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Characterizing fluctuations of work in coher-
ent quantum systems is notoriously problem-
atic. We reveal the ultimate source of the
problem by proving that (A) energy conserva-
tion and (B) the Jarzynski fluctuation theorem
cannot be observed at the same time. Condi-
tion A stipulates that, for any initial state of
the system, the measured average work must
be equal to the difference of initial and final
average energies, and that untouched systems
must exchange deterministically zero work.
Condition B is only for thermal initial states
and encapsulates the second law of thermody-
namics. We prove that A and B are incompat-
ible for work measurement schemes that are
differentiable functions of the state and sat-
isfy two mild structural constraints. This cov-
ers all existing schemes and leaves the theo-
retical possibility of jointly observing A and B
open only for a narrow class of exotic schemes.
For the special but important case of state-
independent schemes, the situation is much
more rigid: we prove that, essentially, only the
two-point measurement scheme is compatible
with B.

1 Introduction
Work is a central notion in both mechanics and ther-
modynamics, being essentially the only touching point
between the two theories. When information about
the full statistics of work is required, which is espe-
cially relevant for small systems, classical mechanics
answers by means of trajectories [1, 2], leaving no pre-
scription for accessing the statistics of work in the
quantum regime [1, 3–12]. This uncertainty has bred
a number of approaches towards measuring work in
the quantum regime [1, 3–5, 7, 8, 10, 12–25]. Nev-
ertheless, as amply discussed in the literature [5, 7–
9, 11, 26], and in Sec. 3.2, they all become problematic
in certain regimes.

In this paper, we show that the fundamental source
of all these problems is that energy conservation and
Jarzynski fluctuation theorem (or simply Jarzynski
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equality) [2] for work cannot be observed at the same
time in quantum mechanics. Namely, we prove that
essentially no quantum measurement slated to mea-
sure work can produce a random variable that can

simultaneously satisfy A energy conservation for all

states and B Jarzynski equality (JE) for all thermal
states.

Since the JE necessarily holds in classical mechan-
ics, requiring it also in the quantum regime is a way
of imposing a weak form of quantum–classical corre-
spondence principle on the distribution of work, with-
out going into the specifics of the quantum–classical
transition itself. Thus, elegantly incorporating both
the second law of thermodynamics and the correspon-
dence principle, the JE can serve as a high-level fil-
ter through which physically meaningful definitions of
work fluctuations ought to be able to pass, especially
given the foundational role fluctuation theorems play
in statistical mechanics [6, 27].

Undeniably, energy conservation is another such fil-
ter, and that virtually no definition of work fluctua-
tions can pass through both, means that quantum
work cannot be thought of as a classical random vari-
able. In our definition, a measurement scheme obeys
energy conservation if the work statistics measured
by the scheme reflect energy conservation for the un-
measured system. Specifically, the average work per-
formed on an unmeasured thermally isolated system
is equal to the difference between the final and initial
average energies of the system, and a proper measure-
ment of work must output a random variable the first
moment of which coincides with that value. We call
this condition A1 . Another simple consequence of
energy conservation is that, if a system is untouched,
then zero work with probability 1 is performed on it.
Therefore, a correct measurement of work must out-
put exactly that statistics; this is condition A2 . One
may call A1 the “average energy conservation” condi-
tion, and to contrast with that, we will call A, which
is A1 and A2 imposed jointly, the “detailed energy
conservation” condition.

Our analysis is divided into two parts. First, we
focus on work measuring schemes that do not depend
on the initial state of the system. We prove that,
for such schemes, B necessitates a conflict with A1.
Moreover, the schemes that satisfy B and yield the
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correct average for initial thermal states produce the
same statistics as the two-point measurement (TPM)
scheme [3, 4, 6, 14, 28]; see Theorem 2. This estab-
lishes that JE⇔ TPM for state-independent schemes.

Then, we ask whether A and B can be reconciliated
by using schemes that are allowed to depend on the
system’s initial state. Considering physically mean-
ingful only those schemes that depend on the state
differentiably, we prove that, while A1 and B can be
made compatible, when requiring energy conservation
to be satisfied to a fuller extent—namely, imposing A2
alongside A1—the compatibility with B breaks down
for essentially all reasonable state-dependent schemes,
leaving the theoretical possibility open for only a nar-
row exotic class of schemes (Theorem 3). Interest-
ingly, merely requiring A1 and A2 to hold at the same
time already severely restricts the class of acceptable
schemes (Lemmas 2 and C.1).

2 Formal setup
Throughout this paper, we will focus on closed sys-
tems (also called “conservative” in classical mechan-
ics). This setting is the most general: any open sys-
tem is a part of a larger closed system consisting of
the system itself and all the external systems with
which it is correlated, interacts, and will interact dur-
ing the process under study [29, 30]. Arguably, this
picture also incorporates the process of quantum mea-
surement [31–33]. For closed systems, a process is de-
scribed by a time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) that
at the beginning (t = tin) has some value H and at the
end (t = tfin) some value H ′, generating the unitary

evolution operator U = −→exp
[
− i
∫ tfin
tin

dtH(t)
]
.

For any quantum process, the observed statistics of
any quantity (e.g., work) can be described by a posi-
tive operator-valued measure (POVM) [34]. Since the
whole physical arrangement through which the pro-
cess is executed and measured is encapsulated in the
POVM, by a “work measuring scheme” we will under-
stand a POVM and a set of outcomes prescribed to it:
{MW ,W}W , where MW are the POVM elements and
W are the associated outcomes. Thus, any random
variable representing work is nothing but a (general-
ized) quantum measurement with outcomes W occur-
ring with probabilities

pW = Tr(ρMW ), (1)

where ρ is the initial state of the system.
When the measuring device, through which the

statistics is observed, does not depend on the sys-
tem’s initial state, then, expectedly, the correspond-
ing POVM is also state-independent [9]. Surely, the
scheme shall depend on the process (i.e., H, H ′, and
U). In general, however, both the POVM elements
and the outcomes will also depend on the system’s
initial state. Such state-dependent schemes comprise
the most general set of work measurements.

Table 1: Relationship of all existing schemes with conditions
A1, A2, and B. Schemes satisfying only one of these con-
ditions [16] or featuring quasiprobabilities [7, 12, 15, 19, 20]
are not shown. Also not shown are Refs. [17, 18], since their
framework does not produce any work statistics for states
with coherences in the energy eigenbasis. We see that none
of the schemes simultaneously satisfies all three conditions.

Scheme A1 A2 B
[1, 5], [10], [22] 4 4 8
[21], [23], [25], Appendix D 4 8 4
[3, 4], [13], Υρ [Eq. (10)] 8 4 4

In these terms, A1 means that∑
W

W Tr(ρMW ) = Tr(UρU†H ′)− Tr(ρH)

= Tr(ρΩ)
(2)

is required to hold for all ρ’s. Here, Tr(ρH) and
Tr(UρU†H ′) are, respectively, the initial and final av-
erage energies, and

Ω = U†H ′U −H (3)

is the so-called Heisenberg operator of work (HOW)
[5].

Condition B imposes∑
W

e−βW Tr(τβMW ) = e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]), (4)

for any β > 0, where τβ = 1
Zβ [H]e

−βH is the ther-

mal state, with Zβ [H] = Tr e−βH and Fβ [H] =
−β−1 lnZβ [H] being, respectively, the partition func-
tion and equilibrium free energy.

Lastly, A2 concerns systems that are untouched,
i.e., when H(t) = H = const. In such a case, A2
demands that pW=0 = Tr(ρMW=0) = 1 for any den-
sity matrix ρ.

2.1 Discussion of the setup
To provide additional context, we show in Table 1 the
relationship of all existing schemes with Conditions
A1, A2, and B; we see that none of them satisfies all
three at the same time. Additionally, for the sake of
the forthcoming analysis, below we briefly review the
two paradigmatic work measurement schemes, TPM
[3, 4] and HOW [1, 5], in the light of these conditions.

In the TPM scheme [3, 4], one first measures
the energy at the beginning, obtaining the outcome
Ea and post-measurement state PaρPa/Tr(ρPa) with
probability Tr(ρPa), where Ea and Pa are, respec-
tively, the eigenvalues and eigenprojectors of H (H =∑
aEaPa). Then, the unitary process is implemented

and the energy of the system is measured again. This
yields the outcome E′k with conditional probability

Tr
[
U PaρPa

Tr(ρPa)U
†P ′k

]
, where E′k and P ′k are the eigen-

values and eigenprojectors of H ′. Thus, according to
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the scheme, the outcomes of work and their probabil-
ities are

Wak = E′k − Ea, pTPM
ak = Tr

(
ρMTPM

ak

)
, (5)

where

MTPM
ak = PaU

†P ′kUPa. (6)

Noting that
[
MTPM
ak , H

]
= 0 for all a and k, we see

that
∑
WakM

TPM
ak commutes with H for any H, H ′,

and U . Whereas there exist such H, H ′, and U for
which [U†H ′U,H] 6= 0 and hence Ω does not com-
mute with H, and therefore Ω cannot be equal to∑
WakM

TPM
ak . In such a case, there will exist a ρ

for which Eq. (2) is violated, which shows that the
TPM scheme is incompatible with A1 [5, 8, 9, 11].
Nonetheless, we note that the TPM scheme always
satisfies A2. Moreover, in the classical limit, where
all the commutators go to zero, the discrepancy with
A1 also vanishes (see Refs. [35–38] for more details
about the TPM scheme’s classical limit).

