 (Conservation Laws, Independent of the initial
state, No-Signaling) imply the following for the evolution U ⊗ U′ in Eq. (50) (see section IC of this SM):

M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′), (53)
M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(z,H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ . (54)

Additionally, using the Reality Condition (Condition 2), we can consider the initial state ρi = |δi(H1,U), v⟩ ⟨δi(H1,U), v|, which
is an eigenstate of (U† ⊗U

′†)H2(U ⊗U′) and H2 with eigenvalues E
′k
i and Ek

i , respectively. For any arbitrary z′, we then deduce:

Tr[M′(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′)ρi] = δD[z′ + δi(H1,U)]. (55)

Substituting z′ → −z, we have:

Tr[M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′)ρi] = δD[z − δi(H1,U)]. (56)

Combining Eqs. (53), (54), (56), and the fact thatM′ is state independent (according to the condition of Independence on state),
we obtain Eq. (49). This deduction is valid for arbitrary z, and |δi(H1,U)⟩, demonstrating Eq. (49) for any CRIN protocol
M′(z,H1,U).

Our next goal is to prove that for any element M′(z,H1,U) of an CRIN protocolM′, it follows that

⟨δk
i (H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk′

j (H1,U)⟩ = 0 = ⟨δk
i (H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δk′

j (H1,U)⟩ . z-a.e. (57)

for either i , j and any k and k′ or for i = j and k , k′. To show this, first note that M′(z,H1,U) is Hermitian, non-negative, and
can be diagonalized as M′(z,H1,U) =

∫ ∞
−∞ w(z) |w(z)⟩ ⟨w(z)| dw, with w(z) ≥ 0. Notice that here we considered the continuous

basis |w(z)⟩ ⟨w(z)| dw seeking generality but we could consider the discrete in a similar way as in the main text. As a result, we
get:

M′(z,H1,U) =
∫

dw
∑

ik w(z)|γik(z, w)|2 |δk
i (H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk

i (H1,U)|+
+

∫
dw

∑
i,k,k′ w(z)γ∗ik′ (z, w)γik(z, w) |δk

i (H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk′
i (H1,U)| +

∫
dw

∑
i,i′,k,k′ w(z)γ∗i′k′ (z, w)γik(z, w) |δk

i (H1,U)⟩ ⟨δk′
i′ (H1,U)| .

(58)
where the integrals are over (−∞,∞) and γik(z, w) = ⟨δk

i (H1,U)|w(z)⟩. Two and only two cases arise: either (1) z , δi(H1,U) for
all i or (2) there exists j such that z = δ j(H1,U). Let us consider both cases:

Case (1): In this case, Eq. (49) implies ⟨δk
i (H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk

i (H1,U)⟩ = 0 for all i and k. From Eq. (58) and the fact that
w(z) ≥ 0, leads to

∫
dww(z)|γik(z, w)|2 = 0 for all i and k, and hence

∫
I dww(z)γik(z, w) =

∫
I dww(z)γ∗ik(z, w) = 0 for any interval I

of measure non-zero. Thus, all the off-diagonal terms of M′(z,H1,U) with respect to the basis {|δk
i (H1,U)⟩} vanish, and Eq. (57)

holds for all i , j and k and k′ and all i = j with k , k′.
Case 2: In this case, from Eq. (49), ⟨δk

i (H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk
i (H1,U)⟩ = 0 for all j , i. From Eq. (58), this implies∫

dww(z)|γik(z, w)|2 = 0 for all i , j and all k. Since w(z) ≥ 0 and real, we must have
∫

I dww(z)γik(z, w) =
∫

I dww(z)γ∗ik(z, w) = 0
for any non-empty interval I, for all i , j and all k. Consequently, Eq. (57) holds for all i , j and any k and k′. All left is to prove
that for i = j and k , k′, Eq. (57) also holds. In this direction, notice that considering the expansion in Eq. (58) and considering
Eq. (49) and the fact that Eq. (57) holds for all i , j and k and k′, it follows that, for the given j such that z = δ j(H1,U) and any
given k , k′,

⟨δk
j(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δk′

j (H1,U)⟩ = Γ jkk′ (z). (59)

where

Γ jkk′ (z) =
∫

dww(z)γ∗jk′ (z, w)γ jk(z, w). (60)
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Let us assume that there are two indexes l , l′ and a non-empty interval I ⊂ R such that
∫

I Γill′ (z)dz = J , 0, i.e. such that Eq.
(57) does not hold for i = j and l , l′. Since Γill′ (z) = 0 for i , j, then it is necessary that δ j(H1,U) ∈ I. In this sense, consider
an initial state ρψ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| where

|ψ⟩ =
α |δl

j(H1,U)⟩ + β |δl′
j (H1,U)⟩

√
|α|2 + |β|2

, (61)

α = 1, and β = J∗. As a result, we get from Eqs. (49) and (59), and the fact that δ j(H1,U) ∈ I, that

∫

I
dz Tr[M′(z,H1,U)ρψ] =

|α|2 + |β|2 + 2ℜ[
∫

I dzΓīll′ (z)α∗β]

|α|2 + |β|2 = 1 +
2|J|2

1 + |J|2 > 1, (62)

This, however, contradicts the fact that M′(z,H1,U) are elements of a POVM, since for any interval I and any state ρ, the POVM
elements M′(z,H1,U) should satisfy

∫
I dz Tr[M(z,HX ,U)ρ] ≤ 1. Therefore, it cannot be the case that there is non-empty interval

I and indexes l , l′ such that
∫

I Γ jll′ (z)dz , 0. In other words, it means that Γ jll′ (z) = 0 z-a.e. and Eq. (57) is thus proved for all
i = j and k , k′.

Combining Eq. (49) and Eq. (57) we find that for all i and j,

⟨δi(H1,U)|M′(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ = ⟨δi(H1,U)|MOBS(z,H1,U) |δ j(H1,U)⟩ z-a.e.. (63)

Thus,

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U) z-a.e. (64)

for all H1, and U. Therefore, we conclude that any CRIN protocolM′ must be equivalent to the OBS protocolMOBS, completing
the proof for the degenerate, discrete case.

B. Continuous, degenerate case

To prove that the OBS protocol is the only CRIN protocol when ∆(H1,U) have continuous, degenerate basis, we consider
∆(H1,U) as in Eq. (7), diagonalized in terms of the projectors {|w(H1,U), y⟩ ⟨w(H1,U), y|}. Similar to the non-degenerate case,
we aim here to demonstrate that for any CRIN protocolM′, and any H1 and U, the POVMM′(H1,U) should coincide with the
OBS protocolMOBS(H1,U). For that, as we discussed in the section IB of this SM, it is enough for us to prove that

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U), z-a.e.. (65)

Proving this relation establishes that there is no CRIN protocol M′ such that M′(H1,U) , MOBS(H1,U), completing the proof.
To this end, consider an arbitrary CRIN protocolM′ and its associated POVMM′(H1,U) and elements M(z,H1,U). Regarding
H1 and U, consider operators U′ and H2 acting onH ′ andH ⊗H ′, respectively, along with a vector |v⟩ ∈ H ′, such that:

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (66)
H2 |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ = Ey

w |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ , (67)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ = E

′y
w |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ , (68)

where E
′y
w = Ey

w − w(H1,U). By Result 2, the existence of such H2, U′, and |v⟩ is guaranteed. Since M′ satisfies all CRIN
conditions for all arbitrary energy and evolution operators, Conditions 1, 3 and 4 (Conservation Laws, Independent of the initial
state, No-Signaling) imply the following for the evolution U ⊗ U′ in Eq. (66) (see section IC of this SM):

M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′), (69)
M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1H ′ ,U ⊗ U′) = M′(z,H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ . (70)

Additionally, since |w(H1,U), y⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ is a non-normalized eigenvector of H2 and (U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U

′
), with difference in the

eigenvalues as −w(H1,U), then we can consider the Reality Condition (Condition 2), defined for the continuous case in section
IA, to deduce that there exist open intervals Iw and Iy with bounded lengths dw =

∫
Iw

dw and dy =
∫

Iy
dy, such that

M′(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′) =
∫

Iy
dy |z, y, v⟩ ⟨z, y, v| + Mnd(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′), for z′ = −w(H1,U) (71)
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where Mnd(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′) is hermitian and for z′ = −w(H1,U) satisfies

⟨w′(H1,U), y′, v|Mnd(z′,H2,U ⊗ U′) |w′′(H1,U), y′′, v⟩ = 0, (72)

for all w, w′, y, y′ such that w′, w′′ ∈ Iw and y′, y′′ ∈ Iy. Since z′ here is arbitrary, we can redefine it as z′ → −z, to obtain:

M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′) =
∫

Iy
dy |z, y, v⟩ ⟨z, y, v| + Mnd(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′) for z = w(H1,U) (73)

Because |v⟩ is normalized, then we can combine Eqs. (69), (70), (73), to deduce that

TrH ′ [M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′)(1H ⊗ |v⟩ ⟨v|)] = TrH ′ [M′(z,H1 ⊗ 1,U ⊗ U′)(1H ⊗ |v⟩ ⟨v|)]
= TrH ′ [M′(z,H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ (1H ⊗ |v⟩ ⟨v|)]
= M′(z,H1,U).

(74)

Considering Eqs. (73) and (74), we then have that

M′(z,H1,U) = TrH ′ [M′(−z,H2,U ⊗ U′)(1H ⊗ |v⟩ ⟨v|)] = M′d(z) + M′nd(z) (75)

where

M′d(z) =
∫

Iy
dy |z, y⟩ ⟨z, y| for z = w(H1,U) (76)

and M′nd(z) is hermitian and satisfies

⟨w′(H1,U), y′|M′nd(z) |w′′(H1,U), y′′⟩ = 0, (77)

for all w, w′, y, y′ such that w′, w′′ ∈ Iw and y′, y′′ ∈ Iy. Notice that the results deduced until now hold for arbitrary w and y, so
that Eqs. (75)-(77) should be valid for any w and y. Therefore, for M′(z,H1,U) to satisfy Eqs. (75)-(77) for all w and y, then it
must have the form

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U) + M̄nd(z) (78)

where MOBS(z,H1,U) was defined in Eq. (11) and M̄nd(z) is hermitian and satisfy

⟨w′(H1,U), y′| M̄nd(z) |w′′(H1,U), y′′⟩ = 0, (79)

for all w, w′, y, y′ such that w′, w′′ ∈ Iz, where Iz is some interval with no-zero measure dz =
∫

Iz
dw > 0. To end the deduction, all

we need to prove is that

M̄nd(z) = 0, z-a.e.. (80)

To do so, let us consider the opposite, so that there is some interval with nonzero measure I such that
∫

I
M̄nd(z) , 0 (81)

In this case, there must be two normalized vectors |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ such that

⟨ϕ|
∫

I
M̄nd(z) |ψ⟩ , 0. (82)

Without loss of generality, let us assume that ψ(w, y) = ⟨w(H1,U), y|ψ⟩ and ψ(w, y) = ⟨w(H1,U), y|ψ⟩ are nonzero only when
w ∈ I2 and w ∈ I3, respectively, with I2 and I3 open intervals. Therefore,

|ψ⟩ =
∫

I2

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy |w(H1,U), y⟩ψ(w, y) (83)

and

|ϕ⟩ =
∫

I3

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy |w(H1,U), y⟩ ϕ(w, y). (84)
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Considering that I2, I3 ⊂ I, then since

