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Abstract. The mathematical formulation of Quantum Mechanics in tesht®mplex Hilbert space
is derived for finite dimensions, starting from a generalrdéfin of physical experimerand from
five simple Postulates concerniagperimental accessibility and simplicifyor the infinite dimen-
sional case, on the other hand, a#&gebra representation of physical transformations i€,
starting from just four of the five Postulates via a Gelfanaifhark-Segal (GNS) construction. The
present paper simplifies and sharpens the previous dervatiRef. [1]. The main ingredient of
the axiomatization is the postulated existencéaithful stateshat allows one to calibrate the ex-
perimental apparatus. Such notion is at the basis of theatipeal definitions of the scalar product
and of thetransposeaf a physical transformation. What is new in the present pajite respect to
Ref. [1], is the operational deduction of an involution @sponding to theomplex-conjugatiofor
effects, whose extension to transformations allows to defieadjoint of a transformation when
the extension is composition-preserving. The existencgioh composition-preserving extension
among possible extensions is analyzed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Quantum Mechanics has been universally accepted as a gemeodnature that applies
to the entire physical domain, at any size and energy, andperienent whatsoever has
shown the slightest deviation from what the theory prediiwever, regardless such
unprecedented predicting power, the theory leaves us vdistasteful feeling that there
is still something missing. Indeed, Quantum Mechanics ipies/us with a mathematical
framework by which we can derive the observed physics, amd-ae we expect from
a theory—a set of physical laws or principles, from whichithethematical framework
is derived. Undeniably the axioms of Quantum Mechanics dra bighly abstract
and mathematical nature, and there is no direct connectbmden the mathematical
formalism and reality.

If one considers the universal validity of Quantum Mechanits "physical" axioms—
if they exist—must be of very general nature: they must evanscend Physics itself,
moving to the higher level of Epistemology. Indeed QuantuecNhanics could be re-
garded itself as a miniature epistemology, beingah@ntum measuremethie prototype

1 Work presented at the confererfe@undations of Probability and Physics-4, Quantum The&gcon-
sideration of Foundations-Beld on 4-9 June at the International Centre for Mathemiaitiicaleling in
Physics, Engineering and Cognitive Sciences, Vaxjo UsityerSweden.
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cognitive actof interaction with reality, the epistemic archetype. Iisttespect the ax-
ioms of Quantum Mechanics should be relatedbservability principleswhich must
be satisfied regardless the specific physical laws that gextobf the experiment. In
this search for operational axioms we are also motivatedhbyneed of understanding
the intimate relationships that are logically connectipggmic issues such as local-
ity, causality, information-processing complexity, angberimental complexity. Which
features are really specific to Quantum Mechanics? Or is QuaMechanics a logical
necessity, without which we could not even experiment outd®

In a previous work([1] | showed how it is possible to derive Hitbert space formu-
lation of Quantum Mechanics from five operational Postslatancerningexperimental
accessibility and simplicityThere | showed that thgeneralized effectsan be repre-
sented as Hermitian matrices over a complex Hilbert spaw,| aerived a Gelfand-
Naimark-Segal (GNS) representation [2] for transforntadiol he present paper simpli-
fies and sharpens that derivation, while fixing a subtle ggee Sectioh 12 on errata).
The mathematical formulation of Quantum Mechanics in tesfe®mplex Hilbert space
is derived starting from the five Postulates, for finite disiens. For the infinite dimen-
sional case a Galgebra representation of physical transformations iwel@, starting
from just four of the five Postulates, via a Gelfand-Naim&8dgal (GNS) construction

The starting point for the axiomatization is a seminal d&bni of physical experi-
ment which, as first shown in Rel.|[3], entails a thorough serfasadions that lie at the
basis of the five Postulates. The postulated existencéaithdiul state which allows one
to calibrate the experimental apparatus, provides operatidefinitions for the scalar
product and for theransposedf a transformation. What is new in the present paper
is the operational deduction of the involution correspagdb thecomplex-conjugation
for effects, whose extension to transformations allowsefing the usuahdjoint when
the extension is composition-preserving. | will shorthgdiss the existence of such
composition-preserving extension among all possiblerssxdas: it is not clear yet if it
can be proved in the general case, or if it will actually regain additional postulate. The
operational definition of adjoint is the core of the derigatof the C-algebra represen-
tation of physical transformations via the Gelfand-Naika@egal (GNS) construction,
which is valid in the generally infinite dimensional case.