In the HOW scheme [5], the statistics of work is
identified with the measurement statistics of the op-
erator Ω. Therefore, by construction, the scheme sat-
isfies both requirements A1 and A2. However, B is
not satisfied because, in general,〈
e−βW

〉
HOW := Tr

(
τβ e

−βΩ) ≥ e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]),

which straightforwardly follows from the Golden–
Thomposon inequality [39]. When the system’s
Hilbert space is finite-dimensional, the inequal-
ity is strict when (and only when) β[Ω, H] =
β[U†H ′U,H] 6= 0 [39]. However, the HOW scheme
satisfies B in the classical limit. In finite-dimensional
spaces, this is a simple consequence of all the com-
mutators vanishing in the classical limit [5]. In
continuous-variable systems, issues with continuity
may arise, so it is not mathematically guaranteed any-
more. Nonetheless, for a harmonic oscillator, by per-
forming an explicit calculation, we show in Supple-
mentary Note S that the HOW scheme indeed satisfies
B in the ~→ 0 limit.

That A1, A2, and B become compatible in the clas-
sical limit for the TPM and HOW schemes (and in
fact for some other schemes too [12, 40]), is yet an-
other indication that the classical approach to deter-
mining the statistics of work is unlikely to provide
useful guidance for the quantum regime.

3 Results
3.1 State-independent schemes
Let us define the JE class to be the set of all state-
independent schemes that satisfy B, i.e., the Jarzyn-
ski equality for all thermal states. The following
lemma, proven in Appendix A, gives a complete char-
acterization of the JE class.

Lemma 1 (Characterization of the JE class). A
state-independent scheme {(MW ,W )}W with a dis-
crete set of outcomes {W} satisfies B iff

{W}W = {E′k − Ea}Aa=1
K
k=1, (7)

so that the outcomes and the corresponding POVM
elements can be labeled as Wak = E′k − Ea and Mak,
along with ∑

a, b,m;
E′m−Eb+Ea=E′k

Tr(MbmPa) = TrP ′k (8)

and

Tr(MbmPa) = 0 if E′m − Eb + Ea 6∈ {E′k}Kk=1. (9)

A key consequence of Lemma 1, also proven in Ap-
pendix A, is the following no-go theorem.

Theorem 1 (No-go for state-independent schemes).
If a state-independent scheme satisfies B, then it is
incompatible with A1.

Note that the JE class strictly contains the TPM
scheme, which is expressed in the fact that Eqs. (8)
and (9) [and even the more specific Eqs. (A7)
and (A8)] allow for more general POVMs. However,
if in addition to B, we merely require the scheme to
respect A1 on thermal states, the following theorem,
proven in Appendix B, will hold.

Theorem 2 (JE ⇔ TPM). For the (generic) case
of nondegenerate H and nondegenerate set of out-
comes, the schemes in the JE class that satisfy Eq. (2)
for thermal initial states are equivalent to the TPM
scheme.

We emphasize that here we do not require Eq. (2)
to hold for nonthermal states. Theorem 2 shows that
the TPM scheme is essentially uniquely determined
by that, for thermal states, it reproduces the cor-
rect average work and Jarzynski equality. This re-
lation can be expressed as JE ⇒ TPM. The reverse,
namely, that the TPM scheme satisfies the JE (i.e.,
JE ⇐ TPM), has been known from the very con-
ception of the scheme [3, 4], and was in fact what
motivated its experimental implementations [41–43].
Theorem 2 thus means that, basically, JE⇔ TPM for
state-independent schemes.

3.2 State-dependent schemes
Having excluded the possibility of simultaneously sat-
isfying the conditions A1 and B with work measuring
schemes that are limited to being state-independent,
let us explore the opportunities when no such limi-
tation is posed. That is, when the work-measuring
POVM, {MW }, and the corresponding set of out-
comes, {W}, are allowed to depend not only on the
process (i.e., U , H, and H ′), but also on the system’s
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initial state, ρ. These schemes comprise the largest
set of measurement protocols allowed by quantum me-
chanics.

On the one hand, this dramatically increases the set
of POVMs to choose from. On the other hand, this
happens at the cost of abandoning “universality”—in
order to implement such a scheme, one has to acquire
additional knowledge about incoming states and read-
just the measurement setup accordingly, which is in-
convenient from the practical standpoint, to say the
least.

Expectedly, this additional freedom makes A1 and
B, and even A2, more compatible. In fact, by allow-
ing for completely arbitrary state-dependent schemes,
we can resolve the inconsistency problem altogether.
For example, by implementing the following proto-
col: when [ρ,H] = 0, apply the TPM scheme; when
[ρ,H] 6= 0, apply the HOW scheme. Formally, this
satisfies A1, B, and A2 simultaneously. However, this
scheme is highly discontinuous. Indeed, if one adds an
infinitesimal amount of coherence to a state that is di-
agonal in the energy eigenbasis, the statistics will ex-
perience a dramatic jump from having AK outcomes
E′k − Ea to having only d outcomes Ωi, where d is
the system’s Hilbert space dimension and Ωi are the
eigenvalues of Ω [see Eq. (3)]. Importantly, {Ωi} is not
a subset of {E′k − Ea} whenever [U†H ′U,H] 6= 0. In
addition to this discontinuity of the outcomes, a rad-
ical change of the probability distribution itself will
also take place.

We deem such discontinuous situations pathologi-
cal, especially because any measurement has a finite
resolution (e.g., of how diagonal a state is). There-
fore, we require the measurement schemes to depend
on the state continuously, at least within a certain
convex subset of all states.

More specifically, let us consider a closed ε-ball
in the state space around the infinite-temperature
(β = 0) state τ0 = 1/d: Bε := {σ : ‖σ − τ0‖ < ε},
where ε > 0 and ‖ · ‖ is the standard operator norm
(in `2 space) [44]. Let us moreover choose ε > 0 such
that all ρ’s in Bε are positive-definite—such an ε al-
ways exists as all the eigenvalue of τ0 = 1/d > 0, and
the eigenvalues of a Hermitian operator depend con-
tinuously on the operator [44]. Our main continuity
assumption is that there exists such an ε0 > 0 for
which all the elements MW of the POVM, and their
corresponding outcomes W , are continuous functions
of ρ in Bε0 . If the scheme is continuous on the set of
all density matrices, then of course the choice of ε0
will be arbitrary.

In Appendix C, we prove that requiring the POVM
elements and their outcomes to be differentiable with
respect to ρ, which is a bit stronger than mere con-
tinuity, is so restrictive that the following theorem,
which is the main result of this paper, holds.

Theorem 3 (No-go for state-dependent schemes).
No measurement scheme that is described by a POVM

the elements and outcomes of which are at least once
differentiable in ρ in some open ball Bε0 centered at
τ0, are at least twice differentiable with respect to U at
U = 1, and satisfy two mild structural constraints 1
and 2 described in Appendix C, can simultaneously
satisfy A1, A2, and B.

The structural constraints 1 and 2 essentially boil
down to requiring that the only source of complexness
of the matrices MW in the eigenbasis of H can be
the noncommutativity of U and ρ with H. All work
measurement schemes known to the authors satisfy
these constraints.

While requiring continuity and differentiability can
hardly be considered a limitation in physics, Con-
straints 1 and 2, however mild they might seem (see
Appendix C), do leave a narrow perspective open for
the existence of a state-continuous scheme that could
simultaneously satisfy A1, A2, and B. Of course,
there might simply be a more general proof of incom-
patibility that would not require the Constraints 1
and 2. We defer the explicit description of these
constraints to Appendix C because there is a certain
amount of notation that needs to be established for
stating them.

Importantly, while not being able to provide full
compatibility of A1, A2, and B, continuously state-
dependent schemes do make those conditions more
compatible. Indeed, with state-independent schemes,
we could simultaneously satisfy A1 and A2 (the HOW
scheme) as well as A2 and B (the TPM scheme),
but not A1 and B. Now, with the additional free-
dom, in Appendix D, by combining the ordinary (“for-
ward”) TPM scheme with what we call “backward”
TPM scheme, we construct a state-dependent mea-
surement that simultaneously satisfies A1 and B (but
not A2). Thus, all the requirements are pairwise com-
patible when continuous state-dependent POVMs are
allowed. While this paper was in preparation, three
more state-dependent schemes simultaneously satisfy-
ing A1 and B (but, again, not A2) were reported in
Refs. [21, 23, 25].

Complementing Theorem 3, the following lemma
shows that, strikingly, the two manifestations of the
energy conservation, A1 and A2, are incompatible in
a wide range of practically relevant situations.

Lemma 2. If, for some state ρ with nonzero coher-
ences ([ρ,H] 6= 0), the outcomes of a work measuring
scheme do not depend on the evolution operator U ,
then the scheme cannot simultaneously satisfy condi-
tions A1 and A2, provided the POVM elements of the
scheme are differentiable at least once with respect to
U at U = 1.

Lemma 2 follows as a corollary from Lemma C.1
in Appendix C. It covers a large class of schemes
that includes the TPM scheme, the scheme we in-
troduced in Appendix D, and those later proposed in
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Refs. [21, 23]. This conflict between the two manifes-
tations of energy conservation, A1 and A2, opens up
a completely new perspective on the limited applica-
bility of these schemes for states with coherences in
the energy eigenbasis.