⟨w′(H1,U), y′| M̄nd(z) |w′′(H1,U), y′′⟩ = 0 (85)

for any w′, w′′ ∈ I, it cannot be the case that Eq.(82) holds. On the other hand, suppose that I2 ∩ I = I3 ∩ I = ∅, then since

⟨ψ|
∫

I2

dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩ = ⟨ϕ|
∫

I3

dzM′(z,H1,U) |ϕ⟩ = 1, (86)

it follows that

⟨ψ|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩ = ⟨ϕ|

∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ϕ⟩ = 0. (87)

To deduce this, notice that M′(z,H1,U) are elements of POVM and for any state |ψ′⟩ and interval I′, ⟨ψ′|
∫

I′ dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ′⟩ ≥
0, ⟨ψ|

∫ ∞
−∞ dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ⟩ = 1. Assuming that Eq.(82) holds, we can define

Φ23 = ⟨ϕ|
∫

I
dzM̄nd(z) |ψ⟩ , 0 (88)

so that, by assuming the state

|ψ23⟩ = a |ψ⟩ + b |ϕ⟩
|a|2 + |b|2 (89)

we get

⟨ψ23|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ23⟩ =

ab∗Φ23 + ba∗Φ∗23

|a|2 + |b|2 (90)

Considering b = Φ23 and a = −1, we get that

⟨ψ23|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ23⟩ = − 2|Φ23|2

1 + |Φ23|2 < 0, (91)

which cannot be the case for a POVM. Therefore, for I2 ∩ I = I3 ∩ I = ∅, Eq. (82) cannot hold.
Now, let us consider the case in which I2 ⊂ I and I3 ∩ I = ∅. Then, since

⟨ϕ|
∫

I3

dzM′(z,H1,U) |ϕ⟩ = 1, (92)

and, therefore,

⟨ϕ|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ϕ⟩ = 0, (93)

it follows that we can consider the state in the form |ψ23⟩ once again to obtain

⟨ψ23|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ23⟩ =

|a|2 + ab∗Φ23 + ba∗Φ∗23

|a|2 + |b|2 (94)

Considering a = 1 and b = Φ23, we get

⟨ψ23|
∫

I
dzM′(z,H1,U) |ψ23⟩ = 1 + 2|Φ23|2

1 + |Φ23|2 > 1, (95)

which cannot hold for a POVM. Therefore, for I2 ⊂ I and I3 ∩ I = ∅, Eq. (82) cannot hold. A similar argument can be given to
deduce that for the case in which I3 ⊂ I and I2 ∩ I = 0, Eq. (82) cannot hold as well.

With the previous arguments, we can thus conclude that for any vectors |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ with wave functions ⟨w(H1,U)|ψ⟩ and
⟨w(H1,U)|ψ⟩ with nonzero values for w ∈ I2 and w ∈ I3 such that I2 ∩ I = ∅, I2 ⊂ I, I3 ∩ I = ∅ or I3 ⊂ I, Eq. (82) cannot hold.
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Let us consider the general case in which I2 and I3 are not necessarily subsets of I and I2 ∩ I , ∅ and I3 ∩ I , ∅. In this case,
we can separate I′2 = I2 ∩ I and I′3 = I3 ∩ I and their complements I′4 = I2 \ I

′
2 and I′5 = I3 \ I

′
3. Now, assuming Eq. (82) to hold

implies that there is a k ∈ {2, 4} and j ∈ {3, 5}, such that

|ψk⟩ = 1
N ′

k

∫

I′k

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy |w(H1,U)⟩ψ(w, y), N

′
k =

∫

I′k

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy|ψ(w, y)|2 (96)

and

|ϕ j⟩ = 1
N ′

j

∫

I′j

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy |w(H1,U)⟩ ϕ(w, y), N

′
j =

∫

I′j

dw
∫ ∞

−∞
dy|ϕ(w, y)|2 (97)

and

⟨ϕ j|
∫

I
M̄nd(z) |ψk⟩ , 0 (98)

holds. If Eq. (98) does not hold for all k ∈ {2, 4} and j ∈ {3, 5}, then Eq.(82) cannot hold. However, notice that here either
I′j, I

′
k ∩ I = ∅ or I′j, I

′
k ⊂ I. For these cases, we already concluded that Eq. (98) cannot hold in general. As a result, for general I2

and I3 and I, it cannot be the case that Eq. (82) holds. Consequently, there is no nonzero measure interval I such that
∫

I
dzM̄nd(z) , 0. (99)

As a result, M̄nd(z) = 0 z-a.e.. Considering this result, together with Eq.(78), we conclude that

M′(z,H1,U) = MOBS(z,H1,U) z-a.e.. (100)

Given that we suppose arbitrary H1, U, and arbitrary CRIN protocolM′, then Eq.(100) is valid for any H1, U andM′. Therefore,
there cannot be a CRIN protocolM′ different then a OBS protocol.

C. Final remarks regarding result 1

By considering ∆(H1,U) to have continuous or discrete, degenerate or non-degenerate spectrum, we proved that there is no
CRIN protocol different from the OBS protocol. As a result, for any ∆(H1,U) this result is valid and therefore, Result 1 is fully
proved.

III. COMPLETE PROOF OF RESULT 2

We derive in the present section result 2. As in the scope of result 1, we consider a unitary evolution U with countable
basis and an energy operator of interest H1 acting on the same Hilbert space H as U. We denote {|δ j(H1,U)⟩} as the basis that
diagonalizes ∆(H1,U), which can be discrete, continuous, degenerate or not. Considering this notation, we restate result 2 here
for completeness:

Result 2. For any unitary evolution U, energy operator H1 acting on a Hilbert spaceH , and eigenstate |δi(H1,U)⟩ of ∆(H1,U),
there exists a unitary U′ acting on an auxiliary Hilbert spaceH ′, an additional Hamiltonian H2 acting onH ⊗H ′, and a vector
|v⟩ ∈ H ′ such that the following equations are satisfied:

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (101)
H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (102)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = E′i |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (103)

where |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩, and Ei and E′i = Ei − δi(H1,U) are real numbers.

To deduce this result, we separated the proof in many steps, considering a sequence of Lemmas. We present these Lemmas
and then consider its main proof.
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A. Lemmas necessary for the deduction of Result 2

Throughout our main text, we assumed U to have a countable basis {|ui⟩}, then it follows that

U |ui⟩ = ui |ui⟩ , U† |ui⟩ = u−1
i |ui⟩ , ui = eiθi (104)

hold, where θi ∈ R. We define the countable set Θ ⊂ R containing all the arguments θm defining the eigenvalues eiθm of U.
Taking into account these definitions, we consider the following lemma:

Lemma 1. For any unitary U with countable basis, with the eigenvalues’ arguments on Θ, there exist at least one unitary
operator U′ acting on a Hilbert spaceH ′ such that:

1. U′ is diagonalized by a countable basis {|u′i⟩}

U′ |u′j⟩ = u′j |u′j⟩ , U
′† |u′j⟩ = u

′−1
j |u′j⟩ , u′j = eiθ′j . (105)

2. The countable set Θ′ containing all θ′j satisfying Eq. (105) is such that for any θ′j ∈ Θ′, any θk ∈ Θ, and any θl ∈ Θ, there
exist countably infinitely many θ′m ∈ Θ′ such that

θ′m + θl = θ
′
j + θk mod 2π, (106)

where mod 2π denotes the sum modulo 2π.

Proof. To prove our result, we only need to show that for an arbitrary U, there is at least one U′ that satisfy the statement of the
Lemma. In this sense, for an arbitrary U satisfying Eq. (104), we propose the following unitary:

U′ =
∞∑

n=0

eiθ′n |n⟩ ⟨n| (107)

acting on a Hilbert space H with countably infinite eigenbasis {|n⟩} (e.g. |n⟩ can be the energy basis of an oscillator). Here,
θ′n are real variables, each one related with a projector |n⟩ ⟨n|. As a direct result of the definition (107), the set {θ′n} = Θ′ of all
arguments θ′n is countable as well.

The definition of each θ′n is the most crucial so that condition 2 is satisfied. In this direction, we consider a procedure to define
θ′j and then we prove that by using this procedure, all θ′j can be defined. For that consider an arbitrary natural l ≥ 1 and define

kl =


l−1∑

m=1

(2m + 1)m

 + 1. (108)

The θ′p for kl ≤ p ≤ kl+1 − 1 is defined using the following algorithm, which we call the permutation algorithm.

Permutation algorithm

Set k = kl and then do the following:

• For i1 from −l to l do:

– For i2 from −l to l do:
. . .

* For il from −l to l do:
· Define: θ′k =

∑l
j=1 i jθ j, given that θ j ∈ Θ defined in Eq. (104);

· Set k → k + 1;

* End il loop.

...

– End i2 loop

• End i1 loop
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End of the Algorithm

In other words, the set of {θ′p} defined in this procedure contains all the kl+1 − kl = (2l + 1)l combinations of the type

l∑

j=1

m jθ j (109)

with integers m j satisfying |m j| < l. Now, we show that using the permutation algorithm, we are able to define all θ′j in Eq. (107).
First, notice that by considering l = 1, then we have, from Eq. (108) that k1 = 1 and, using the permutation algorithm:

θ′1 = −θ1 θ′2 = 0 θ′3 = θ1 (110)

Similarly, for l = 2, it follows that k2 = 4 and:

θ′4 = −2θ2 − 2θ1, θ′5 = −2θ2 − θ1, θ′6 = −2θ2, θ′7 = −2θ2 + θ1, θ′8 = −2θ2 + 2θ1, θ′9 = −θ2 − 2θ1,
θ′10 = −θ2 − θ1, θ′11 = −θ2, θ′12 = −θ2 + θ1, θ′13 = −θ2 + 2θ1, θ′14 = −2θ1, θ′15 = −θ1, θ′16 = 0,
θ′17 = θ1, θ′18 = 2θ1, θ′19 = θ2 − 2θ1, θ′20 = θ2 − θ1, θ′21 = θ2, θ′22 = θ2 + θ1, θ′23 = θ2 + 2θ1, θ′24 = 2θ2 − 2θ1,
θ′25 = 2θ2 − θ1, θ′26 = 2θ2, θ′27 = 2θ2 + θ1, θ′28 = 2θ2 + 2θ1,

(111)

For l = 3, it follows that k3 = 29 and so on. Now, there are two options for the basis of U: either it is countably infinite or finite.
Let us first consider that U is diagonalized by an countably infinite basis. Consider that θ′p is defined for 1 ≤ p ≤ kn − 1, where n
is an arbitrary natural. Then, since the permutation algorithm used for the l = n, defines θ′p for all p such that kn ≤ p ≤ kn+1 − 1,
it follows that θ′p becomes defined for 1 ≤ p ≤ kn+1 − 1. Therefore, by induction, we can repeat the procedure for arbitrary large
l, and θ′p is defined for all p ≥ 1. The set Θ′ containing all θ′p defined by this induction procedure is thus countably infinite.