There is a strong affinity of the present work with the progcfi®. Ludwig [4] and
his school (see some papers collected in the book [5]). Tiwgram didn’t succeed in
being an operational axiomatization because it was magadyged on the convex struc-
ture of quantum theory (which is mathematically quite pporpre than on aspects re-
lated to bipartite systems. In the present axiomatizationesnew crucial ingredients—
unknown to Ludwig—come from modern Quantum Tomography §[] concern the
possibility of performing a complete quantum calibratidm@asuring apparatuses [7]
or transformationd [8] by using a single pure bipartiteestah so-calledaithful state

9.

2. THE OPERATIONAL AXIOMATIZATION

General Axiom 1 (On experimental science)n any experimental science we make
experiments$o getinformationon thestateof a objectified physical systenKnowledge



of such a state will allow us to predict the results of fortiméng experiments on the
same object system. Since we necessarily work with onliaparpriori knowledge of
both system and experimental apparatus, the rules for thergrent must be given in
a probabilistic setting.

General Axiom 2 (On what is an experiment) An experiment on an object system
consists in having it interact with an apparatus. The intgian between object and
apparatus produces one of a set of possible transformatiéribe object, each one
occurring with some probability. Information on the “statef the object system at
the beginning of the experiment is gained from the knowledgéhich transformation
occurred, which is the "outcome" of the experiment signalethe apparatus.

Postulate 1 (Independent systemsJhere exist independent physical systems.

Postulate 2 (Informationally complete observable)For each physical system there
exists an informationally complete observable.

Postulate 3 (Local observability principle) For every composite system there exist in-
formationally complete observables made only of localrimfationally complete ob-
servables.

Postulate 4 (Informationally complete discriminating obsrvable) For every system
there exists a minimal informationally complete obseredbht can be achieved using a
joint discriminating observable on the system + an anciila.(@an identical independent
system).

Postulate 5 (Symmetric faithful state) For every composite system made of two iden-
tical physical systems there exist a symmetric joint stad is both dynamically and
preparationally faithful.

The General Axiom$]1l and 2 entail a very rich series of notiansluding those
used in the Postulates—e. g. independent systems, obkefivédrmationally complete
observable, etc. In Sections 310 9, starting from the twoeBdR\xioms, | will introduce
step by step such notions, giving the pertaining definitaongthe logically related rules.
For a discussion on the General Axioms the reader is addrésgbe publication [3],
where also the generality of the definition of the experinggven in the General Axiom
[lis analyzed in some detail.

3. TRANSFORMATIONS, STATES, INDEPENDENT SYSTEMS

Performing a different experiment on the same object olshooorresponds to use a
different experimental apparatus or, at least, to changeesapparatus settings. Ab-
stractly this corresponds to change the ge{g of possible transformationsyj, that
the system can undergo. Such change in practice could medtetdhe "dynamics" of
the transformations, but it may simply mean changing ongyrthrobabilities, or, just
their labeling. Any such change actually corresponds to dification of the experi-
mental setup. Therefore, the set of all possible transfoomsif.«7jg will be identified



with the choice of experimental setting, i. e. with tegperimenitself—which can be
equivalently regarded as thaction" of the experimenter. This will be formalized by the
following definition.

Definition 1 (Experiment) Anexperimenton the object system is identified with the set
A fa/jgof possible transformationsj having overall unit probability, the apparatus
signaling theoutcome j labeling which transformation actually occurred.

Thus the experiment is just@mpleteset of possible transformations that can occur in
an experiment. In a general cause-and-effect probabiftstmework one shoud regard
the experiment as the "cause" and threutcome {-or the corresponding transforma-
tions «/j—as the "effectf] The experiment has to be regarded as the “cause’—I. e. the
"action" of the experimenter—since he generally has norobon which transforma-
tion actually occurs, but can decide which experiment tégper, namely he can choose
the set of possible transformatioas= fa/jg. For example, in an Alice&Bob com-
munication scenario Alice will encode different charastby changing the sat. The
experimenter has control on the transformation itself amlihe special case when the
transformationz is deterministic, corresponding to temgleton experimert  f.o7q.