Notably, Lemma 2 does not cover the HOW scheme,
as all its outcomes depend on U ; and indeed, it sat-
isfies both A1 and A2 by design, but, as discussed in
Sec. 2, it does not satisfy B. In fact, the HOW scheme
is not covered also by the stronger Lemma C.1 (see
Appendix C).

In a sense, the strategy of our proof of Theorem 3
in Appendix C is inspired by this example, in that
we start with requiring A1 and A2, and then show
that the structure enforced by them cannot be made
compatible with B.

To give a non-trivial example to apply Theorem 3
to, let us, inspired by Ref. [13], introduce the state-
dependent operator of work

Υρ = −β̂(ρ)−1 ln
[
eβ̂(ρ)H/2e−β̂(ρ)U†H′Ueβ̂(ρ)H/2],

(10)

where β̂(ρ) := arg min
β
‖ρ− τβ‖. This defines an “op-

erator scheme”—the POVM elements are the eigen-
projectors of the operator, and the outcomes are the
corresponding eigenvalues. This scheme is obviously
designed to satisfy B and, when [U†H ′U,H] = 0,
Υρ coincides with the Heisenberg operator of work
Ω [defined in Eq. (3)], which also means that Υρ has
a proper classical limit. One also immediately notes
that this scheme satisfies A2. In Appendix E, we show
that this scheme is indeed covered by Theorem 3, and
hence, it cannot satisfy A1 because it already satisfies
A2 and B. And indeed, in Appendix E, we explicitly
show that Υρ violates A1 even for thermal states. In
addition to that, to mark its debut, we prove some
other curious facts about Υρ, unrelated to the main
point of this paper.

4 Discussion
In this paper, we unearthed the fundamental reason
why, despite numerous attempts in the literature, no
satisfactory measurement scheme for quantum work
has been found so far. By taking an abstract ap-
proach, we asked whether any quantum measurement,
defined as broadly as possible, can produce statistics
that are consistent with energy conservation for the
unmeasured system and Jarzynski equality.

These conditions ensure that the measurement re-
sults reflect the reality of the unmeasured system.
Say, nothing happens to the system—there are no
systems with which it could exchange energy. Even
without measuring the system, energy conservation
law already tells us that, with probability 1, exactly
0 work is performed on the system. Therefore, any
meaningful measurement of work, when applied to the

system, should output 0, with probability 1, even if
the measurement process disrupts the system. This
was our condition A2.

By the same logic, when we take a system in a
known state and drive it unitarily according to a pro-
tocol we fully control, then, even without measuring
the system, energy conservation tells us that the av-
erage work performed on the system is equal to the
difference between the final and initial average ener-
gies of the system. Thus, we imposed the condition
A1 that a proper measurement of work should output
a random variable the first moment of which coin-
cides with that average, no matter how disruptive the
measurement may be.

Note that A1 and A2 are not conditions about the
measurement process itself. Namely, we do not ask
whether energy is conserved during the joint evolution
of the system, apparatus, and external driving agents.

The main result of this paper, Theorem 3, is that
no reasonable quantum measurement can output such
a random variable that would respect the above two
manifestations of energy conservation and, at the
same time, satisfy the Jarzynski equality whenever
the system is in a thermal state (condition B). This
uncovers a deep connection between energy conserva-
tion law and fluctuation theorems that is present only
in the quantum regime.

Our proof merely assumes (i) differentiability of the
measurement operators and outcomes with respect to
the state and (ii) that, in the eigenbasis of H, com-
plexness in MW can originate only from noncommu-
tativity of U and ρ with H. While (i) can hardly
constitute a loophole in any conceivable physical situ-
ation, breaking (ii) could in principle provide a leeway
for devising a meaningful work measurement scheme.
The possibility of finding a more general proof that
would not require (ii) is not excluded and is an inter-
esting problem for future research.

Exploring the extent to which state-dependent
schemes can be helpful in the related problems of
quantum back-action evasion [45, 46], measuring fluc-
tuations of heat [47, 48], current [49–51], entropy pro-
duction [52–54], and energetic cost of measurements
[33, 52, 55–58], is an interesting research avenue.
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A Proofs of Lemma 1 and Theorem 1
To prove Lemma 1, let us rewrite Eq. (4) as∑

W

Tr(MW e
−βH)e−βW = Tr e−βH

′
∀β, (A1)

where {MW }W is a POVM that does not depend on
the state of the system, but may depend on the pro-
cess (i.e., H, H ′, and U).

Recalling the eigenresolutions H =
∑A
a=1EaPa and

H ′ =
∑K
k=1E

′
kP
′
k and introducing the degeneracies

ga := TrPa and g′k := TrP ′k, (A2)

we obtain from Eq. (A1) that

∑
W,a

Tr(MWPa)e−β(Ea+W ) =
K∑
k=1

g′ke
−βE′k (A3)

must hold for all β’s. Whence, using the expansion

ex =
∑∞
N=0

xN

N ! , we find that

∑
W,a

Tr(MWPa)(Ea +W )N =
K∑
k=1

g′k(E′k)N (A4)

for all N ∈ N.
Keeping in mind that everything above is invariant

under a global constant energy shift, we choose the
ground state of H ′ to have zero energy. Moreover,
since the eigenresolution H ′ =

∑K
k=1E

′
kP
′
k already

accounts for possible degeneracies, all values of E′k
are distinct. Therefore, the order of the eigenvectors
of H ′ can be chosen such that 0 = E′1 < E′2 · · · <
E′K . Let us now take N = 2L, L ∈ N, and divide
Eq. (A4) by (E′K)N . Then, as L→∞, the right-hand
side will converge to g′K . Now, if, for all a and W ,
|Ea +W | < E′K , then the left-hand side will converge
to 0, which cannot be. Likewise, there cannot exist
such a and W for which |Ea + W | > E′K , because
otherwise the left-hand side would diverge. Therefore,
there have to exist at least one pair of a and W such
that |Ea + W | = E′K , and |Eb + W ′| ≤ |Ea + W |
for all other pairs b and W ′. And since the equality
between the left- and right-hand sides of Eq. (A4) is
maintained in the L→∞ limit, it also holds that∑

|Ea+W |=E′
K

Tr(MWPa) = g′K . (A5)

Moreover, if there exist such b and W ′ that Eb+W ′ =
−E′K , then necessarily Tr(MW ′Pb) = 0. Indeed, tak-
ing N = 2L + 1, dividing Eq. (A4) by (E′K)N , and
taking the L → ∞ limit, we will obtain the same g′K
on the right-hand side, but Tr(MW ′Pb) will enter the
left-hand side with a negative sign, which means that
equality between the left- and right-hand sides is pos-
sible only if Tr(MW ′Pb) = 0. In other words, for all
N ∈ N, g′K(E′K)N is equal to the sum of all the terms

on the left-hand side with maximal Ea + W . Thus,
for any N , we can eliminate those terms from both
sides of Eq. (A4) and reiterate the arguments above.
Doing so K times, we will conclude that the set of
outcomes of work coincides with energy differences.

This procedure also shows that, if Ea + W does
not coincide with any of E′k’s, then Tr(MWPa) = 0
[check Eq. (A4)]; this proves Eq. (9). Finally, the fact
that Eq. (A5) is obtained at each step of the iteration
(i.e., for all values of k) proves Eq. (8), which thereby
concludes the proof of Lemma 1.

Now, let us prove Theorem 1. For a state-
independent scheme to satisfy A1, Eq. (2) must be sat-
isfied for any state ρ, which means that

∑
W WMW =

Ω must hold.
On the other hand, Lemma 1, and more specifically,

Eq. (9), rather strongly restricts the set of eigensub-
spaces of H among which the matrices Mak are al-
lowed to have coherences. So much so that, for any
nontrivial H and H ′, there exists a U such that Ω has
coherences where

∑
W WMW cannot.

For brevity of presentation, let us conduct the proof
of this fact for the case of nondegenerate set of work
outcomes, namely, when

E′k − Ea = E′m − Eb =⇒ k = m and a = b.
(A6)

Note that this case is the generic one—thoseH andH ′

for which the set of energy differences has degeneracies
constitute a 0-measure subset in the space of all H’s
and H ′’s.

Now, for this configuration, Eq. (9) simply states
that Tr(MakPb) = 0 when b 6= a, which means that,
for any k, Mak belongs to the a’th eigensubspace of
H; in other words,

Mak = PaMakPa. (A7)

Hence [Mak, H] = 0 for any a and k, and therefore∑
W WMW commutes with H. Thus,

∑
W WMW

cannot be equal to Ω whenever [U†H ′U,H] 6= 0.
Lastly, note that, with Eq. (A7) taken into account,

Eq. (8) simplifies to∑
a

TrMak = TrP ′k. (A8)

A special case of this equation was proven in Ref. [59]
for a certain class of two-point energy measurement
schemes.

B Proof of Theorem 2
To prove Theorem 2, let us, taking into account
Eqs. (7) and (A7), rewrite Eq. (2) with ρ = τβ as∑

a

e−βEa
[∑

k

E′k Tr(PaU†P ′kU)− gaEa
]

=
∑
a,k

e−βEa(E′k − Ea) TrMak,
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which has to hold for any β. Keeping in mind that no
two Ea’s are the same, and setting β = 0, 1, . . . , A−1,
we will arrive at a linear system of equations with the
coefficient matrix being a Vandermonde matrix [44]
with a non-zero determinant. Hence, for any a,∑
k

(E′k − Ea) Tr(PaU†P ′kU) =
∑
k

(E′k − Ea) TrMak,

(B9)

where we have noted that
∑
k Tr(PaU†P ′kU) = ga.