In the case that U is diagonalized by a countably finite basis of dimension D < ∞, it follows that θ j is defined for 1 ≤ j ≥ D.
We can define an extension Θe = Θ

⋃∞
k=1{θD+k} of Θ by adding to it the extra variables θD+1 = θ1, θD+2 = θ2, · · · , θ2D = θD,

θ2D+1 = θ1, θ2D+2 = θ2, and inductively repeat this procedure. In this case, θ′j can be defined using the same procedure as in the
case in which U is diagonalized by a countably infinite basis, but considering the elements Θe instead of Θ.

Now, we prove that all sums of the form

N∑

j=1

m jθ j (112)

with finite natural N ≥ 1 and finite integers m j, are inside Θ′. To prove this, notice that, because m j are finite, then there is an
integer s such that |m j| ≤ s. There are two possibilities: either s ≥ N or s < N. Let us consider that s ≥ N. In this case, if we
consider the permutation algorithm for l = s, then the set all possible combinations

s∑

j=1

i jθ j (113)

for |i j| ≤ s will be contained in the set of all θ′k defined in the algorithm for l = s. Therefore, there is at least one θ′k defined in
the algorithm for l = s equal to the sum in Eq. (112): the sum in Eq. (112) is contained in Θ′. Now, consider that s < N. If we
consider the permutation algorithm for l = N, then the set all possible combinations

N∑

j=1

i jθ j (114)

for |i j| ≤ N will be contained in the set of all θ′k defined in the algorithm for l = N. Therefore, there is at least one θ′k defined in
the algorithm for l = N equal to the sum in Eq. (112). Since N is arbitrary as well as m j then every combination as in Eq. (112)
will be contained in Θ′.

It is also straightforward to show (just by looking at the permutation algorithm) that all θ′j ∈ Θ′ are of the form of Eq. (112).
As a result, all terms inside Θ′ are of the form of Eq. (112) and all the terms of the form of Eq. (112) are inside Θ′.

To prove condition 2, select arbitrary θ′j ∈ Θ′, θk ∈ Θ, and θq ∈ Θ. Because θ′j is inside Θ′, then it can be written as

θ′j =
N∑

n=1

mnθn (115)
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where N, and |mn| are finite. As a result,

θ′j + θk − θq =

N∑

n=1

mnθn + θk − θq (116)

Now, there are infinitely many θm such that

θm = θ
′
j + θk − θq. (117)

To demonstrate this, let us define lmax = max{N, k, q}. For any finite natural l > lmax, it is straightforward to check that, by
applying the permutation algorithm for l, the element θ′j + θk − θq is defined. In other words, for every l > lmax, there exists at
least one m such that kl ≤ m ≤ kl+1 and

θm = θ
′
j + θk − θq. (118)

Since the number of l’s such that l > lmax is countably infinite, then the set of all such θm is also countably infinite. Given that j,
k, and n are arbitrary, this establishes condition 2 of the lemma. ■

We call the conditions 1 and 2 of the Lemma as condition U from now on. Moreover, from this point on, we consider Θ and
Θ′ and U and U′ as the sets and operators defined in Eq. (104), (105), and Lemma 1. Now, we prove the final two Lemmas
needed for the proof of result 1.

Lemma 2. Consider a given H1 and U acting on a Hilbert spaceH , such that the countable basis {|ui⟩} of U satisfy Eq. (104).
Also, suppose that there is an hermitian operator H2 and an unitary U′ acting on a Hilbert space H ′, and that the eigenvalues
u′j = eiθ′j of U′ satisfy Eq. (105). Moreover, suppose that

0 = ⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩ = (uku′l − umu′j)(⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl + ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩) (119)

for every m, j, k, l such that

k = m & l > j or k > m & any l. (120)

Then it follows that

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0. (121)

Proof. To prove this result, all we need is to show that for m, j, k, l not satisfying Eq. (120), it can still be true that 0 =
⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩. For that, we first notice that if Eq. (119) is satisfied for m, j, k, l satisfying Eq. (120),
then it follows that

(uku′l − umu′j)(⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl + ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩) = 0 (122)

which means that either (i) uku′l − umu′j = eiθk+θ
′
l − eiθm+θ

′
j = 0, or that (ii) ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl + ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ = 0, or both (i) and

(ii) are simultaneously satisfied. If (i) is satisfied, then we can deduce that

⟨uk, u′l | [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |um, u′j⟩ = (umu′j − uku′l)(⟨uk |H1 |um⟩ δ jl + ⟨uk, u′l |H2 |um, u′j⟩) = 0. (123)

The same holds when (i) and (ii) are valid simultaneously. If, on the other hand, (i) is not valid, and (ii) holds, then
⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl = − ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ and, given that H1 and H2 are hermitian, it follows that ⟨uk |H1 |um⟩∗ δ jl = − ⟨uk, u′l |H2 |um, u′j⟩∗,
which also implies in ⟨uk |H1 |um⟩ δ jl = − ⟨uk, u′l |H2 |um, u′j⟩. As a result, it implies once again Eq. (123). Therefore, for any
m, j, k, l such that ⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩ = 0 it follows that ⟨uk, u′l | [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |um, u′j⟩ = 0. As a
result, it follows that ⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩ = 0 for any m, j, k, l satisfying

k = m & j > l
k = m & j < l
k < m & any l
k > m & any l.

(124)

The only case not considered to state that ⟨um, u′j| [H1⊗1H ′+H2,U⊗U′] |uk, u′l⟩ = 0 is the case where k = m and j = l. In this case,
it is easy to show that (umu′j −uku′l) = (umu′j −umu′j) = 0. We can thus concluded that ⟨uk, u′l | [H1 ⊗1H ′ +H2,U ⊗U′] |um, u′j⟩ = 0
for every m, j, k, l, which results in [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0. ■
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Lemma 3. Consider an arbitrary discrete and countable basis {|n⟩} of an arbitrary discrete Hilbert space H . We can always
define a normalized vector |v⟩ ∈ H such that ⟨v|v⟩ = 1 and the real and imaginary parts are non-null,ℜ(⟨n|v⟩) , 0 ℑ(⟨n|v⟩) , 0,
for any of its components ⟨n|v⟩.
Proof. For a finite dimensional case, the result of the Lemma can be straightforwardly checked. Let us thus consider the infinite
scenario. Since the basis is countable, then we can always assume a natural number m to identify the m-th element |m⟩ of the
basis. Then, considering that m ≥ 0, we can define ⟨m|v⟩ as

⟨m|v⟩ = eiηm e−|α|
2/2 (α)m

√
(m)!

, (125)

where α , 0 is a complex number and ηn is real. Notice that this state has the exactly same form as the components of the
coherent state in the quantum oscillator for a complex α, up to local phases ηm. Moreover, |v⟩ is normalized, since

⟨v|v⟩ = ⟨v|

∞∑

m=0

|m⟩ ⟨m|
 |v⟩ = e−|α|

2
∞∑

m=0

|α|2m

m!
= 1. (126)

Now, to show thatℜ(⟨m|v⟩),ℑ(⟨m|v⟩) , 0, first, notice that | ⟨m|v⟩ | , 0 for all m, given that α , 0. Now, we can define ηm in the
following form

ηm = 0 if ℜ (αm) , 0 & ℑ (αm) , 0
ηm = π/4 else. (127)

Since | ⟨m|v⟩ | , 0 for any natural m, then Eq. (127) ensure thatℜ(⟨m|v⟩),ℑ(⟨m|v⟩) , 0. ■

B. The main proof of Result 2

Given all the Lemmas in the previous subsection, we are now in position to prove the result 2.

Proof. First, we consider a unitary U′ that satisfies the U condition of Lemma 1. Therefore, it acts on a spaceH ′ that satisfy Eq.
(105), whose set Θ′ = {θ′j} of the arguments θ′j of its eigenvalues eiθ′j . Because of Lemma 1, we know that such U′ can always be
defined. We thus consider the components [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′], in the basis |ui, u′k⟩ that diagonalizes U ⊗ U′ as follows:

⟨um, u j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, ul⟩ = (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j))(⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl + ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩) (128)

To prove our result, we want to define H2 so as to make this expression to have a null value. In this sense, we recall that, because
U′ satisfy the U condition, then for any θ′j ∈ Θ′ and for any m and k, there exist infinitely many l such that θ′l ∈ Θ′ and

θm + θ
′
j = θk + θ

′
l mod 2π. (129)

As a result, it follows that for any m, k and j, there exist infinitely many l such that (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0. Similarly, for any

m, k and j, there exist infinitely many l such that (ei(θk+θ
′
j) − ei(θm+θ

′
l )) = 0. For the cases in which (ei(θk+θ

′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0, we can

consider any arbitrary value for ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ and still the following relation holds:

⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩ =
(
ei(θk+θ

′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)
)

(⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl + ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩) = 0. (130)

As a consequence, we can define the free complex variables hm jkl such that hklm j = h∗m jkl, so that the components of H2 are
defined as

⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ = hm jkl if (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0

⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ = − ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δ jl if (ei(θk+θ
′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) , 0

(131)

for the indexes

k = m & l ≥ j or k > m & any l, (132)

and, by taking into account that H1 is hermitian so that ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ = ⟨uk |H1 |um⟩∗,
⟨uk, u′l |H2 |um, u′j⟩ = ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩∗ (133)
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for the indexes

k = m & l < j or k < m & any l. (134)

Considering Eq. (131), we completely characterize the components ⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩ of H2 such as to ensure that H2 is hermitian
and satisfy

0 = ⟨um, u′j| [H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] |uk, u′l⟩ = 0 (135)

for the indexes k = m & l ≥ j or k > m & any l. Considering Lemma 2, this means that by defining H2 as in Eqs. (131) and
(133), it follows that

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0, (136)

so as to satisfy the first equation of result 2, viz. Eq. (101). We assume from this point on that H2 is defined by Eqs. (131) and
(133).

Consider a state |v⟩ ∈ H ′ whose only requirement is that its components ⟨u′j|v⟩ in the basis |u′j⟩ satisfy ℜ(⟨u′j|v⟩) , 0 and
ℑ(⟨u′j|v⟩) , 0, i.e. the real and imaginary part of ⟨u′j|v⟩ are non-null. From Lemma 3 and the fact that the basis {|u′j⟩} is countable,
we can always define such |v⟩. Considering this |v⟩, we can thus analyze how to define the free variables hklm j = h∗m jkl in (131) so
that the eigenvalue/eigenvector equation

H2 |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ ≡ Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ (137)

can be satisfied. For that, let us consider the components of (137) with respect to the specific element of the basis |um, u′j⟩:

⟨um, u′j| Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ j = ⟨um, u′j|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ =
∑

k,l

⟨um, u′j|H2 |uk, u′l⟩αkiβl (138)

where we named αmi = ⟨um|δi(H1,U)⟩ and β j = ⟨u′j|v⟩. Consider the set Nm j of all duple {k, l} ∈ Nm j that, for the given
component |um, u′j⟩ satisfy (ei(θk+θ

′
l ) − ei(θm+θ

′
j)) = 0. We can thus rewrite Eq. (138), considering Eqs. (131) and (133), as

Eiαmiβ j = −
∑

{k,l}<Nm j

⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δK
jlαkiβl +

∑

{k,l}∈Nm j

hm jklαkiβl. (139)

Therefore, if we expect that H2 satisfy Eq. (137), then we need to properly define the free variables hm jkl so that Eq. (139)
holds. To do so, we first notice that there are only two possible alternatives: either αmi = 0 and αmi , 0. We treat each of them
separately.