In the following, wherever we consider a nondeterminisaosformation: by itself,
we always regard it in the context of an experiment, namedyming that there always
exists at least a complementary transformati®such that the overall probability a¥
and 4 is unit. Now, according to the General Axidrh 1 by definitioe #ftnowledge of
the state of a physical system allows us to predict the siilforthcoming possible
experiments on the system—more generally, on anothermyistehe same physical
situation. Then, according to the General Axibin 2 a precisatedge of the state of
a system would allow us to evaluate the probabilities of aogsfble transformation
for any possible experiment. It follows that the only possitefinition of state is the
following

Definition 2 (States) A statew for a physical system is a rule that provides the proba-
bility for any possible transformation, namely

w: state; w («7) : probability that the transformatiorns occurs: (1)

In the following for a given physical system we will denotesbthe set of all possible
states and by the set of all possible transformations.

We assume that the identical transformatiéroccurs with probability one, namely
W)= 1: (2)

This corresponds to anteraction picture a la Dirag¢in which the free evolution is triv-
ial, corresponding to a special choice of the lab refereramaé (the scheme, however,

2 The reader should not confuse this common usage of the wdfiettewith the homonymous notion
used in Secf.]6.



could be easily generalized to include a free evolutionkeré&fore, mathematically a
state will be a majo from the set of physical transformations to the inter@al J, with
Eq. (2) as a normalization condition. Moreover, for evergenmenta = f.o7jgone will
have the completeness condition

> w)=1 3)
2

for all statesw 2 s of the system. As already noticed in Ref. [3], in order to uald
also non-disturbing experiments, we must conceive sdnatin which all states are left
invariant by each transformation.

The fact that we necessarily work in the presence of parhaledge about both
object and apparatus corresponds to the possibility of acaotpletely determined
specification of both states and transformations, entpilie convex structure on states
and the addition rule for coexistent transformations. THditeon rule for coexistent
transformations will be introduced in Rule 4 in Section 5eTonvex structure of states
is given by the following rule

Rule 1 (Convex structure of states)The set of possible states of a physical system
is a convex set: for any two states and w, we can consider the stat® which is
the mixture of w; and wy, corresponding to havey with probability A and w, with
probabilityl A.We will write

w=Aw+ A4 AMwp; 06 A6 1; 4)
and the stateo will correspond to the following probability rule for trafermationse’
W)=Aw @)+ A A)ap (): (5)

Generalization to more than two states is obtained by indiictVe will call pure the
states which are the extremal elements of the convex setelgamhich cannot be
obtained as mixture of any two states, and we will caikedthe non-extremal ones.
As regards transformations, the addition of coexistemtstfiamations and the convex
structure will be considered in Rules 4 did 6.

Rule 2 (Transformations form a monoid) The compositior? % of two transforma-
tions.e and A is itself a transformation. Consistency of compositiorafsformations
requiresassociativity namely

¢ (B V= & B) o: (6)

There exists the identical transformatiofi which leaves the physical system invariant,
and which for every transformatio®’ satisfies the composition rule

I d=o = 7)

Therefore, transformations make a semigroup with ideritigz amonoid



Definition 3 (Independent systems and local experimentsjVe say that two physical
systems arenxdependenif on each system we can perfolocal experimentd. e. exper-
iments whose transformations commute each other. Morésaigcfor each transforma-
tion .oz @ 2 A ® of the local experimerk @ on system 1 and for each transformation
2@ 2 B @ of the local experiment oB @ system 2 one has

dY g g0 L. 8)

Notice that the above definition of independent systemsriglpdynamical, i. e. it does
not contain any statistical requirement, such as the exastef factorized states. The
present notion of dynamical independence is so minimalitican be satisfied not only
by the quantum tensor product, but also by the quantum dawet. As we will see
in the following, it is the local observability principle ¢fostulaté 3 which will select
the tensor product. It is also worth noticing that in this i@@nal context appropriate
definitions of direct sum and product could be given in a catgtheory framework.

In the following, when dealing with more than one independgrstem, we will
denote local transformations as ordered strings of tramsftons as follows

M;%;cg;:::::%(l) B2 € .. (9)

4. CONDITIONED STATES AND LOCAL STATES

Rule 3 (Bayes)When composing two transformationg and %, the probability
p #¥/) that # occurs conditional on the previous occurrencedsfis given by the

Bayes rule
WA A

p(@y{): W: (10)

The Bayes rule leads to the conceptohditional state

Definition 4 (Conditional state) Theconditional statev,, gives the probability that a
transformation? occurs on the physical system in the statafter the transformation

</ has occurred, namely

) B o
Wy (B) = W)i (11)

In the following we will make extensive use of the functionatation

W )

Wy W ; (12)

where the centered dot stands for the argument of the mapefbne, the notion of
conditional state describes the most genevalution



Definition 5 (Local state) In the presence of many independent systems in a joint state
Q, we define théocal state Q 5, of the n-th system as the probability rule of the joint
stateQ with a local transformationzz only on the n-th system and with all other systems
untouched, namely .
Q}(,Qf)éQ(f;:::;f;k%};f;:::): (13)
nth

For example, for two systems only, (or, equivalently, giogm 1 systems into a single
one), we justwriteQ4 = Q ( ;.#).