At this point, we assume that the operators Mak

do not depend on E′k’s within a small neighborhood.
This assumption is natural for two reasons. First, the
unitary evolution operator, U = −→exp

[
− i
∫ tfin
tin

dtH(t)
]

does not change when values of H(s) are changed on
a measure-zero set, and since changing the eigenval-
ues of H ′ = H(tfin) is such an operation, U remains
intact. Second, since 0 = E′1 < E′2 < · · · < E′K
and K is finite, there exists an ε > 0 such that the ε-
neighborhoods of E′k’s are non-overlapping; we will as-
sume E′k-independence in these neighborhoods. Now,
before the last-moment change in the eigenvalues of
H ′, the process runs without “knowing” about the
change, so if Mak’s were going to measure probabili-
ties of work outcomes for E′k’s, then a small variation
that preserves the order of E′k’s should not impact the
measurement probabilities and hence the operators.

With this assumption, we can differentiate Eq. (B9)
with respect to E′k’s, with all other parameters fixed,
to find that

TrMak = Tr(PaU†P ′kU) (B10)

for all a’s and k’s.
When the initial Hamiltonian has no degeneracies,

i.e., Pa = |a〉〈a| for all a’s, then Eq. (A7) implies that
Mak ∝ |a〉〈a|, and Eq. (B10) shows that

Mak = |a〉〈a|U†P ′kU |a〉〈a| = MTPM
ak , (B11)

where the second equality is due to Eq. (6). Hence, for
nondegenerate H’s, the JE class consists of the TPM
scheme only. For degenerate H’s, the statistics pro-
duced by the schemes in the JE class are guaranteed
to coincide with those of the TPM scheme only on di-
agonal initial states of the form ρ =

∑
a ρaPa [which

can be easily checked by using Eqs. (A7), (B10),
and (5)]. Whenever ρ is not proportional to the iden-
tity operator in one of the eigensubspaces of H, there
will exist a POVM that is in the JE class, satisfies
Eq. (2) for thermal states, but is nevertheless such
that Tr(ρMak) 6= pTPM

ak .
We emphasize that the H’s and H ′’s for which the

JE class is larger than the TPM scheme comprise a 0-
measure subset of the set of all possible H’s and H ′’s.
Which in particular means that, for any H and H ′

yielding a degenerate set of energy difference, there
exist infinitesimal perturbations of H and H ′ that
remove the degeneracy. Therefore, if we ask which

schemes satisfy the JE and average work condition
for thermal initial states for all processes at least in
an arbitrarily small neighborhood of a given process,
then the TPM scheme will be the only such scheme.
In this sense, the JE class is equivalent to the TPM
scheme.

C Proof of Theorem 3
To prove that certain requirements are incompatible,
it is sufficient to prove that there exists at least one
state and one process for which those requirements
entail contradicting results.

We will look for such a state within the very same
ball Bε0 in which the scheme is continuous. The class
of processes among which we will look for the desired
process will be cyclic Hamiltonian processes (H ′ =
H), the evolution operator generated by which has
the form U = e−ixh, where x is a real number and
h is a Hermitian operator. We will call this class of
processes Π:

Π =
{

(H,H ′, U) : H ′ = H, U = e−ixh
}
, (C12)

where h spans all finite-norm Hermitian operators liv-
ing in the system’s Hilbert space. This class of pro-
cesses will allow us to conveniently include A2 in our
analysis, because, for any process in Π, we can make
the system untouched by simply taking the x → 0
limit. Conveniently, the system becomes untouched
also in the limit h→ H.

Let us now explore the consequences of imposing
A2. To do so, for each ρ and h, we define

Oρ,h =
{
W : lim

x→0
W = 0

}
(C13)

to be the set of outcomes W that are either 0 or tend
to 0 as x → 0. The rest of the outcomes will tend to
non-zero values in the same limit; we denote the set
of those outcomes by Nρ,h:

Nρ,h =
{
W : lim

x→0
W 6= 0

}
. (C14)

Then, the requirement A2 means that, in the x → 0
limit,∑

W∈Nρ,h

pW → 0 and
∑

W∈Oρ,h

pW → 1, (C15)

where pW = Tr(ρMW ), as in Eq. (1). For positive-
definite states (ρ > 0), since all their eigenvalues are
strictly positive, Eq. (C15) entails∑

W∈Nρ,h

MW → 0 and
∑

W∈Oρ,h

MW → 1. (C16)

We emphasize that, in general, like MW ’s, the out-
comes W depend on H, h, x, and ρ.

If MW is differentiable at least once with respect
to x at x = 0, then pW = Tr(MW ρ) will also be
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differentiable in x at x = 0. Hence, we can write the
Taylor series with the remainder in the Peano form:

pW (x) = pW (0) + xp′W (0) + o(x), (C17)

where the small-o is as per the standard asymptotic
notation.

Now, if pW → 0 as x → 0, then pW (0) = 0. More-
over, p′W (0) will also have to be zero, because other-
wise, for sufficiently small x’s, pW would change its
sign when x → −x, whereas pW must always remain
non-negative. Therefore, while maintaining nonnega-
tivity,

lim
x→0

pW = 0 =⇒ pW = o(x) (C18)

With exactly the same reasoning,

lim
x→0

MW = 0 =⇒ MW = o(x). (C19)

As discussed above, limx→0 pW = 0 necessitates
limx→0MW = 0 whenever ρ is positive-definite. Note
that o(x) is allowed to be anything from x2m̃W , with
some m̃W ≥ 0, like in the TPM scheme, to something
exotic, say, |x|3/2m̃W .

Let us now see what A1 entails for processes in
Π. Recalling Eqs. (2) and (3), namely that 〈W 〉 =
Tr(Ωρ), we can apply the Baker–Hausdorff lemma [60]
to expand Ω as

Ω = xω + i
x2

2 [h, ω] +O(x3), (C20)

for x� 1, where we have introduced the operator

ω := i[h,H], (C21)

which leads us to

〈W 〉 = xTr(ρω) + i
x2

2 Tr(ρ[h, ω]) +O(x3). (C22)

At this point, we are ready to prove the follow-
ing lemma that establishes incompatibility between
A1 and A2—the two aspects of energy conservation—
in special, but practically relevant, circumstances.

Lemma C.1. If, for a state-dependent scheme
{(MW ,W )}W , there exist a state ρ and a process in
Π, such that Tr(ρ[h,H]) 6= 0, for which the outcomes
W either do not go to zero as x → 0 (but also do
not diverge), or go to zero as o(x), then the scheme
cannot simultaneously satisfy A1 and A2.

Note that, since Tr(ρ[h,H]) = Tr(h[H, ρ]), the state
must have nonzero coherences in the energy eigenba-
sis; namely, [ρ,H] 6= 0. Obviously, for any such ρ,
there always exist an infinite amount of h’s for which
the condition Tr(ρ[h,H]) 6= 0 in Lemma C.1 is satis-
fied. Also note that the case of W simply being equal
to zero is included in the o(x) notation.

It is worth emphasizing that, for Lemma C.1 to
hold, the scheme does not have to be continuous in ρ.

Proof of Lemma C.1. As we see from Eq. (C22), once
we enforce A1, the condition Tr(ρ[h,H]) 6= 0 of the
lemma necessitates that

〈W 〉 ∝ x. (C23)

On the other hand, from Eqs. (C15) and (C18) we see
that, enforcing A2 necessitates that, if limx→0W 6= 0,
then pW = o(x), which means that WpW = o(x). By
the condition of the lemma, if limx→0W = 0, then
W = o(x), which means that WpW = o(x) also in
this case. Hence, 〈W 〉 =

∑
W WpW = o(x), which

is in clear contradiction with Eq. (C23). This thus
proves that, under the assumptions of the lemma, A1
and A2 are incompatible.

Note that the HOW scheme provides an impor-
tant example of a scheme that is not covered by
Lemma C.1. Indeed, from Eq. (C20) we observe that
all the outcomes of the HOW scheme go to zero ∝ x,
which is in straightforward violation of the conditions
of Lemma C.1.

We immediately see that Lemma 2 in the main text
follows from Lemma C.1 as a simple corollary. Indeed,
as noted above, for any ρ such that [ρ,H] 6= 0, there
always exists a h such that Tr(ρ[h,H]) 6= 0. And
if the outcomes do not depend on U , it means that
they are either zero, which falls under the category of
o(x), or they are not zero. Hence, all the conditions
of Lemma C.1 are met.

Proof of Theorem 3. Our proof strategy here will
be to impose A1 and A2 and show that they lead to
results that are not compatible with B.

By the assumption of the theorem, all MW ’s are dif-
ferentiable at least twice with respect to x. Therefore,
the argumentation between Eqs. (C17) and (C19)
holds, which means that, in view of Eq. (C16), MW =
o(x) whenever W ∈ Nρ,h. Due to the existence of
the second derivative, we can write the o(x) term as
x2uW + o(x2), with some operator uW ≥ 0.