In the case in which αmi = 0, for Eq. (139) for m and any arbitrary j, it is necessary that
∑

{k,l}∈Nm j

hm jklαkiβl =
∑

{k,l}<Nm j

⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δK
jlαkiβl (140)

holds. If |δi(H1,U)⟩ is a null vector so that αki = 0 for all k , m, then Eq. (137) holds directly for any value of hm jkl. If, on the
other hand, |δi(H1,U)⟩ is not a null vector, then there must be at least one k , m such that αki , 0. Moreover, since θ′j ∈ Θ′,
then, from (129), for any m, k and j we can find infinitely many l such that θ′l ∈ Θ′ and θk + θ

′
l = θm + θ

′
j mod 2π, i.e. such that

{k, l} ∈ Nm j. Therefore, there must exist a {k, l} ∈ Nm j such that αki , 0. Furthermore, since, by the definition of |v⟩, βl , 0 for all
l, then for the specific m and j in Eq. (140) such that αmi = 0, there exist {k, l} ∈ Nm j and k , m, such that αkiβl , 0. As a result,
the terms hm jkl, being complex variables, can always be tuned to satisfy the Eq. (140) for all m and j such that αmi = 0. To show
this, all we need is to show that there is at least one way of defining hm jkl that make Eq. (140) to hold. In this sense, consider the
setN,m j of all the elements {k, l} ∈ Nm j such that αki , 0. Moreover, consider the indexes k̄ and l̄ as the smaller indexes in which
k̄ + l̄ = min{k,l}∈N,m j

k + l. If there exist more then two duples {k̄′, l̄′} and {k̄′′, l̄′′} such that k̄′ + l̄′ = k̄′′ + l̄′′ = min{k,l}∈N,m j
k + l,

then we denote {k̄, l̄} as the duple with smallest from k̄′ and k̄′′. Let us define hm jkl for all m and j such that αmi = 0 as follows:

hm jk̄l̄ = h∗
k̄l̄m j
= 1

αk̄iβl̄

∑
{k,l}<Nm j

⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δK
jlαkiβl for {k̄, l̄}

h∗klm j = 0 for all {k, l} ∈ Nm j, such that {k, l} , {k̄, l̄}. (141)

Defining hm jkl in this way, Eq. (140) will hold for any m and j such that αmi = 0. Importantly, notice that these definitions will
not alter the other components of Eq. (137). To check that, we consider any other components |uq, u′r⟩ of Eq. (137), such that
{q, r} , {m, j}:

⟨uq, u′r |H2 |δ j(H1,U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ = Eiαqiβr = −
∑

sn<Nqr

⟨uq|H1 |us⟩ δK
rnαsiβn +

∑

sn∈Nqr

hqrsnαsiβn (142)
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The only way that Eq. (142) can be dependent on the terms hm jkl for the specific m, j of Eq. (140) or their complex conjugate
h∗m jkl = hklm j is either if, for the last sum in Eq. (142), we set (i) q = m, r = j, s = k, and n = l or (ii) q = k, r = l, s = m,
and n = j. Since {q, r} , {m, j} then the case (i) is already not valid. On the other hand, in the case in which we consider (ii),
then hqrsnαsi → hklm jαmi that will result in 0 for any hklm j, since αmi = 0. So that, Eq. (142) will be independent of hm jkl and
h∗m jkl = hklm j. Since this holds for any {q, r} , {m, j}, then we proved that for any component |um, u′j⟩ of Eq. (137) in which
αmi = 0, we can define the independent variables hm jkl as in Eq. (141) so as to make

⟨um, u′j|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ j = Ei ⟨um, u′j|δi(H1,U), v⟩ = 0 for αmi = 0 (143)

to hold, in a way that does not interfere in the other components |uq, u′r⟩ , |um, u′j⟩ of Eq. (137). We thus assume from now on
hm jkl as in Eq. (141) for all m such that αmi = 0.

Now, let us consider the case in which αmi , 0. In this case, we rewrite Eq. (139) as

Eiαmiβ j = −
∑

k,m,{k,l}<Nm j

⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δK
jlαkiβl +

∑

k,m,{k,l}∈Nm j

hm jklαkiβl −
∑

l<N′j

⟨um|H1 |um⟩ δK
jlαmiβl +

∑

l∈N′j
hm jmlαmiβl

= −
∑

k,m,{k,l}<Nm j

⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ δK
jlαkiβl +

∑

k,m,{k,l}∈Nm j

hm jklαkiβl +
∑

l∈N′j
hm jmlαmiβl.

(144)

where we denoted N′j as the set of indexes {l} such that θ′l = θ
′
j modulo 2π. Therefore, l ∈ N′j and l < N′j means that eiθ′l = eiθ′j

and eiθ′l , eiθ′j , respectively. Our goal, just as in the case in which αmi = 0, is to show that for each m and j there is at least
one independent complex variable that can be tuned. Here, however, we have a difficulty since although hm jm j is an independent
variable, it must be real since H2 is hermitian. Moreover, the other terms hm jml or hm jkl for {k, l} , {m, j} cannot be considered as
independent, since they can interfere in other components.

Our way to solve these problems is to consider an induction process. First, we consider

hm jml = Eiδ
K
jl (145)

for any m such that αmi , 0 and any j and l. Moreover, consider that we order all indexes (because they are countable, we can
always do this) and assume m(1) as the first index in which αm(1)i , 0. Consider the first index j = 1, such that Eq. (144) can be
rewritten, considering Eq. (145), as:

Eiαm(1)iβ1 = −
∑

k,m(1),{k}<N′′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ1 +
∑

k,m(1),{k,l}∈Nm(1)1

hm(1)1klαkiβl + Eiαm(1)iβ1. (146)

where N′′m(1) is the set of indexes {n} such that θn = θm(1) mod 2π. Now, let us consider the first k′ such that θk′ < N′′m(1) and
αk′i , 0. By the definition of U′ and of Θ′ as satisfying condition U, for all m(i), and k′, there exist infinitely many l such that
θ′l + θk′ = θ

′
1 + θm(1), i.e. there are infinitely many l such that {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1. Let us define the smallest l such that {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1

as l(k′). Moreover, from now on, let us denote, for any j, β j = z jeiγ j , where by the definition of β j, z j > 0 is the real modulus
and γ j , 0, π/2 mod 2π, is the argument. We then define the coefficients hm(1)1k′l, with {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1 as follows:

hm(1)1k′l = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk′⟩ ei(γ1−γl) z1
zl

if l = l(k′), {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, and k′ < N′m(1)
hm(1)1k′l = 0 if l , l(k′) and {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, or k′ ∈ N′m(1)

(147)

Notice that, by definition, it follows that

hk′lm(1)1 = ⟨uk′ |H1 |um(1)⟩ ei(γl−γ1) z1
zl

if l = l(k′), {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, and k′ < N′m(1)
hk′lm(1)1 = 0 if l , l(k′) and {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, or k′ ∈ N′m(1)

(148)

By defining hm(1)1k′l for {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1 as in Eq. (147), we have that

hm(1)1k′lαk′iβl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |u′k⟩αk′iβ1 if l = l(k′), {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, and k′ < N′m(1)
hm(1)1k′lαk′iβl = 0 if l , l(k′) and {k′, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, or k′ ∈ N′m(1)

(149)

Inserting this expression in Eq. (146), we have that

Eiαm(1)iβ1 = −
∑

k,m(1),k,k′,{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ1 +
∑

k,m(1),k,k′,{k,l}∈Nm(1)1

hm(1)1klαkiβl + Eiαm(1)iβ1. (150)
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In order words, we eliminated the first term k′ of the first and second summation. Since the definition of hm(1)1k′l does not alters
the definition of hm(1)1kl for other k , m(1), then we can consider a similar definition for all the other k , m(1) in Eq.(152), as
follows:

hm(1)1kl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ1−γl) z1
zl

if l = l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, k , m(1), αki , 0, k < N′m(1)
hm(1)1kl = 0 if l , l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)1, k , m(1), and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m(1)

(151)

where l(k) is the smallest index l in which {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)1. Using the definition in Eq. (151) for all k , m with αki , 0 in Eq.
(152), we then obtain

⟨um(1), u′1|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(1)iβ1 (152)

as we aimed.
Now, let us consider the second smallest index m(2) such that αm(2)i , 0. We then have the component |um(2), u1⟩ of Eq. (137),

considering definition (145) can be written as

Eiαm(2)iβ1 = −
∑

k,m(2),{k}<N′m(2)

⟨um(2)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ1 +
∑

k,m(2),{k,l}∈Nm(2)1

hm(2)1klαkiβl + Eiαm(2)iβ1 (153)

There are two possibilities: either θm(2) = θm(1), so that m(2) ∈ N′m(1) or θm(2) , θm(1) and m(2) < N′m(1). Let us first consider that
m(2) ∈ N′m(1). In this case, from the definition (151), it follows that hm(1)1m(2)l = h∗m(2)lm(1)1 = hm(2)lm(1)1 = 0 for any l. As a result,
we can define as before, for any k , m(2) such that αki , 0, the following:

hm(2)1kl = ⟨um(2)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ1−γl) z1
zl

if l = l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)1, k , m(2), αki , 0, and k < N′m(2)
hm(2)1kl = 0 if l , l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)1, k , m(2), and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m(2)

(154)

Notice that this condition does not contradicts the definition (154) for m(1), since in both cases we get hm(2)1m(1)1 = hm(1)1m(2)1 = 0
when m(2) ∈ N′m(1) (and therefore m(1) ∈ N′m(2)). Considering this definition in Eq . (153) we obtain again

⟨um(2), u′1|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(2)iβ1. (155)

Now, let us consider the case in which θm(2) , θm(1) so that m(2) < N′m(1). In this case, for any k , m(1) and k , m(2) we can
define hm(2) jkl as in Eq. (154) and insert them in Eq. (153) to obtain

Eiαm(2)iβ1 = − ⟨um(2)|H1 |um(1)⟩αm(2)iβ1 +
∑

{m(1),l}∈Nm(2)1

hm(2)1m(1)lαm(1)iβl + Eiαm(2)iβ1. (156)

where the summation
∑
{m(1),l}∈Nm(2)1

is over all l such that {m(1), l} ∈ Nm(2)1 for the fixed index m(1). Now, it cannot be the
case that simultaneously m(2) < N′m(1) and 1 is equal to the smallest l such that {m(2), l} ∈ Nm(1)1, since if m(2) < N′m(1) and
therefore θm(1) , θm(2), it cannot be the case that θ′1 + θm(1) = θ

′
1 + θm(2) and therefore {m(1), 1} < Nm(2)1. Therefore, for any l,

hm(2)1m(1)l = h∗m(1)lm(2)1 was not defined in the previous definitions in Eq. (151) for m(1). Thus, we can define hm(2)1m(1)l as in Eq.
(154) substituting k → m(1) to obtain, considering Eq. (156),

⟨um(2), u′1|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(2)iβ1. (157)

This procedure can be repeated for all m in which αmi , 0 for the same index j = 1 using the same reasoning, so that defining
for all m

hm1kl = ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ1−γl) z1
zl

if l = l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm1, k , m, αki , 0, and k < N′m
hm1kl = 0 if l , l(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm1, k , m, and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m, (158)

it follows that

⟨um, u′1|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ1 = Ei ⟨um, u1|δi(H1,U), v⟩ . (159)

Now, let us consider again m(1) but now we consider the second smallest index j = 2. We need to consider now the fact that it is
possible that some hm(1)2k1 = h∗k1m(1)2 have already being defined in Eq. (158). Let us define the setO12m(1) as the set of indexes
k such that hk1m(1)2 have already being defined in Eq. (158). For all k < O12m(1), we can define

hm(1)2kl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl

if l = l′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2, k , m(1), αki , 0, and k < N′m(1)
hm(1)2kl = 0 if l , l′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2, k , m(1), and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m(1),

(160)
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where now l′(k) is the minimum l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2 and l > 1. Considering this definition, it follows that the eigenvector-
eigenvalue equation for the component |um(1), u′2⟩, taking into account (145), becomes

Eiαm(1)iβ2 = −
′∑

{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ2 +

′∑

{k,l}∈Nm(1)2

hm(1)2klαkiβl +
∑

l∈N′m(1)2

hm(1)2m(1)lαm(1)iβl.