Remark 1 (Linearity of evolution) The present definition of “state”, which log-
ically follows from the definition of experiment, leads tce tldentification state-
evolution state-conditioningentailing alinear action of transformations on states
apart from normalization. In addition, since states arelpability functionals on trans-
formations, by dualism (equivalence classes of) transétions will be identified as
linear functionals over the state space.

It is convenient to extend the notion of state to thatnafight i. e. a nonnegative
bounded functionalé over the set of transformations withd0é («7) 6 @ () < +
for all transformationseZ. To each weighto it corresponds the properly normalized
State ~

w 3
W)’

Weights make the convex come generated by the convex set of states

w= (14)

Definition 6 (Linear real space of generalized weights)Me extend the notion of
weight to that of negative weight, by taking differenceshSyeneralized weights span
the affine linear space  of the convex cong of weights.

Remark 2 The transformationsy act as linear transformations over the space of
weights as follows
dWO=WH# A): (15)

We are now in position to introduce the concepbpgration

Definition 7 (Operation) To each transformations we can associate a linear map
Op,: S ! W ,whichsends astat into the unnormalized state,, = Op_, w2 W ,
with @ (B)= w (B ), namely

dwi=w( ) Opw Qy: (16)

This is the analogous of the Schrddinger picture evolutfmtaies in Quantum Mechan-
ics. One can see that in the present context linearity ofuddawl is just a consequence
of the fact that the evolution of states is pure state-camditg: this will includes also
the deterministic cas& w= w( %) of transformationsZ with w @ ) = 1 for all
statesw—the analogous of unitary evolutions and channels in Quarechanics.



More generally, the operation Op gives both the conditicstate and the probability of
the transformation as follows

Op,, w

— w (& Op,w(¥): 17
op, 0 7) ) P ) (17)

5. DYNAMICAL AND INFORMATIONAL STRUCTURE

From the Bayes rule, or, equivalently, from the definitioncohditional state, we see
that we can have the following complementary situations:

1. There are different transformations which produce thmesatate change, but
generally occur with different probabilities;

2. There are different transformations which always ocditin the same probability,
but generally affect a different state change.

The above observation leads us to the following definitidndymamical and informa-
tional equivalences of transformations.

Definition 8 (Dynamical equivalence of transformations)Two transformations .o/
and £ are dynamically equivalent tb,, = w4 for all possible states of the system.

We will denote the equivalence class containing the trangition./’ as [« Jyyn.

Definition 9 (Informational equivalence of transformations) Two transformations
</ and % are informationally equivalent ifo (¢7') = w (%) for all possible statesv of
the system.

We will denote the equivalence class containing the transftion.os as [« k¢, Since,
as we will see in the following, such equivalence class velidentified with the notion
of effect

Definition 10 (Identification of transformations/experiments) Two transformations
(or experiments) are completely equivalent iff they aréhlytnamically and informa-
tionally equivalent, and we will simply say that the two sérmations are equal.

Theorem 1 (Identity of transformations) Two transformations#; and.<% are identi-
cal if and only if one has

WH A)=wHB H);8wW2S;8482T: (18)

Proof. Identity (18) for# = .7 is the informational equivalence of; and.«%. On the
other hand, sincey (#1) = w (o%) 8w 2 S, Eq. (18) also implies that

Wy = Weryi BW2 S ; (19)



namely the two transformations are also dynamically edentawhence they are com-
pletely equivalent.

Notice that even though two transformations are completglyivalent, in principle
they can still be experimentally different, in the sensd thay are achieved with dif-
ferent apparatus. However, we emphasize that outcomefenediit experiments corre-
sponding to completely equivalent transformations alwapside the same information
on the state of the object, and, always produce the sametmomdg of the state.

The notions of dynamical and informational equivalencesrafisformations leads
one to introduce a convex structure also for transformatiwve first need the notion of
informational compatibility.