Let us now add to the set Nρ,h all those W ∈ Oρ,h
for which MW → 0 as x → 0 (if such W ’s exist, of
course). By the very same logic as above, for such
W ’s, we will also have MW = x2uW + o(x2). The
addition of such elements will extend Nρ,h into

Nρ,h =
{
W : lim

x→0
MW = +0

}
⊇ Nρ,h, (C24)

and, for this set, we will have

W ∈ Nρ,h ⇒
{
W = UW +O(x),
MW = x2uW + o(x2).

(C25)

Both uW ≥ 0 and UW may depend on ρ, H, and h.

For the complementary set

Oρ,h =
{
W : lim

x→0
MW > 0

}
⊆ Oρ,h, (C26)
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the double-differentiability of MW ’s and W ’s yields

W ∈ Oρ,h ⇒
{
W = xVW + x2vW + o(x2),
MW = mW + xµW + x2νW + o(x2),

(C27)

where, by definition, mW > 0 for all W ∈ Oρ,h, pro-
vided Oρ,h is not empty. All quantities involved (mW ,
µW , νW , VW , vW ) may depend on ρ, H, and h. Recall
that lack of zeroth-order terms in the expansion of W
in Eq. (C27) is a consequence of A2; see the discussion
around Eqs. (C13)–(C19) in this regard.

It is worth emphasizing at this point that

Nρ,h ∩Oρ,h = ∅ and Nρ,h ∪Oρ,h = {W}. (C28)

Due to the fact that
∑
W MW = 1 must hold for

any x, we find from Eqs. (C25) and (C27) that∑
W∈Oρ,h

mW = 1,
∑

W∈Oρ,h

µW = 0, (C29)

∑
W∈Oρ,h

νW +
∑

W∈Nρ,h

uW = 0. (C30)

Next, invoking A1, we see that, on the one hand,
〈W 〉 =

∑
W W Tr(ρMW ), while on the other hand,

Eq. (C22) must be true for all x. By comparing the
first-order (in x) terms, we find that

〈Y (ρ, h,H)〉ρ = 〈ω〉ρ, (C31)

where

Y (ρ, h,H) :=
∑

W∈Oρ,h

VWmW , (C32)

ω is defined in Eq. (C21), and 〈X〉ρ := Tr(ρX). By
comparing the second-order terms in the Taylor ex-
pansion, we further obtain∑

W∈Oρ,h

[
VW 〈µW 〉ρ + vW 〈mW 〉ρ

]
+

∑
W∈Nρ,h

UW 〈uW 〉ρ = 1
2 〈i[h, ω]〉ρ .

(C33)

In order for our proof of incompatibility to “work,”
we will need to slightly constrain the set of POVMs.
These are high-level assumptions about the structure
of allowed POVMs, and are going to be based solely on
the fact that all MW ’s and W ’s double differentiable
with respect to x at x = 0.

Constraint 1. The only source of complexity of
mW ’s in the eigenbasis of H can be the noncommuta-
tivity of h with H and ρ with H. More precisely, it is
the Hermitian operators ζ := i[ρ,H] and ω = i[h,H]
that control the complexity of mW ’s: the matrices mW

are real whenever ζ and ω are real.

This is a natural assumption roughly saying that,
in the classical regime of all the operators commuting
with each other, the measurement operators of the
scheme should be real in the common eigenbasis. In
fact, what we require is somewhat weaker: the con-
dition is needed only on the level of the first-order
expansion in x. Note that a real ω means a purely
imaginary h, which in turn means a real U .

Of course, the scheme may be constructed in such a
way that the POVM elements depend on some quan-
tity that does not depend on ρ and h and is repre-
sented by a complex matrix in the eigenbasis of H;
it is this kind of situations that Constraint 1 aims to
exclude.

The second constraint concerns the two positive-
semidefinite operators defined as

Y + =
∑

W∈Oτ,h

VW>0

VWmW and Y − =
∑

W∈Oτ,h

|VW |≤0

VWmW .

By definition (C32), these operators satisfy

Y + − Y − = Y. (C34)

Constraint 2. For all the Gibbs states τβ ∈ Bε0 ,
Tr(τβ{Y +, Y −}) ≥ 0 whenever U is a real matrix in
the eigenbasis of H.

Despite the fact that Y + ≥ 0 and Y − ≥ 0 by con-
struction, their anticommutator will not be positive-
semidefinite whenever [Y +, Y −] 6= 0. Therefore, Con-
straint 2 is not a guaranteed in general. However, it
is easy to see that

Tr({Y +, Y −}) = 2 Tr(Y + Y −) ≥ 0, (C35)

and therefore it is natural to expect that Con-
straint 2 should be generically satisfied whenever
the state is close enough to 1/d. There are two
specific situations—that are fairly general in and of
themselves—where Constraint 2 is satisfied by con-
struction.

Situation 1: [Y +, Y −] = 0 when the state is ther-
mal and U is real. In this case, {Y +, Y −} ≥ 0, and
thus Constraint 2 is satisfied. Y + and Y − will com-
mute, for example, when all mW ’s commute with each
other. That trivially happens, e.g., when mW ’s are
the eigenprojectors of some observable. Of course,
the scenarios where mW ’s commute with each other
are much more diverse than that.

An alternative scenario where [Y +, Y −] = 0 is when
all |VW |’s are equal to each other; call that value v >
0. Indeed, in such a case, Y + = vm and Y − = vn,
where

m =
∑

W∈Oτ,h

VW>0

mW and n =
∑

W∈Oτ,h

VW≤0

mW .

In view of Eq. (C29), m+ n = 1, and therefore

[Y +, Y −] = v2[m,n] = v2[m,1−m] = 0.
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Note that, in this scenario, individual mW ’s do not
have to commute with each other.

Situation 2: lim
β→0

Tr(τβ{Y +, Y −}) 6= 0; let us call

this value ξ. We immediately see that ξ > 0. In-
deed, limβ→0 τβ = 1/d, and therefore, ξ > 0 follows
from the observation (C35). Now, by the assump-
tion of the theorem, both Y + and Y − are continuous
functions of ρ in Bε0 , and hence, Tr(τβ{Y +, Y −}) is
continuous in β in a certain interval around β = 0.
Therefore, by the very definition of the notion of con-
tinuity, there exist a β0 > 0 such that τβ0 ∈ Bε0 and
∀β ∈ [0, β0],

∣∣Tr(τβ{Y +, Y −}) − ξ
∣∣ ≤ ξ/2. Hence,

Tr(τβ{Y +, Y −}) ≥ ξ/2 > 0. Thus, at least for this
specific β0 > 0, Constraint 2 is satisfied.

We emphasize once again that Constraints 1 and 2
are not tied to the specific forms (C25) and (C27)
that are imposed by A2—the possibility of Taylor-
expanding MW ’s and W ’s is all that is needed for
stating Constraints 1 and 2.

Now, let us fix the basis to be the eigenbasis of
H and explore some consequences of Eq. (C31), the
differentiability of MW ’s and W ’s with respect to ρ in
Bε0 , and Constraint 1.

Consider the family of ω’s represented by real (and
necessarily symmetric due to ω’s Hermiticity) matri-
ces in the eigenbasis of H:

ω ∈ Rd×d, ωT = ω, DH [ω] = 0, (C36)

where the operator DH [R] acts on its argument as
DH [R] :=

∑
a PaRPa, where Pa’s are the eigenpro-

jectors of H. The last equality in (C36), saying that
ω is zero in the diagonal subspace of H, is an imme-
diate consequence of the fact that ω = i[h,H]. Note
that, with this choice of ω’s, U is a real matrix, too.

Next, consider the family of ρ’s defined as

ρ = τβ0 + zR, (C37)

where τβ0 is some Gibbs state in Bε0 with β0 > 0,
z is a real adimensional parameter that is � 1 to
ensure that ρ ∈ Bε0 ; henceforth, we will refer to τβ0

as simply τ to simplify notation. R is an arbitrary
real and symmetric matrix with zeros in the diagonal
eigenspace of H:

R ∈ Rd×d, RT = R, DH [R] = 0; (C38)

we will furthermore limit the norm of R from above
by some constant to ensure that ρ does not fall out
of Bε0 . Note that, although we chose R to be zero in
the whole of the diagonal subspace of H, Eq. (C37)
necessitates only that TrR = 0.

For this family of ρ’s, ζ’s are purely imaginary:

ζ = izQ; Q = [R,H] ∈ Rd×d, QT = −Q.
(C39)

Next, by the main assumption of Theorem 3, all
W ’s and MW ’s, and hence all VW ’s and mW ’s (and

thus Y ), are at least once differentiable with respect
to ρ. Taylor-expanding Y (ρ, ω,H) with respect to ζ
around ζ = 0, we find that

Y (ρ, ω,H) = Y (τ, ω,H) + izG(Q, τ, ω,H) + o(z),
(C40)

where G(Q, τ, ω,H) is order-1 homogeneous in Q.