= −
′∑

{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ2 +

′∑

{k,1}∈Nm(1)2

hm(1)2k1αkiβ1 +

′∑

l,1{k,l}∈Nm(1)2

hm(1)2klαkiβl+

+Eiαm(1)iβ2.

(161)

where we considered the notation

′∑
≡

∑

k,m(1),k∈O12m(1)

. (162)

Now, as can be straightforwardly checked, it is generally expected that

−
′∑

{k}<N′m(2)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ2 +

′∑

{k,1}∈Nm(1)2

hm(1)2k1αkiβ1 , 0 (163)

i.e. the first and second sum in the second equality of Eq. (161) will not vanish in general. In this case, we have to define hm(1)2kl
appropriately so as to satisfy the eigenvalue-eigenvector equation. We then propose the following definition for all k , m(1),
k ∈ O12m(1):

hm(1)2kl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl
− hm(1)2k1ei(γ1−γl) z1

zl
if l = l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2, αki , 0, and k < N′m(1)

hm(1)2kl = 0 if l , l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2, and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m(1).
(164)

where l′′(k) is the smallest l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2 with k ∈ O12m(1) and l > 1. Notice that because there are infinitely many
l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(1)2, then we can always find such l′′(k). Inserting the definition Eq. (164) in Eq. (161) for all k , m(1),
k ∈ O12m(1), we obtain

⟨um(1), u′2|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(1)iβ2 = Ei ⟨um(1), u2|δi(H1,U), v⟩ . (165)

Let us now consider the index m(2) and j = 2. There are two possibilities: either m(2) ∈ N′m(1) or m(2) < N′m(1). Let us first
consider that m(2) ∈ N′m(1). In this case, from the definition (160) or (164), it follows that hm(1)2m(2)l = h∗m(2)lm(1)2 = hm(2)lm(1)2 = 0
for any l. Moreover, we need to consider once again the possibility that for some k , m(1) and k , m(2), hm(2)2k1 = h∗k1m(2)2 have
already being defined in Eq. (158). Defining analogously as for m(1) the set O12m(2) as the set of indexes k such that hk1m(2)2
have already being defined in Eq. (158), then we can define for every k , m(2) and k , m(1) the following:

hm(2)2kl = ⟨um(2)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl
− hm(2)2k1ei(γ1−γl) z1

zl
if l = l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)2, αki , 0, k < N′m(2), and k ∈ O12m(2)

hm(2)2kl = ⟨um(2)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl

if l = l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)2, αki , 0, k < N′m(2), and k < O12m(2)

hm(2)2kl = 0 if l , l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)2, and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m(2).
(166)

where l′′(k) is the smallest l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(2)2 with k ∈ O12m(1) and l > 1. Using the definition (166) it follows that in the
component |um(2), u′2)⟩ of the eigenvalue-eigenvector equation (137), we obtain

⟨um(2), u′2|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(2)iβ2 = Ei ⟨um(2), u2|δi(H1,U), v⟩ (167)

as we wanted. If, on the other hand, θm(2) , θm(1) so that m(2) < N′m(1), then it cannot be the case that simultaneously m(2) < N′m(1)
and 2 is equal to the smallest l such that {m(2), l} ∈ Nm(1)2, since if m(2) < N′m(1) and therefore θm(1) , θm(2), it cannot be the case
that θ′2 + θm(1) = θ

′
2 + θm(2) and therefore {m(1), 2} < Nm(2)2. Therefore, for any l > 1, hm(2)2m(1)l = h∗m(1)lm(2)2 was not defined in

the previous definitions in Eq. (151). Thus, we can define hm(2)2m(1)l as in Eq. (166) substituting k → m(2) to obtain Eq. (167)
when θm(2) , θm(1) as well.

Using the same arguments as for m(2), we can consider for any m the definition:

hm2kl = ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl
− hm2k1ei(γ1−γl) z1

zl
if l = l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm j(2), αki , 0, k < N′m, and k ∈ O12m

hm2kl = ⟨um|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ2−γl) z2
zl

if l = l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm2, αki , 0, k < N′m, and k < O12m

hm2kl = 0 if l , l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm2, and αki , 0, or k ∈ N′m.
(168)
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where O12m is the set of indexes k such that hm2k1 have already been defined, l′′(k) is the smallest l > 1 such that {k, l} ∈ Nm2
with k ∈ O12m. Using this definition, it follows for any m that

⟨um, u2|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ2 = Ei ⟨um, u2|δi(H1,U), v⟩ . (169)

Now, we want to prove a rule of induction considering the procedure that we did until now for all other indexes. Specifically,
we want to define the component hm(1) jkl of which αm(1)i , 0 for any j, given that hm j′kl was already defined using the same
procedure for all k, l, m and j′ = j − 1, j − 2, · · · 1 and that for all such m and j′

⟨um, u j′ |H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ j′ . (170)

Let us thus consider the indexes j and m(1). We define J( j,m(1), k) as the set of all indexes { j′} such that j′ ≤ j and hm(1) jk j′ =

hk j′m(1) j was already defined in previous steps. Also, we defineO( j,m(1)) of all the k indexes in which at least some j′ < j, the
term hm(1) jk j′ was already defined. Considering these sets, we then introduce the following definitions

hm(1) jkl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ j−γl)
z j

zl
−

∑

j′∈J( j,m(1),k)

hm(1) jk j′ei(γ j′−γl)
z j′

zl
(171)

if l = l′′(k), where l′′(k) is the smallest l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(1) j, l > j, αki , 0, k < N′m(1), and k ∈ O( j,m(1)). If k < O( j,m(1)),
then we can consider the same definition l = l′′(k), and consider

hm(1) jkl = ⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩ ei(γ j−γl)
z j

zl
(172)

where {k, l} ∈ Nm j, αki , 0, k < N′m(1). If l , l′′(k), {k, l} ∈ Nm(1) j, αki , 0, and k < N′m(1) or in case that k ∈ N′m(1) then we define

hm(1) jkl = 0. (173)

Notice that since for any k, j, and m(1), there are infinitely many l such that {k, l} ∈ Nm(1) j, then l′′(k) can always be defined.
Let us consider the eigenvalue-eigenvector equation for the component |um(1), u′j⟩, considering (145):

Eiαm(1)iβ j = −
∑

k,m(1),{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ j +
∑

k,m(1),{k,l}∈Nm(1) j

hm(1) jklαkiβl + Eiαm(1)iβ j. (174)

Now, considering the fact that for all k ∈ O( j,m(1)) and for such k, all indexes j′ ∈ J( j,m(1), k), hm(1) jk j′ was already defined
for some j′ < j, then Eq. (174) can be rewritten as

Eiαm(1)iβ j = −∑
k,m(1),{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ j +
∑′

k∈O( j,m(1)), j′∈J( j,m(1),k) hm(1) jk j′αkiβ j′+

+

′∑

k∈O( j,m(1)),l

hm(1) jklαkiβl +

′∑

k<O( j,m(1)),l

hm(1) jklαkiβl + Eiαm(1)iβ j.
(175)

where we consider the short notation:

′∑
=

∑

k,m(1),{k,l}∈Nm(1) j

. (176)

Substituting the definitions in Eqs. (171)-(173) in the third and second sum of Eq. (175), we can check that

0 = −∑
k,m(1),{k}<N′m(1)

⟨um(1)|H1 |uk⟩αkiβ j +
∑′

k∈O( j,m(1)), j′∈J( j,m(1),k) hm(1) jk j′αkiβ j′+

+

′∑

k∈O( j,m(1)),l

hm(1) jklαkiβl +

′∑

k<O( j,m(1)),l

hm(1) jklαkiβl.
(177)

so that

⟨um(1), u j|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαm(1)iβ j. (178)

Now, notice that for any r > 1, it follows that either m(r) ∈ N′m(1) or m(r) < N′m(1). In the case in which m(r) ∈ N′m(1), it follows
that, in accordance with (173), hm(1) jm(r)l = h∗m(r)lm(1) j = hm(r)lm(1) j = 0 for any l. We can thus consider the same definitions as in
Eqs. (171)-(173) substituting m(1) → m(r) and this will not contradict the fact that hm(1) jm(r) j = h∗m(r) jm(1) j = hm(r) jm(1) j = 0. As
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a result, it follows that using Eqs. (171)-(173), Eq. (179) will hold similarly substituting m(1) → m(r). On the other hand, if
θm(r) , θm(1) and m(r) < N′m(1), then it cannot be the case that simultaneously m(r) < N′m(1) and j is equal to the smallest l such
that {m(r), l} ∈ Nm(1) j. Therefore, for any l > j − 1, hm(r) jm(1)l = h∗m(1)lm(r) j was not yet defined. Thus, we can define hm(r) jkl as
in Eqs. (171)-(173) substituting m(1) → m(r) to obtain Eq. (179) for any r. As a result, given that we assume for the induction
process that Eq. (170) holds for any m and j′ = j−1, j−2, · · · , 1 and given the fact that for all r ≥ 1, Eq. (179) holds substituting
m(1)→ m(r), then it follows that for all m and all j′ = j, j − 1, j − 2, · · · 1, that

⟨um, u j′ |H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ j′ = Ei ⟨um, u j′ |δi(H1,U), v⟩ . (179)

Therefore, by assuming that Eq. (170) holds for any m and all j′ = j− 1, j− 2, · · · 1, we proved that it also holds for all m and all
j′ = j, j − 1, j − 2, · · · 1. Given that j is arbitrary here and that we proved Eqs. (159) and (169) for j = 1 and j = 2, respectively,
then Eq. (170) holds for j = 1 and j = 2, and, by induction, it is valid for all j = 3, 4, 5, · · · . As a result, for any m such that
αmi , 0 and any j,

⟨um, u′j|H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Eiαmiβ j. (180)