Definition 11 (Informational compatibility or coexistence) We say that two transfor-
mationse/ and % are coexistenpr informationally compatibléf one has

W)+ wH#)6 1l; 8w2S: (20)

The fact that two transformations are coexistent meansithptinciple, they can occur
in the same experiment, namely there exists at least an imgr containing both
of them. We have named the present kind of compatibilitydiinfational” since it is
actually defined on the informational equivalence clas$émosformations.

We are now in position to define the "addition” of coexisteahsformations.

Rule 4 (Addition of coexistent transformations) For any two coexistent transforma-
tions.«Z and # we define the transformatio#f = .o7; + .o% as the transformation cor-
responding to the event=e £1;2g, namely the apparatus signals that eithef or <%
occurred, but does not specify which one. By definition, @se h

8w?2 S W+ oH)= @)+ Ww@h); (21)
whereas the state conditioning is given by

W (o) N W (@)

- OB e 2R 22
CAE T v ) T W+ ) (#2)

8w2 S

Notice that the two rules in Eqd._(21) and(22) completelycgpehe transformation
a1 + @5, both informationally and dynamically. Ed. (22) can be measily restated in
terms of operations as follows:

8w?2 S W+ D)W= AW+ rW: (23)

Itis easy to check that the composition™of transformations is distributive with respect
to the addition * ". Addition of compatible transformations is the core of tlescription

of partial knowledge on the experimental apparatus. Natise that the same notion of
coexistence can be extended to "effects" as well (see Defifif). In the following we

will use the notation
Q)= ¥ (24)
P



to denote the deterministic transformatiofi @ ) that corresponds to the sum of all
possible transformationsj in A.

At first sight it is not obvious that the commutativity of lddaansformations in
Definition[3 implies that a local "action" on system 2 does aff¢ct the conditioned
local state on system 1. Indeed, the occurrence of the tranafion.%# on system 1
generally affects the local state on system 2,2g. » » € Q. However, local "actions"
on a system have no effect on another independent systeirs psaved in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2 (No signaling, i. e. acausality of local actionshny local "action” (i. e. ex-
periment) on a system does not affect another independsteinsyMore precisely, any
local action on a system is equivalent to the identity transftion when viewed from
another independent system. In equations one has

8Q2S %87; Qupysp=Qd: (25)

Proof. By definition, for 4 2 T one hasQ3 (%) = Q (¥;%4), and using Eq.[(24)
according to Rulel4 one has

Q(Y(A);%Fﬂz Q@j;iB)= QI ;B)=:Qp (A): (26)
j2A

On the other hand, we have
Qopyr2@B)=QI;:B) (L B)I)= QU B);AB); (27)
namely the statement.

Notice the consistency with Rulé 4:

Q (;.5)
Quaysr2B)=Qop)r JiB)= Qo0 I
se)r2PB)=Qoas (IiB) djzm A @)E%ZAQ%;f)

(28)
Q (j;$) Q ();.9)
- = Q (j;#B)= QI ;B):
Sz Qi) QI I w,ZzA

It is worth noticing that the no-signaling is a mere consegeeof our minimal notion
of dynamical independence in DEf. 3.

Rule 5 (Multiplication of a transformation by a scalar) For each transformation’
the transformatio .7 for0 6 A 6 1is defined as the transformation which is dynam-
ically equivalent taer, but which occurs with probabilitg A .o7') = A w (7).

Notice that according to Definitidn 1.0 two transformations @ompletely characterized
operationally by the informational and dynamical equinake classes to which they
belong, whence Rulé 5 is well posed.



ClearlyA.os and 1 A).a% are coexistens.ory ;9% 2 T, A 2 0;11 We can therefore
pose a convex structure over the set of physical transfoomstt .

Rule 6 (Convex structure of physical transformations) The setT of physical trans-
formations is convex, namely for any two physical trans&droms.c7; and <> we can
consider the physical transformatio# which is themixture of .o/ and.e> with proba-
bilitiesA and1l A. Formally we write

o =Aah+ U A)ah; 06 A6 1; (29)

with the following meaning: the physical transformatien is itself a probabilistic
transformation, occurring with overall probability

W)=Aww)+ 1 ANw@h); (30)

meaning that when the transformatio occurred we know that the transformation
dynamically was eitherz; with (conditioned) probabilityA or <> with probability
@ ).

As we will see in Sectionl7, the convex set of physical tramsfdionsT has the form
of a truncated convex cone in the Banach algebra of genedaiiansformations.