Let us now invoke Constraint 1, which states that
the complexness of Y is determined solely by ω
and ζ. Since all the arguments of Y (τ, ω,H) and
G(Q, τ, ω,H) are real matrices (in the eigenbasis of
H), then Constraint 1 enforces that Y (τ, ω,H) and
G(Q, τ, ω,H) are real matrices themselves. Lastly,
due to Hermiticity of Y (ρ, ω,H), G(Q, τ, ω,H) must
be skew-symmetric; all in all, Constraint 1 leads us to

Y (τ, ω,H), G(Q, τ, ω,H) ∈ Rd×d ;
Y (τ, ω,H)T = Y (τ, ω,H),

G(Q, τ, ω,H)T = −G(Q, τ, ω,H).
(C41)

Substituting Eqs. (C37) and (C40) into Eq. (C31),
and taking into account that, due to the skew-
symmetry of G(τ, F,Q,H), Tr

(
τG(τ, F,Q,H)

)
= 0,

and that, due to diagω = 0, Tr(ωτ) = 0, we find that

Tr
(
Y (τ, ω,H)τβ0

)
+ zTr

([
Y (τ, ω,H)− ω

]
R
)

= o(z),

which must be satisfied for arbitrary z � 1. Whence,

Tr
(
Y (τ, ω,H)τ

)
= 0,

Tr
([
Y (τ, ω,H)− ω

]
R
)

= 0.
(C42)

Introducing

Yd = DH [Y (τ, ω,H)] and Ynd = Y (τ, ω,H)− Yd,

and keeping in mind that DH [R] = 0, we can rewrite
Eqs. (C42) as

Tr
(
Ydτ

)
= 0, (C43)

Tr
([
Ynd − ω

]
R
)

= 0. (C44)

Now, noticing that Ynd(τ, ω,H)−ω is a real symmet-
ric matrix that is zero in the diagonal subspace of H
and independent of R, and that Eq. (C44) holds for
arbitrary R satisfying the conditions in Eq. (C38), we
immediately conclude that Ynd = ω, and thus,

Y (τ, ω,H) = Yd + ω, (C45)

where Yd is an arbitrary real, symmetric matrix sat-
isfying Yd = DH [Yd] and Eq. (C43). We emphasize
that this relation was derived exclusively for real ω’s.
For more general ω’s, Eq. (C45) may not apply.

Let us now estimate
∑
W∈Oτ,h

β2
0V

2
W 〈mW 〉τ ; the

need for this will become evident shortly. To do so,
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let us invoke the operator-valued Cauchy–Schwarz in-
equality proven in Refs. [61, 62], which will give us∑
W∈Oτ,h

V 2
WmW =

∥∥∥ ∑
W∈Oτ,h

(
√
mW )2

∥∥∥ ∑
W∈Oτ,h

(|VW |
√
mW )2

≥
[ ∑
W∈Oτ,h

|VW |mW

]2
,

(C46)

where in the first line we used the fact that∑
W∈Oρ,h

mW = 1 [see Eq. (C29)].
Next, bringing up the quantities Y + and Y −, and

keeping in mind Eq. (C34), we can rewrite Eq. (C46)
as ∑

W∈Oτ,h

V 2
WmW ≥ (Y + − Y −)2 + 2{Y +, Y −}

= (Yd + ω)2 + 2{Y +, Y −}
≥ ω2 + {ω, Yd}+ 2{Y +, Y −}.

(C47)

From here, in view of Constraint 2, we immediately
obtain∑

W∈Oτ,h

V 2
W 〈mW 〉τ ≥ 〈ω2〉τ + 〈{ω, Yd}〉τ . (C48)

Now,

〈{ω, Yd}〉τ = Tr(τ{ω, Yd}) = Tr(ω{τ, Yd}) = 0,

because {τ, Yd} can be nonzero only in the diagonal
subspace of H whereas ω is zero in exactly that sub-
space. Thus, for the chosen families of ω’s and ρ’s,∑

W∈Oτ,h

β2
0V

2
W 〈mW 〉τ ≥ β2

0〈ω2〉τ . (C49)

We are now ready for the final stage for the proof.
Let us fix the β0 > 0 from Eq. (C36), and invoke B:∑
W e−β0W Tr(τMW ) = 1. As before, noting that this

must hold for any x, and collecting all powers of x,
we will see that, on the zeroth- and first-order levels,
B is secured by Eqs. (C29) and (C31). Whereas the
second-order level produces

∑
W∈Oτ,h

[(
β2

0V
2
W

2 − β0vW

)
〈mW 〉τ − β0VW 〈µW 〉τ

+ 〈νW 〉τ
]

+
∑

W∈Nτ,h

e−β0UW 〈uW 〉τ = 0,

which, using Eqs. (C30) and (C33), we can rewrite as∑
W∈Oτ,h

β2
0V

2
W 〈mW 〉τ = β0〈i[h, ω]〉τ

− 2
∑

W∈Nτ,h

(
e−β0UW + β0UW − 1

)
〈uW 〉τ ,

from where, by noting that e−z +z−1 ≥ 0 for ∀z ∈ R
(with equality only for z = 0), we arrive at∑

W∈Oτ,h

β2
0V

2
W 〈mW 〉τ ≤ β0〈i[h, ω]〉τ . (C50)

Lastly, in Subsection C.1, we prove that, as long as
ω 6= 0,

β2
0〈ω2〉τ > β0〈i[h, ω]〉τ . (C51)

Substituting this into Eq. (C49), which was obtained
by enforcing A1 and A2, yields∑

W∈Oτ,h

β2
0V

2
W 〈mW 〉τ > β0〈i[h, ω]〉τ . (C52)

We see that this contradicts Eq. (C50). Thus, we have
just shown that there exist a ρ and a h for which A1,
A2, and B cannot hold all at the same time, which
concludes the proof of Theorem 3.

C.1 Proof of inequality (C51)
To prove inequality (C51), let us switch to the eigen-
basis of H ordered in such a way that its eigenvalues
Ek are ordered increasingly. By explicit calculation,
we then see that

β2〈ω2〉τ =
∑
k<j

(pk + pj)∆2
kj |hkj |2, (C53)

where pk = e−βEk/Z are the eigenvalues of τ , and
∆kj = β(Ej − Ek).

In the same notation, another simple calculation
leads to

β〈i[h, ω]〉τ = 2
∑
k<j

(pk − pj)∆kj |hkj |2 ≥ 0. (C54)

Note that this inequality holds for any passive state
τ and simply expresses the fact that, when ρ = τ
in Eq. (C22), the term ∝ x vanishes, and the sec-
ond term has to be positive because 〈W 〉 is the work
performed on a passive state and thus has to be non-
negative.

Subtracting (C54) from (C53), we obtain

β2〈ω2〉τ − β〈i[h, ω]〉τ

= 2
∑
k<j

|hkj |2(pk + pj)∆kj

[∆kj

2 − tanh ∆kj

2

]
.

(C55)

Now, [h,H] 6= 0 means that h has nonzero non-
diagonal elements between some eigensubspaces of
H. In other words, there exist some k0 and j0 for
which ∆k0j0 > 0 and hk0j0 6= 0. Moreover, since
x − tanh x > 0 whenever x > 0, at least one of the
summands in the right-hand side of Eq (C55) is > 0,
which thereby proves the bound in Eq. (C51).
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D A scheme simultaneously satisfying
A1 and B

Let us construct a scheme that satisfies A1 and B
and depends continuously on the system’s state. The
example illustrates that A2 is an independent and es-
sential requirement for any meaningful measurement
of work.

As a first step, we devise a measurement scheme
in the specific class of processes in which the sys-
tem starts out in a possibly coherent (in the eigen-
basis of H) state and unitarily evolves into a diagonal
state: (H, ρ) −→ (H ′, ρD), where ρD = V ρV † and
[ρD, H ′] = 0. Here, we notice that the time-reversed
process, (H ′, ρD) −→ (H, ρ), with ρ = V †ρDV , is
describable by the TPM scheme.

Now, if the work statistics of a unitary pro-
cess is {(Wα, pα)}α, then, to the time-reversed pro-
cess, it is reasonable to prescribe the work statistics
{(−Wα, pα)}α.

With this prescription, thinking of the P =
{(H, ρ) V−→ (H ′, ρD)} process as the reverse of P̃ =
{(H, ρD) V †−→ (H ′, ρ)}, and describing the latter by
the TPM scheme [see Eqs. (5) and (6)], for the work
statistics of P we obtain

Wak = −(Ea − E′k),

pak = Tr (P ′kρD) Tr
(
Pa
V †P ′kρDP

′
kV

Tr (P ′kρD)

)
= Tr

(
PaV

†P ′kρDP
′
kV
)
.

Put in other words:

Wak = E′k − Ea, pak = Tr(Makρ), (D56)

with

Mak = V †P ′kV PaV
†P ′kV. (D57)

Note that Mak depends on the initial state through V .
We call this measurement “backward” TPM scheme
as opposed to the standard TPM scheme that directly
measures the “forward” process. Interestingly, the
work distribution produced by the backward TPM
scheme coincides with that of the scheme proposed
in Ref. [7].

Having at our disposal this scheme, we can now de-
scribe any coherent-to-coherent process by decompos-
ing it into coherent-to-incoherent and incoherent-to-
coherent processes. More specifically, consider an ar-
bitrary Hamiltonian process (H, ρ) −→ (H ′, ρ′), with
ρ′ = UρU†, for which both [ρ,H] 6= 0 and [ρ′, H ′] 6= 0,
and decompose it into

(H, ρ)
R
−−−→ (H, ρ̃)

UR†

−−−→ (H ′, ρ′), (D58)

where ρ̃ = RρR† is diagonal in H. Moreover, R is
chosen such that the diagonal of ρ̃ is ordered in the

same way as the diagonal of ρ. More specifically, say,
π̂ is the permutation matrix that reorders ρ↓D into ρD:

ρD = π̂ρ↓Dπ̂
T, where ρD is a diagonal matrix whose

diagonal coincides with that of ρ in the eigenbasis of
H. Then, if r↓ is the vector composed of the eigen-
values of ρ, organized in the decreasing order, then
ρ̃ = π̂r↓π̂T. Thus, R is the unitary operator that ro-
tates ρ into ρ̃. The operator R is chosen in this way
to guarantee that, when ρ is diagonal, then R = 1.