Considering this result and (143), we can thus conclude that for the only two possible scenarios, in which either αmi , 0 or
αmi = 0, we can always tune hm jkl that defines H2 in Eq. (131) to satisfy all the components |um, u′j⟩ of Eq. (137). This means
that we can always find a hermitian operator H2 that satisfy

[H1 ⊗ 1H ′ + H2,U ⊗ U′] = 0 (181)

and

H2 |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1,U), v⟩ . (182)

We conclude the proof of the result 2 by proving that the same H2 that satisfy Eqs. (181) and (182), also satisfy the relation

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = E′i |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (183)

where E′i = Ei − δi(H1,U). To do so, we consider a H2 that satisfy Eqs. (181) and (182). Applying U† ⊗ U
′† on the left of both

sides of Eq. (181), we obtain

∆(H1,U) ⊗ 1H ′ = U†H1U ⊗ 1H ′ − H1 ⊗ 1H ′ = −[(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) − H2] = −∆(H2,U ⊗ U′). (184)

Applying ∆(H2,U ⊗ U′) on |δi(H1,U), v⟩ considering the above equality, we get

[(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) − H2] |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = ∆(H2,U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = −δi(H1,U) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ (185)

which means that |δi(H1,U), v⟩ is also an eigenvector of ∆(H2,U ⊗ U′) with eigenvalue −δi(H1,U). Considering Eq. (185), the
fact that H2 satisfy Eq. (182) and (U† ⊗ U

′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) = H2 + ∆(H2,U ⊗ U′), we deduce

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = (H2 + ∆(H2,U ⊗ U′)) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ = (Ei − δi(H1,U)) |δi(H1,U), v⟩ , (186)

concluding the proof. ■

IV. ADAPTING TO THE TIME-DEPENDENT CASE

It is interesting to notice that results 1 and 2 can be immediately adapted to any other quantum observalbe A substituting
H1 → A in the results and deductions, given that U has a countable basis. Therefore, we can consider the substitution H1 →
X, P, L,N, · · · , i.e. position, linear and angular momentum, number of particles etc. In the present section, we show that we can
adapt also our formalism for time-dependent cases, as long as we do adjustments in the CRIN conditions.

We then consider now that H1 can have a explicit time-dependence in the Schrödinger picture, so that H1 → H1(t), for any
given time t. Similarly, we consider that such a system evolves according with a unitary U with countable basis. In this case, the
two time observables defining the variation of H1(t) on the interval is defined, for the discrete case, as

∆(H1(0),H1(t),U) = U†H1(t)U − H1(0) =
∑

i

δi(H1(0),H1(t),U) |δi(H(0),H(t),U)⟩ , (187)

where ∆(H1(0),H1(t),U) |δi(H(0),H(t),U)⟩ = δi(H(0),H(t),U) |δi(H(0),H(t),U)⟩. An analogous definition can be made for
the continuous and/or degenerate case. Notice that U in general will have the dependence of H1(t′) for all t′ ∈ [0, t]. This
dependence can thus be implicit in U and we take into account this fact in the notation of ∆(H1(0),H1(t),U).
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Now, we define in analogy to the time-independent case, a time-dependent measurement protocol Mt [6, 7] to measure the
variation of any time-dependent arbitrary operator H1(t) under an arbitrary evolution U; for the protocol Mt and for each
(H1(0),H1(t),U) triplet, the setMt(H1(0),H1(t),U) = {M(z,H1(0),H1(t),U)} defines a POVM whose operators satisfy the usual
POVM properties, viz.

∫ ∞
−∞ dzM(z,H1(0),H1(t),U) = 1 and M(z,H1(0),H1(t),U) ≥ 0. Given this definition, we redefine the

CRIN conditions for the time-dependent case:

1. Conservation laws: For any preparation ρ, unitary evolution U, and time-dependent energy operators defined H1(t)
and H2(t) representing parts of the energy of any system Ω, if U†H2(t)U + U†H1(t)U = H2(0) + H1(0), then, for any z,
Tr[M(z,H1(0),H1(t),U)ρ] = ℘(z,H1(0),H1(t),U, ρ) = ℘(−z,H2(0),H2(t),U, ρ) = Tr[M(−z,H2(0),H2(t),U)ρ].

2. Reality: For any system Ω, operators H1(0) and H1(t), and unitary evolution U, if there is an initial state ρ1 = |e1⟩ ⟨e1|
such that |e1⟩ is an eigenvector of both H1(0) and U†H1(t)U with respective eigenvalues e1(0) and ϵ1(t), then the POVM
must result in the probabilities ℘(z,H1(0),H1(t),U) = δD[z − (ϵ1(t) − e1(0))].

3. Independence of the initial state: For any systemΩ, operators H1(0) and H1(t), and evolution operators U, the elements
of the POVM M(z,H1(0),H1(t),U) must not depend on the initial state ρ.

4. No-signaling: For any system Ω, if Ω evolves under an arbitrary bipartide unitary evolution U ⊗U′ acting on a bipartide
Hilbert spaceH = H1 ⊗H2, then, for every energy operators H1(0) ⊗ 12 and H1(t) ⊗ 12 acting locally onH1,M is such
that its POVMs satisfy the following relation for every z: M(z,H1(0)⊗12,H1(t)⊗12,U⊗U′) = M(z,H1(0),H1(t),U)⊗12.

Given this adaptation (and a similar adaptation of the reality condition for the continuous case), we now comment on how to
adapt result 1 and 2 for the time-dependent case.

First, the following result is an immediate consequence of Result 2:

Corollary 1. For any unitary evolution U, energy operators H1(0) and H1(t) acting on a Hilbert space H , and eigenstate
|δi(H1(0),H1(t),U)⟩ of ∆(H1(0),H1(t),U), there exists a unitary U′ acting on an auxiliary Hilbert space H ′, an additional
operators H2(0) and H2(t) acting onH ⊗H ′, and a vector |v⟩ ∈ H ′ such that the following equations are satisfied:

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H1(t) ⊗ 1H ′ (U ⊗ U′) + (U† ⊗ U

′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) = H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0) = 0, (188)
H2 |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ , (189)

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ = E′i |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ , (190)

where |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ = |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U)⟩ ⊗ |v⟩, and Ei and E′i = Ei − δi(H1(0),H1(t),U) are real numbers.

Proof. By directly substituting H1 → H1(0), |δi(H1,U)⟩ → |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U)⟩ in Result 2, we deduce that there is a H2(0), U′,
and |v⟩ that satisfy the following equations [? ]:

[H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0),U ⊗ U′] = 0, (191)

and

H2(0) |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ = Ei |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ . (192)

Applying U† ⊗ U
′† on both sides of Eq. (191), we get

(U† ⊗ U
′†)(H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0))(U ⊗ U′) = H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0). (193)

Defining H2(t) = H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0) − H1(t) ⊗ 1H ′ and, considering Eqs. (191) and (193), we obtain

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(t)(U ⊗ U′) = (U† ⊗ U

′†)(H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0))(U ⊗ U′) − (U† ⊗ U
′†)(H1(t) ⊗ 1H ′ )(U ⊗ U′)

= H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0) − (U† ⊗ U
′†)(H1(t) ⊗ 1H ′ )(U ⊗ U′)

= H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ + H2(0) − U†H1(t)U ⊗ 1H ′
= H2(0) − (U†H1(t)U ⊗ 1H ′ − H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ )
= H2(0) − (∆(H1(0),H1(t),U) ⊗ 1H ′ ).

(194)

As a result, it follows that

(U† ⊗ U
′†)(H2(t) + H1(t) ⊗ 1H ′ )(U ⊗ U′) = H2(0) + H1(0) ⊗ 1H ′ (195)

and

(U† ⊗ U
′†)H2(t)(U ⊗ U′) |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ = (H2(0) − (∆(H1(0),H1(t),U) ⊗ 1H ′ )) |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩

= E′i |δi(H1(0),H1(t),U), v⟩ , (196)

where E′i = Ei − δi(H1(0),H1(t),U). Considering Eqs. (192), (195), and (196), the result is thus proved. ■
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Corollary 1 is therefore the analogous of result 2, and follow almost immediately from it. Considering Corollary 1, an
analogous of result 1 can be deduced substituting H1 → H1(t), ∆(H1,U) → ∆(H1(0),H1(t),U), M → Mt, and considering
the adapted time-dependent CRIN conditions. As a consequence, the OBS protocol is also the only protocol that satisfies the
time-dependent CRIN conditions for the time-dependent case.

V. RESULTS NEEDED FOR THE ION TRAP EXAMPLES IN THE FIGURES

A. OBS and TPM for the commuting continuous case

In Ref. [8], it was shown that whenever a time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) satisfies

[H(0),U†H(t)U] = 0, (197)

then the TPM statistics for a thermal state ρβ = Z−1e−βH(0) will be the same as the OBS statistics. The authors showed this result
by taking into account the TPM characteristic function, defined as

GTPM(u) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dzeiuz℘TPM(z,H(0),H(t),U, ρβ) (198)

where, for the time-dependent case,

℘TPM(z,H(0),H(t),U, ρβ) = Tr[MTPM(z,H(0),H(t),U)ρβ], (199)

and

MTPM(z,H(0),H(t),U) =
∑

jk

δD[z − (e j(t) − ek)] | ⟨e j(t)|U |ek⟩ |2 |ek⟩ ⟨ek | . (200)

Here, |e j(t)⟩ and |ek⟩ are eigenvectors of H(t) and H(0), respectively. Notice that MTPM(z,H(0),H(t),U) is similar to the form
defined in the main text, with adjustments due to the time-dependence. When H(t), H(0) and U satisfy Eq. (197), the authors of
Ref. [8] proved that

GTPM(u) =
∫ ∞
−∞ dzeiuz℘TPM(z,H(0),H(t),U, ρβ) =

∑
jk eiu(e j(t)−ek) | ⟨e j(t)|U |ek⟩ |2 ⟨ek | ρβ |ek⟩

= Tr[eiu(U†H(t)U−H(0))ρβ],
(201)

which will be equal to the OBS characteristic function:

GOBS(u) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dzeiuz℘OBS(z,H(0),H(t),U, ρ) = Tr[eiu(∆(H(0),H(t),U))ρβ] (202)

where, for the time-dependent case, we considered the two-time OBS statistics [7]

℘OBS(z,H(0),H(t),U) = Tr[MOBS(z,H(0),H(t),U)ρβ], (203)

MOBS(z,H(0),H(t),U) =
∑

j

δD[z − δ j(H(0),H(t),U)] |δ j(H(0),H(t),U)⟩ ⟨δ j(H(0),H(t),U)| , (204)

and

∆(H(0),H(t),U) = U†H(t)U − H(0) =
∑

j

δ j(H(0),H(t),U) |δ j(H(0),H(t),U)⟩ ⟨δ j(H(0),H(t),U)| (205)

Similarly, the same result can be deduced substituting in Eqs. (201) and (202) the following: H(0) → H1, H(t) → H1,
℘OBS(z,H(0),H(t),U) → ℘OBS(z,H1,U) and ℘TPM(z,H(0),H(t),U) → ℘TPM(z,H1,U) (defined in the main text), and ρβ → any ρ.
Therefore, it follows, for the time-independent discrete basis case, that if [H1,U†H1U] = 0, then:

GTPM(u) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dzeiuz℘TPM(z,H1,U, ρ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dzeiuz℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ) = GOBS(u), (206)
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and, as a result,

℘TPM(z,H1,U, ρ) = ℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ). (207)

Now, for the deductions in [8] and the framework here, we considered discrete basis, so that TPM procedure is clear and needs
no adaptation. This is not the case when H1 is diagonalized by a continuous basis {|e⟩}, since after a first measurement of H1 of
one round of a TPM procedure, the state is not normalizable after the measurement so that the statistics cannot be directly treated
[9]. We can assume that after a first measurement, the state is a normalized state |ψe

µ⟩, such that µ accounts for the precision of
the experiment apparatus used and approximates an eigenstate |e⟩ whenever µ→ 0. For instance, ⟨e′|ψe

µ⟩ can be a Gaussian state
with its center located at e, such that µ is the width of the gaussian. For such states, we expect that

lim
µ→0

Hn
1 |ψk

µ⟩ = lim
µ→0

en
k |ψk

µ⟩ and lim
µ→0
| ⟨e|ψe′

µ ⟩ |2 = δD(e′ − e). (208)

Whenever [H1,U†H1U] = 0, since and eigenvector |e⟩ is also eigenvector of U†H1U, such that U†H1U |e⟩ = ϵe |e⟩ for some real
ϵe, then it also follows that

lim
µ→0

U†Hn
1U |ψe

µ⟩ = lim
µ→0

ϵn
e |ψe

µ⟩ . (209)

As a result, we can define the TPM POVM elements for the continuous case as

MTPM(z,H1,U) = lim
µ→0

" ∞

−∞
dede′δD[z − (e′ − e)] | ⟨e′|U |ψe

µ⟩ |2 |e⟩ ⟨e| , (210)

So that, the characteristic function can be computed as

GTPM(u) =
∫ ∞
−∞ dzeiuz℘TPM(z,H1,U, ρ) = limµ→0

! ∞
−∞ dede′eiu(ϵe′−e)| ⟨ϵe′ |U |ψe

µ⟩ |2 ⟨e| ρ |e⟩
= limµ→0

! ∞
−∞ dede′eiu(ϵe′−e) ⟨e′|U |ψe

µ⟩ ⟨e| ρ |e⟩ ⟨ψe
µ|U† |e′⟩ ,

= limµ→0
! ∞
−∞ dede′ Tr[U† |e′⟩ eiuϵe′ ⟨e′|U |ψe

µ⟩ ⟨e| e−iueρ |e⟩ ⟨ψe
µ|]

= limµ→0
∫ ∞
−∞ de Tr[eiuU†H1U |ψe

µ⟩ ⟨e| e−iuH1ρ |e⟩ ⟨ψe
µ|]

= limµ→0
∫ ∞
−∞ de Tr[eiuϵe |ψe

µ⟩ ⟨e| e−iuH1ρ |e⟩ ⟨ψe
µ|]

= limµ→0
∫ ∞
−∞ de

∫ ∞
−∞ de′eiuϵe ⟨e′|ψe

µ⟩ ⟨e| e−iuH1ρ |e⟩ ⟨ψe
µ|e′⟩

= limµ→0
∫ ∞
−∞ de

∫ ∞
−∞ de′eiuϵe ⟨e| e−iuH1ρ |e⟩ | ⟨ψe

µ|e′⟩ |2
=

∫ ∞
−∞ de

∫ ∞
−∞ de′eiuϵe ⟨e| e−iuH1ρ |e⟩ δD(e − e′) =

∫ ∞
−∞ de ⟨e| eiu(U†H1U−H1)ρ |e⟩ = Tr[eiu(U†H1U−H1)ρ] = GOBS(u)

(211)

where we considered the properties of Eqs. (208) and (209) from the forth line on. As a result, in the limit in which µ→ 0,

℘TPM(z,H1,U, ρ) =
∫ ∞

−∞
due−iuzGTPM(u) =

∫ ∞

−∞
due−iuzGOBS(u) = ℘OBS(z,H1,U, ρ). (212)

B. Calculating the probabilities | ⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ |2 in the subsection “Calculations for the Fig.1” of Methods section

We consider, as in the main text, that U+τ = ⟨+|Uτ |+⟩ = e−iθτ exp
[
− iτ
ℏ

(
P2

2m +
mω2

2 X2
+

)]
, X+ = ⟨+| X′ |+⟩ = X + a, and θτ =

ℏωzτ
2ℏ − mω2a2τ

2ℏ . Considering |x+⟩ as the basis that diagonalizes X+ and comparing with the basis |x⟩ that diagonalizes X, we have
that |x+⟩X+ basis = |x+ − a⟩X basis. Therefore, for any state |ψ⟩, the following equality holds

⟨x+|ψ⟩X+ basis = ⟨x+ − a|ψ⟩ (213)

so that

⟨x+|0⟩X+ basis =
1

(
π2σ2)1/4 exp

[
− (x+ − a)2

4σ2

]
(214)

and (see page 450 of [10] for the deduction of ⟨x|n⟩ in the X basis)

⟨x+|n⟩X+ basis = (2nn!)−1/2 1
(
2πσ2)1/4 exp

[
− (x+ − a)2

4σ2

]
Hn

(
x+ − a√

2σ

)
(215)
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where σ =
√
ℏ/(2mω) and Hn(y) are Hermite polynomials, that satisfy [11]

Hn(y) =
n/2∑

s=0

(−1)s(2y)n−2s n!
(n − 2s)!s!

(216)

From this point on, we will consider all our calculations in the X+ basis. Notice that the term P2

2m +
mω2

2 X2
+ that appears inside the

exponential defining U+τ is just a simple harmonic oscillator energy term, with X displaced to X+. Since [X+, P] = [X, P] = iℏ,
then the same algebra rules for the oscillator can be applied here. As a result, we can write

⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ = e−iθτ

∫ ∞

−∞
dx+ ⟨n|x+⟩ ⟨x+| exp

[
− iτ
ℏ

(
P2

2m
+

mω2

2
X2
+

)]
|0⟩ (217)

The term

⟨x+| exp
[
− iτ
ℏ

(
P2

2m
+

mω2

2
X2
+

)]
|0⟩ (218)

can be identified as the wave function evolved until time τ of the state |0⟩, which, in the X+ position basis, is a Gaussian centered
around the phase point (a, 0) as described in Eq. (214). This gaussian evolves under a simple harmonic oscillator dynamics until
time τ. Using the formalism in [12, 13], we obtain

⟨x+| exp
[
− iτ
ℏ

(
P2

2m
+

mω2

2
X2
+

)]
|0⟩ = 1

(
2πσ2

t

)1/4 exp

−
(x+ − a cos(ωt))2

cos(ωt)(4σ2 cos(ωt) + 2iℏ
mω sin(ωt))

− i
mω tan(ωt)

2ℏ
x2
+



=
1

(
2πσ2

t

)1/4 exp

−
(x+ − a cos(ωt))2

4σ2 cos(ωt)
(
cos(ωt) + iℏ

2mωσ2 sin(ωt)
) − i

mω tan(ωt)
2ℏ

x2
+



=
1

(
2πσ2

t

)1/4 exp

−
(x+ − a cos(ωt))2

(
cos(ωt) − iℏ

2mωσ2 sin(ωt)
)

4σ2
t cos(ωt)

− i
mω tan(ωt)

2ℏ
x2
+



(219)

where

σt =

√
σ2 cos2(ωt) +

ℏ2

4m2ω2σ2 sin2(ωt) (220)

Now, inserting Eqs. (215) and (219) in Eq. (217), considering Eq. (216), we get

⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ = (2nn!)−1/2 e−iθτ

(π24σ2σ2
t )1/4

∫ ∞
−∞ dx+ exp

[
− (x+−a)2

4σ2 −
(x+−a cos(ωt))2

(
cos(ωt)− iℏ

2mωσ2 sin(ωt)
)

4σ2
t cos(ωt) − i mω tan(ωt)

2ℏ x2
+

]
Hn

(
x+−a√

2σ

)

= (2nn!)−1/2 e−iθτ

(π24σ2σ2
t )1/4

∑n/2
s=0(−1)s n!

(n−2s)!s!×

×
∫ ∞
−∞ dx+ exp

[
− (x+−a)2

4σ2 −
(x+−a cos(ωt))2

(
cos(ωt)− iℏ

2mωσ2 sin(ωt)
)

4σ2
t cos(ωt) − i mω tan(ωt)

2ℏ x2
+

]
(2 x+−a√

2σ
)n−2s

(221)

Now, given that τ = π/ω, then σt = σ and, after some tedious calculations, we obtain

⟨n|U+τ |0⟩ = (2nn!)−1/2 e−
a2

2σ2 −iθτ

(
2πσ2)1/2

n/2∑

s=0


√

2
σ


n−2s

(−1)s n!
(n − 2s)!s!

f (n, s, a, σ), (222)

where

f (n, s, a, σ) =
∫ ∞
−∞ dx+ exp

[
− (x++a)2

2σ2

]
(x+)n−2s

= (−1)−2se−
a2

4σ2 2n−2s|σ|n−2s−1×
×

(
a|σ|

(
(−1)n − (−1)2s

)
Γ
(

n
2 − s + 1

)
1F1

(
n
2 − s + 1; 3

2 ; a2

4σ2

)

+ σ2
(
(−1)n + (−1)2s

)
Γ
(

1
2 (n − 2s + 1)

)
1F1

(
1
2 (n − 2s + 1); 1

2 ; a2

4σ2

))
(223)

and Γ(z) is the Gamma function [11] and 1F1

(
1
2 (n − 2s + 1); 1

2 ; a2

4σ2

)
is the Kummer confluent hypergeometric function [14].