Now, using Eqs. (D56) and (D57), for the first part
of the process (D58), we obtain

W I
ab = Eb − Ea, pIab = Tr(M I

abρ), (D59)

where the POVM is given by

M I
ab = R†PbRPaR

†PbR. (D60)

Following the standard TPM scheme, for the second
part of the process, we find

W II
ck = E′k − Ec, pIIck = Tr(M II

ckρ), (D61)

where

M II
ck = R†PcRU

†P ′kUR
†PcR. (D62)

Finally, for the overall process (D58), let us write

Wabck = W I
ab +W II

ck,

pabck = pIabp
II
ck = Tr

(
M I
ab ⊗M II

ck · ρ⊗ ρ
)
,
(D63)

where Mabck = M I
ab ⊗M II

ck is a POVM that depends
on the initial state through R.

From the perspective of a single copy of the sys-
tem, this scheme is simply a state-dependent POVM.
Indeed, with the same outcomes Wabck, pabck can be
written as

pabck = Tr
[
M̃(ρ)abck ρ

]
, (D64)

where

M̃(ρ)abck = pIIckM
I
ab. (D65)

Obviously, the operators M̃(ρ)abck constitute a
POVM.

By construction, this definition satisfies A1 and,
keeping in mind that R = 1 for initially diagonal
states, it coincides with the TPM scheme, and there-
fore satisfies B. However, for [ρ,H] 6= 0, this defini-
tion does not satisfy A2. Indeed, in order to measure
work for some [ρ,H] 6= 0 in the trivial case of H ′ = H
and U = 1, the scheme will first apply a unitary to
diagonalize ρ with H, thereby producing some non-
trivial statistics according to Eqs. (D59) and (D60);
then, it will rotate that state back to ρ, again produc-
ing nontrivial statistics as per Eqs. (D61) and (D62).
In total, for the trivial process, the scheme will pro-
duce rather complicated work statistics described by
Eq. (D63).
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E The other operator of work
The operator Υρ is similar to the operator for work
proposed in Ref. [13]. There, the work operator was

introduced according to e−βŴ = e−βU
†H′UeβH . How-

ever, the work operator defined in this way will not be
Hermitian whenever [U†H ′U,H] 6= 0. Our operator
Υρ is Hermitian by construction and is defined for all
states.

First of all, let us show that this scheme is cov-
ered by Theorem 3. It is self-evident that β̂(ρ), and
therefore Υρ, are differentiable functions of ρ, which
means that both the measurement operators and out-
comes of this scheme are differentiable with respect
to ρ. Moreover, Υρ satisfies Constraint 1, because,
for processes (C12), U†HU = H + xω + O(x2), and
therefore, except for ω, all the operators in the expan-
sion of the relevant quantities with respect to x will
be operator functions of H. Consequently, they will
all be real in the eigenbasis of H, for all values of ρ,
which means that the dependence of complexness on
ρ is trivial. As regards Constraint 2, it is satisfied by
construction: Υρ is an operator scheme, which means
that all MW , and thus all mW are eigenprojectors of
a Hermitian operator, and are thus mutually orthog-
onal, which in turn means that Y +Y − = 0 [see also
the discussion under Eq. (C35)].

Since Υρ satisfies A2 and B by construction, the
fact that Theorem 3 applies to this scheme means
that it necessarily has to violate A1.

To explicitly show that this is indeed the case, let
us consider the processes Π, defined in Eq. (C12), and
thermal initial states τ ∝ e−βH . First, we rewrite
Eq. (10) as

Υτ = −β−1 ln
(
τ−1/2U†τUτ−1/2). (E66)

Through a simple calculation employing the Baker–
Hausdorff lemma and the Taylor expansion of ln(1+x)
around x = 0, Eq. (E66) will lead us to

−βΥτ = ixτ−1/2[h, τ ]τ−1/2

− x2

2 τ
−1/2[h, [h, τ ]]τ−1/2

+ x2

2 τ
−1/2[h, τ ]τ−1[h, τ ]τ−1/2 +O(x3).

Therefore,

β〈Υτ 〉τ = −x
2

2 Tr(τ−1[h, τ ]2) +O(x3). (E67)

Whereas, reading from Eq. (C22), we have

β〈Ω〉τ = x2

2 Tr([h, τ ] [h, βH]) +O(x3). (E68)

Neglecting the O(x3) terms and working in the eigen-

basis of H, we can rewrite Eqs. (E67) and (E68) as

β〈Υτ 〉τ = x2
∑
k<j

|hkj |2(pk − pj)2 pk + pj
2pkpj

(E69)

= x2
∑
k<j

|hkj |2pj(e∆kj − 1) sinh ∆kj (E70)

and

β〈Ω〉τ = x2
∑
k<j

|hkj |2(pk − pj)∆kj (E71)

= x2
∑
k<j

|hkj |2pj(e∆kj − 1)∆kj , (E72)

where pk = e−βEk/Z are the eigenvalues of τ , and
∆kj = β(Ej − Ek); when transitioning from (E69)
to (E70) and from (E71) to (E72), we used that pk =
pje

∆kj .
Now, whenever [h,H] 6= 0, there exist such k0 and

j0 for which ∆k0j0 > 0 and hk0j0 6= 0. Since ∆kj ≥ 0
for all k < j, Eqs. (E70) and (E72) thus imply that

〈Υτ 〉τ > 〈Ω〉τ , (E73)

provided x is small enough for the O(x3) terms to
be irrelevant. This inequality simply means that Υτ

violates A1 for all thermal states τ as long as [h,H] 6=
0.

E.1 Two curious properties of Υρ

Below, we will prove two results about Υρ that are not
related to the main goal of this appendix. However,
we feel compelled to present them to more completely
characterize the yet another “definition of work” that
Υρ represents.

Proposition E.1.

〈Ω〉τ − 〈Υτ 〉τ ≤ β−1S(τ ‖U†τ ′U); (E74)

Proposition E.2.

Spec(Υτ )↓ � Spec(Ω)↓, (E75)

for any β.

Here, τ ′ = e−βH
′
/Tr e−βH′ and Spec(O) is the

spectrum of the operator O. The superscript ↓ in-
dicates that the set is ordered from large to small,
and � is the majorization relation [44].

Proof of Proposition E.1. Let us first observe that, as
a trivial consequence of the operator-concavity of the
logarithm,

Tr(ρ lnO) ≤ ln Tr(ρO), (E76)

for any density operator ρ and Hermitian op-
erator O ≥ 0. Furthermore, noticing that
eβH/2e−βU

†H′UeβH/2 > 0, we obtain

〈Υτ 〉τ = −β−1 Tr
(
τ ln e−βΥτ

)
≥ ∆F, (E77)
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where we took into account that, by construction,

〈
e−βΥτ

〉
τ

= e−β∆F = Zβ [H ′]
Zβ [H] . (E78)

Interestingly, inequality (E77) provides another as-
pect by which Υτ resembles work.

Finally, observing that

∆F = 〈Ω〉τ − β−1S(τ ‖U†τ ′U), (E79)

we justify Eq. (E74).

Proof of Proposition E.2. For this proof, we invoke
the following two theorems, proven in Refs. [63, 64],
that hold for arbitrary Hermitian operators A and B.

Theorem E.1 (The Theorem of Ref. [63]). An arbi-
trary neighbourhood of eA+B contains an X for which
there exist two unitary operators U and V such that

Spec(X) = Spec
(
Y

1
2UY 1

2V
)
, (E80)

where

Y = eA/2eBeA/2. (E81)

Theorem E.2 (Theorem 1 of Ref. [64]). If X1 ≥
X2 ≥ · · · ≥ Xd ≥ 0 and Y1 ≥ Y2 ≥ · · · ≥ Yd ≥ 0
are the eigenvalues of positive-semidefinite Hermitian
matrices X and Y , then unitary operators U and V ex-
ist such that Spec(X) = Spec

(
Y

1
2UY 1

2V
)

if and only
if

X1X2 · · ·Xk ≤ Y1Y2 · · ·Yk, (E82)

for k = 1, 2, ..., d− 1, and

detX = detY. (E83)

In our situation, A = βH and B = −βU†H ′U ,
and thus eA+B = e−βΩ and Y = e−βΥτ . Therefore,
Theorems E.1 and E.2 imply that, given some matrix
norm ‖ · ‖ (e.g., the operator norm), for any ε > 0,
there exists an Ω(ε) such that ‖Ω − Ω(ε)‖ < ε and,
according to Eq. (E82),

Ω(ε)
d + · · ·+ Ω(ε)

d−k+1 ≥ Γd + · · ·+ Γd−k+1, (E84)

for k = 1, 2, ..., d− 1, where Ω(ε)
1 ≥ · · · ≥ Ω(ε)

d are the
ordered eigenvalues of Ω(ε) and Γ1 ≥ · · · ≥ Γd are the
ordered eigenvalues of Υτ . Eq. (E83), in turn, entails

d∑
k=1

Ω(ε)
k = Tr Ω(ε) = Tr Υτ =

d∑
k=1

Γk. (E85)

Taking the limit ε→ 0 in Eqs. (E84) and (E85), it is
straightforward to see that

∑k
m=1 Ωm ≤

∑k
m=1 Γm,

for k = 1, ..., d−1 and Tr Ω = Tr Υτ , which concludes
the proof of Proposition E.2.
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Supplementary Note

S Classical limit of the operator of
work
Here, we will explore the question of whether the op-
erator of work starts obeying the Jarzynski equality
in the classical limit of a quantum continuous-variable
system. We will study the simplest such example—
the driven harmonic oscillator.