Using Eq. (222) with the parameters described in Fig. 1, we could compute the probabilities pTPM(0,HHO,Uτ, ρ1) = | ⟨0|U+τ |0⟩ |2
and pTPM(ℏω,HHO,Uτ, ρ1) = | ⟨1|U+τ |0⟩ |2 presented in the Figure 1.
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C. Calculating the probabilities p(n,HHO(τ)) in subsection “Calculations for the Fig. 3 and 5” of the methods section

Our goal in this subsection is to compute the probability of the Harmonic oscillator part HHO =
P2

2m ⊗ 1s +
mω2X2

2 ⊗ 1s =

ℏω(N + 1/2) ⊗ 1s of the total energy to have some arbitrary value at time τ. To do so, we first notice that since |n,±⟩ are
eigenstates of HHO at time 0 with eigenvalues ℏω(n + 1/2), then the probability of the system of being ℏω(n + 1/2) at time τ is
given by

p(n,HHO(τ)) = | ⟨n,−|Uτ |α,−⟩ |2. (224)

where we considered the fact that, since σz commutes with Uτ, then

| ⟨n,+|Uτ |α,−⟩ |2 = 0. (225)

Our strategy to obtain | ⟨n,−|Uτ |α,−⟩ |2 is to make a transition to the Heisenberg picture. For that, first notice that from
the transition from the Schrödinger to the Heisenberg picture, we have that given that |n,±⟩ are eigenvectors of HHO, then
U†τ |n,±⟩ = |n′,±⟩ are eigenstates of the Heisenberg evolved version U†τHHOUτ, since [10]

U†τHHOUτ |n′,±⟩ = U†τHHOUτU†τ |n,±⟩ =
(
n +

1
2

)
ℏωU† |n,±⟩ =

(
n +

1
2

)
|n′,±⟩ (226)

Now, let us analyze {|n′⟩}. We saw in the methods section, that the Heisenberg time-evolved version of the operator X′ =
X ⊗ 1s + a(1CM ⊗ σz) is given by X′(τ) = −X ⊗ 1s − a(1CM ⊗ σz). Therefore, given that σz does not change in time for the given
evolution, it follows that X(τ) = U†τ (X ⊗ 1s)Uτ = −X ⊗ 1s − 2a(1CM ⊗ σz). Moreover, given that P(τ) = −P ⊗ 1s, we have that

H′HO B ⟨−|HHO(τ) |−⟩ = ⟨−|
(

P2(τ)
2m

+
mω2X2(τ)

2

)
|−⟩ = P2(0)

2m
+

mω
2

X
′2 (227)

and

⟨+|HHO(τ) |−⟩ = ⟨−|HHO(τ) |+⟩ = 0 (228)

where X′ = X − 2a. Moreover, notice that [X′, P] = iℏ and [X′, X′] = 0, so that, analogously as in the usual harmonic oscillator,
by defining [10]

a′ =
√

mω
2ℏ

(X′ +
iP
mω

) (229)

we have that

[a′, a
′†] = 1, N′ = a

′†a′ =
H′S
ℏω
− 1

2
, [N′, a

′†] = a
′†, [N′, a′] = −a′. (230)

So that

H′HO = ℏω

(
N′ +

1
2

)
(231)

and the same algebraic structure as the usual harmonic oscillator can be used to deduce that

N′ |n′⟩ = n′ |n′⟩ , a
′† |n′⟩ =

√
n′ + 1 |n′ + 1⟩ , a

′ |n′⟩ = √n′ |n′ − 1⟩ . (232)

As a result,

|n′⟩ = (a
′†)n

√
n!
|0′⟩ (233)

The difference from the usual harmonic oscillator appears in the wave-functions, since, considering that X′ |x⟩ = (x − 2a) |x⟩,
then

⟨x| a′ |0′⟩ =
(
x − 2a + x2

0∂x

)
⟨x|0⟩ = 0, (234)
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where x0 =

√
ℏ

mω , resulting in

⟨x|0⟩ = 1

π
1
4
√

x0
exp

−
1
2

(
x − 2a

x0

)2 (235)

From this, we obtain, using a method similar to the usual harmonic oscillator case [10], that

⟨x|n′⟩ =
(

1

π
1
4
√

2nn!

) 
1

xn+1/2
0


(
x − 2a − x2

0∂x

)n
exp

−
1
2

(
x − 2a

x0

)2 (236)

These equations are the same as for the eigenvectors |n⟩ of P2

2m +
mω2X2

2 = ℏω(N + 1/2), but displaced by 2a (see section 2.3 of
Ref. [10]), so that

⟨x − 2a|n⟩ = ⟨x|n′⟩ . (237)

Considering that the wave function of the coherent state is defined as [1]

⟨x|α⟩ = eiθα
(mω
πℏ

) 1
4

exp

−


x − ⟨α| X |α⟩
2σ2

X


2

+
i ⟨α| P |α⟩ x
ℏ

 (238)

with σX =
√
ℏ/(2mω) and eiθα = eα

∗2−α2
, then we have that

⟨n′|α⟩ =
∫ ∞
−∞ dx ⟨n′|x⟩ ⟨x|α⟩ =

∫ ∞
−∞ dx ⟨n′|x⟩ eiθα

(
mω
πℏ

) 1
4 exp

[
−

(
x−⟨α|X|α⟩

2σ2
X

)2
+

i⟨α|P|α⟩x
ℏ

]

=
∫ ∞
−∞ dx′ ⟨n′|x′ + 2a⟩ eiθα

(
mω
πℏ

) 1
4 exp

[
−

(
x′+2a−⟨α|X|α⟩

2σ2
X

)2
+

i⟨α|P|α⟩(x′+2a)
ℏ

]

= eiθα+i2a⟨α|P|α⟩/ℏ ∫ ∞
−∞ dx′ ⟨n′|x′ + 2a⟩

(
mω
πℏ

) 1
4 exp

[
−

(
x′+2a−⟨α|X|α⟩

2σ2
X

)2
+

i⟨α|P|α⟩x′
ℏ

]

= eiθα+i2a⟨α|P|α⟩/ℏ ∫ ∞
−∞ dx′ ⟨n|x′⟩

(
mω
πℏ

) 1
4 exp

[
−

(
x′+2a−⟨α|X|α⟩

2σ2
X

)2
+

i⟨α|P|α⟩x′
ℏ

]

(239)

Defining

α′ =
√

mω
2ℏ

(⟨α| X |α⟩ − 2a) + i
1√

2mℏω
⟨α| P |α⟩ , (240)

we can consider the coherent state |α′⟩, such that

⟨x|α′⟩ = eiθα′
(mω
πℏ

) 1
4

exp




x − ⟨α′| X |α′⟩
2σ2

X


2

+
i ⟨α′| P |α′⟩ x

ℏ

 , (241)

where

⟨α′| X |α′⟩ =
√

2ℏ
mω
ℜ(α′) = ⟨α| X |α⟩ − 2a, ⟨α′| P |α′⟩ =

√
2mℏωℑ(α′) = ⟨α| P |α⟩ , eiθα′ = e

α
′∗2−α′2

4 . (242)

Therefore,

⟨n′|α⟩ = ei(θα−θα′ )+i2a⟨α|P|α⟩/ℏ
∫ ∞

−∞
dx′ ⟨n|x′⟩ ⟨x′|α′⟩ = ⟨n|α′⟩ ei(θα−θα′ )−i2a⟨α|P|α⟩/ℏ (243)

Given that |α′⟩ is a proper coherent state, then it follows that

|α′⟩ = e−|α
′ |2/2

∞∑

n=0

α
′n

√
n!
|n⟩ (244)

and

⟨n|α′⟩ = e−|α
′ |2/2 α

′n

√
n!
, (245)



29

so that, from Eq. (243),

| ⟨n′|α⟩ |2 = e−|α
′ |2 |α′|2n

n!
. (246)

As a result, it follows that

| ⟨n′,+|α,−⟩ |2 = 0, | ⟨n′,−|α,−⟩ |2 = e−|α
′ |2 |α′|2n

n!
(247)

The probability that HHO have an energy ℏω(n + 1/2) at time τ is thus given by

p(n,HHO(τ)) = | ⟨n′,−|α,−⟩ |2 = e−|α
′ |2 |α′|2n

n!
. (248)

For values different from ℏω(n + 1/2) for any n, the probability is null.

D. Example of result 2 considering Trapped Ions

As mentioned in the main text, in specific scenarios, result 2 can be used to obtain the OBS statistics via a probe, an auxiliary
energy operator H2. However, as seen in the derivation of result 2, finding a physically intuitive operator H2 and a state |v⟩
such that result 2 can be directly applied is not always straightforward. Nevertheless, there exist special cases where H2 can be
explicitly given without introducing an additional subspace (H ′ in result 2). We analyze such cases here.

Consider a system Ω whose total energy is given by

H = H1 + H2, (249)

where both H1 and H2 act on the same Hilbert spaceH . The unitary evolution is specified as U = exp[−iHt/ℏ], and the following
commutation relations hold:

[U†H1U,H1] , 0, [U†H2U,H2] = 0. (250)

Since

[∆(H1,U),H2] = [∆(H1,U),U†H2U] = 0, (251)

it follows that for any initial preparation ρ = |δi(H1,U)⟩ ⟨δi(H1,U)| as an eigenstate of ∆(H1,U), one can measure H2 at times
0 and t, obtaining with 100% certainty the energies Ei and E′i = Ei − δi(H1,U), where Ei is an eigenvalue of H2. By energy
conservation, the variation of H1 must necessarily be δi(H1,U). This represents a special case of result 2, where H2 → H2 ⊗1H ′
and U′ = 1H ′ .

An illustrative example of this scenario is provided in Fig. 1, corresponding to the trapped ion system analyzed in Figs. 1, 3,
and 4 of the main text. In this case, the unitary evolution is given by

Uτ = exp[−iHτ/ℏ], (252)

where the Hamiltonian takes the form

H = HHO ⊗ 1s + He, (253)

with

HHO = (N + 1
2 )ℏω, He = ℏ(ωz/2 + ∆S kSWX/2) ⊗ σz. (254)

By making the substitutions

H1 → HHO ⊗ 1s, H2 → (H − H1) = He, U → Uτ, (255)

we recover result 2, demonstrating that measuring H2 at times 0 and τ yields the same statistics for the variation of H1 under Uτ

as obtained via the OBS protocol.
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FIG. 1. Illustration of the application of result 2 to the trapped Ca+ ion system. We consider the same system as in Figs. 1, 3, and
4 in the main text and define H1 = HHO ⊗ 1s and H2 = H − H1 = He. The variation of energy is analyzed over the interval [0, τ], where
τ = π/ω and the unitary evolution is U ≡ Uτ = exp[−iHτ/ℏ]. As detailed in the “Methods” section, the operator of variation of H1 for
this interval is ∆(H1,U) = 2mω2aX ⊗ σz + 2mω2a2, where a = ℏ∆skSW/(2mω2). The following conditions are satisfied [U†H2U,H2] =
[U†H2U,∆(H1,U)] = [H2,∆(H1,U)] = 0. This scenario represents a special case of result 2. On the left, the OBS protocol is applied to
measure ∆(H1,U). The system’s position X and spin σz are measured, yielding x0 and −1, respectively. This determines the variation of
energy as δx0 (H1,U) = −2mω2ax0 + 2mω2a2 which is the eigenvalue of ∆(H1,U) associated with the eigenvector |δx0 (H1,U)⟩ = |x0,−⟩.
On the right, result 2 is applied to the same system, approximately prepared in the eigenstate |δx0 (H1,U)⟩. In this case, |δx0 (H1,U)⟩ is an
eigenstate of both H2 and U†H2U. Measurements of H2 at t = 0 and U†H2U at t = τ, via measurements of X and σz, yield the eigenvalues
Ex0 = −ℏ(ωz/2 + ∆S kSW x0/2) and E′x0

= Ex0 − δx0 (H1,U), respectively. By the reality condition, the variation of H2 is −δx0 (H1,U). By the
conservation of energy (condition 2), the variation of H1 must be δx0 (H1,U), thus showing the equivalence between the measurement results
on the left and right side of the figure.

In this case, we arrive at a special instance of result 2 where no additional Hilbert spaceH ′ or auxiliary vector |v⟩ is required
to obtain the OBS statistics for the variation of H1. However, to fully conform with result 2, we could introduce an auxiliary
spaceH ′ by redefining

H1 → HHO ⊗ 1s, H2 → (H − H1) ⊗ 1H ′ = He ⊗ 1H ′ . (256)

Similarly, we set

U ⊗ U′ → Uτ ⊗ 1H ′ . (257)

With this formulation, the same result would be obtained for any normalized state |v⟩ ∈ H ′.
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