From the Baker–Cambell–Hausdorff formula,

〈e−βΩ〉τβ = 1
Zβ [H] Tr

(
e−βHe−βΩ)

= 1
Zβ [H] Tr e−β(H+Ω)+ 1

2β
2[H,Ω]+···

= 1
Zβ [H] Tr e−βU

†H′U+ 1
2β

2[H,U†H′U ]+···,

(S1)

one could naively expect that, since the commuta-
tor terms go to zero as ~ → 0, one would have that
〈e−βΩ〉τβ will tend to

1
Zβ [H] Tr e−βU

†H′U = e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]).

However, due to the presence of infinite-norm opera-
tors, the ~→ 0 limit may not necessarily be continu-
ous in such systems. In order to see this, let us take
an oscillator with the Hamiltonian

H = 1
2
(
q2 + p2), (S2)

that is, the mass and the frequency are equal to 1, so
that β~ is dimensionless.

Now, performing a process as a result of which the
frequency of the oscillator changes, β2[H,U†H ′U ] will
necessarily contain a term proportional to β2[p2, q2] =
−2iβ2~{p, q}, where {·, ·} is the anticommutator. In-
troducing the creation and annihilation operators a
and a†, we will have β2[p2, q2] = 2(β~)2 [(a†)2 − a2].
On the one hand, if {|n〉}∞n=0 are the eigenvectors of
a†a, then

〈n+ 2|β2[p2, q2]|n〉 = 2(β~)2
√

(n+ 1)(n+ 2),

meaning that the norm of β2[p2, q2] is infinity for any,
no matter how small, non-zero value of ~β.

On the other hand, if β~ = 0, ‖β2[p2, q2]‖ = 0,
which means that the β~→ 0 limit is not continuous
for β2[H,U†H ′U ], which, in turn, implies that the
näıve β~ → 0 limit in Eq. (S1) has to be taken with
extra care. We do this calculation for a specific illus-
trative example below and show that indeed 〈e−βΩ〉
converges to e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]) as β~→ 0.

Our goal will thus be to explicitly calculate

Ω = U†H ′U −H (S3)

and then calculate〈
e−βΩ〉

τβ
=
∑
n

〈ψn|τβ |ψn〉 e−βWn , (S4)

where Wn are the eigenvalues of Ω and |ψn〉 are its
eigenvectors. Then, we are going to take the β~ → 0
limit. We know that, for any finite β~, 〈e−βΩ〉τβ will

be larger than e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]) [5].
Given the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, one

should of course distinguish between Ω’s with spectra
bounded and unbounded from below. In this section,
we consider only Ω’s whose spectra are bounded from
below.

Since during the driving the Hamiltonian of the os-
cillator remains quadratic in q and p, the generated
unitary evolution operator U is Gaussian. There-
fore, the transformation of q and p in the Heisen-
berg picture will be symplectic [65], which means
that, introducing the column vectors z = (q, p) and
z′ = (U†qU, U†pU), we can write

z′ = Sz, (S5)

where S is a 2 × 2 symplectic matrix that depends
only on U .

Now, if

H ′ = zTΛz, (S6)

where Λ > 0 is a 2× 2 real, symmetric matrix, then

U†H ′U = (z′)TΛz′ = zTSTΛSz, (S7)

and therefore, recalling Eq. (S2),

Ω = zTΞz (S8)

with

Ξ = STΛS − 1
212, (S9)

where 12 is the 2 × 2 identity matrix. As mentioned
above, we will consider the only the processes for
which

Ξ > 0. (S10)

In which case, by the Williamson’s theorem [65, 66],
there exists a symplectic transformation, Σ, that takes
z to new coordinates z̃ = (q̃, p̃), i.e.,

z̃ = Σz, (S11)

in which Ξ is proportional to the identity. Namely, if
w > 0 is the symplectic eigenvalue of Ξ, then

Ω = z̃T (Σ−1)TΞΣ−1z̃ = w(q̃2 + p̃2). (S12)
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Introducing the symplectic form I =
( 0 1
−1 0

)
, one

can calculate w by noting that the eigenvalues of ΞI
are ±iw. Using that, it is easy to show that

w = det(Ξ1/2) =
√

det Ξ. (S13)

Moreover, the symplectic transformation in Eq. (S12)
is given by

Σ = w−1/2Ξ1/2. (S14)

In order to calculate the trace in Eq. (S4), we will
make use of some ready formulas for Gaussian states,
presented in Ref. [67]. The results Ref. [67] are given
for states, therefore we will introduce density operator

κβ = 1
ZW

e−βΩ, (S15)

where

ZW = Tr e−βΩ =
(
eβ~w − e−β~w

)−1
, (S16)

so that 〈
e−βΩ〉

τβ
= ZW Tr

(
κβτβ

)
. (S17)

Now, since both Ω and H are purely quadratic, we
can write

〈q|κβ |q̄〉 = e−AW q
2−A∗W q̄

2−2BW qq̄+CW , (S18)

〈q|τβ |q̄〉 = e−AHq
2−A∗H q̄

2−2BHqq̄+CH , (S19)

and in Ref. [67] it is shown that

〈q|κβτβ |q̄〉 = e−Aq
2−Dq̄2−2Bqq̄+C , (S20)

with

A = AW −
B2
W

A∗W +AH
,

D = A∗H −
B2
H

A∗W +AH
,

B = − BWBH
A∗W +AH

,

C = CW + CH + 1
2 ln π

A∗W +AH
.

(S21)

Along with Eq. (S21), Eq. (S20) immediately yields

Tr(κβτβ) =
∞∫
−∞

dq〈q|κβτβ |q〉

= πeCW+CH√
|A∗W +AH |2 − (BW +BH)2

. (S22)

All that is left to do now is to determine how AW ,
BW , and CW are expressed in terms of Ξ. We again
use formulas from Ref. [67]: If

xW =
(
xWqq xWqp

xWqp xWpp

)
,

with the elements defined as

xWqq = 2〈q2〉κβ , xWpp = 2〈p2〉κβ , xWqp = 〈{q, p}〉κβ ,
(S23)

then

AW = 1 + ~−2 detxW

4~−1xWqq
− i

xWqp
2xWqq

,

BW = 1− ~−2 detxW

4~−1xWqq
,

CW = − ln
√
π~−1xWqq .

(S24)

Obviously, identical formulas apply for H.
Let us now calculate the correlators in Eq. (S23).

In view of Eq. (S11),

z = Σ−1z̃. (S25)

So, keeping in mind Eq. (S12), by introducing
creation-annihilation operators, and doing the simple
algebra, we arrive at

xW = ~ coth(~βw)(Σ−1)TΣ−1, (S26)

When taking Eqs. (S13) and (S14) into account, this
formula amounts to

xW = ~
√

det Ξ coth
(
~β
√

det Ξ
)

Ξ−1. (S27)

Analogously, reading the x matrix for H off Eq. (S27),
we get

xH = ~ coth
(β~

2

)
12. (S28)

It is easy to check that, in the β~→ 0 limit,

xW = β−1

det Ξ

(
Ξ22 −Ξ12
−Ξ12 Ξ11

)
+O(β~), (S29)

where one should keep in mind that Ξ is a symmetric
matrix (because Λ is). Similarly,

xH = 2β−1
12 +O(β~). (S30)

Using these in Eq. (S24) and substituting the obtained
quantities into Eq. (S22), through a somewhat tedious
algebra, we find that

Tr(κβτβ) = β~

√
det Ξ

det(Ξ + 12/2) +O[(β~)2]. (S31)

In order to finally calculate
〈
e−βΩ〉

τβ
, let us first no-

tice that, due to Eq. (S9), det(Ξ + 12/2) = det Λ.
Next, from Eq. (S16), and keeping in mind Eq. (S13),
we see that

ZW = (β~)−1

2
√

det Ξ
+O(1). (S32)
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Substituting all these into Eq. (S17), we finally obtain〈
e−βΩ〉

τβ
= 1

2
√

det Λ
+O(β~). (S33)

Lastly, calculating Zβ [H ′] and Zβ [H] in the same
way as we calculated ZW , we find that

e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]) = Zβ [H ′]
Zβ [H] = 1

2
√

det Λ
+O(β~),

which means that〈
e−βΩ〉

τβ
= e−β(Fβ [H′]−Fβ [H]) +O(β~). (S34)

This expression shows that the HOW scheme for
continuous-variable systems is consistent in the clas-
sical limit, at least in the somewhat special case of
Ω > 0. The case of Ω < 0 remains as an interesting
open problem.
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