Remark 3 (Algebra of generalized transformations)Using Egs. [(2l1) and[(23) one
can extend the addition of coexistent transformations teege linear combinations,
that we will callgeneralized transformation@o be contrasted with the original notion,
for which we will keep the namghysical transformationsThe generalized transfor-
mations constitute a real vector space—hereafter denosetza—which is the affine
space of the convex spate Composition of transformations can be extended via lin-
earity to generalized transformations, making their spaceal algebra, thealgebra of
generalized transformations

Remark 4 (Cone and double-cone of generalized transformains) The generalized
transformation¥/ of the fornt¢ = A <7 with <7 physical transformation andl > 0 make

a cone (denoted by, ), and forA 2 R make a double cone (denotedy). Notice that

for Tz 3% 8 T, Ii. e. out of the double cone the conditioniag is not necessarily a
state (e. g. there exist a physical transformatigrior whichwy («7') > 1or wy () < 0,
even thoughwy (#) = 1. On the other hand, for generalized transformations in the
double conawy is always a true state.

Indeed, for a generalized transformatigh= A</ 2 T, proportional to a physical
transformatione one has

WA b)Y WA AY9) wH )
Wy (B) = = = :

w @) WAY) w () (31)

However, for a generalized transformatign= <1 % 8 T, with &/ 6 </, one has

o _ W (1) o W (972)
A LT ) Wk T W) Wh)

W= AW+ L Ay (32)



and, generally one can haxe> 1, in which case consider e. g. a transformatigrior
which ., (%) > A landw,, (%)= 0.Then, one hagy,; ., (#)> 1.

6. EFFECTS

Informational equivalence leads to the notiorefect which corresponds closely to the
same notion introduced by Ludwig [&].

Definition 12 (Effects) We calleffect an informational equivalence class of transfor-
mations.

In the following we will denote effects with the underlineghsbols.«?, 4, etc., and
we will use the same notation to denote the effect contaitiiagransformationz, i. e.
/2 o/ means & is informationally equivalent te7" (depending on convenience we
will also keep the notatione k). Thus, by definition one has (/) w (&/), and we
will legitimately write w (7). Similarly, one haso,, (#) @, (#) which implies that
wH#B )= w# ) which gives the chaining rule

B A B ki (33)

corresponding to the "Heisenberg picture" version of Ef),(tvith the operation Op
acting on effects#, namely
Op,#:=B o: (34)

One also has the locality rule

(T ;:B) et (1 it 1B i) - (35)

using notation[(9). It is clear thatz” andA % belong to the same equivalence class iff
</ and 4 are informationally equivalent. This means that also féeat multiplication
by a scalar can be defined as7 = ./ k#. Moreover, we can naturally extend the
notion of coexistence from transformation to effects, awddy 2 &7 and %y 2 %4 one
hasap+ %o 2 7 + B, We can define addition of coexistent effects a6+ % =

o/ + PBLg for any choice of representativeg and % of the two added effects. We
will denote the set of effects by . We will also extend the notion of effect to that of
generalized effectsy taking differences of effects (for the original notiorg will use
the namephysical effecs The set of generalized effects will be denoted as

Rule 7 (Convex set of physical effectshn a way completely analogous to Rlle 6 the
set of physical effects is convex.

3 In previous literature[[3] | adopted the namerdpensity for the informational equivalence class of
transformations. The intention was to keep a separate veiorde the world "effect” has already been
identified with the quantum mechanical notion, correspogdo a precise mathematical object (i. e. a
positive contraction). However, it turned out that the adwpof the world “propensity” has the negative
effect of linking the present axiomatic with the Popperiateipretation of probability.



7. THE REAL BANACH SPACE STRUCTURE

Theorem 3 (Banach space  of generalized effects)The generalized effects make a
Banach space, with norm defined as follows

I = supw ()3 (36)

w2S

Proof. We remind the axioms of norm: i) Sub-additivity + Z§6 </ i+ i1 i)
Multiplication by scalarip <7 5= A i 3 iil) i = 0 implies/ = 0. The quantity in
Eq. (36) satisfy the sub-additivity relation i), since

i+ Bi= SUpW )+ w(&B)F sup )+ sup wWB)i= i G+ B3 (37)

w2S w2Ss w®2s
Moreover, it obviously satisfies axiom ii). Finally, axiom) icorresponds to a general-
ized effect that is the (multiple of a) difference of two infeationally equivalent trans-
formations, namely the null effect. Closure with respedhtmnorm[(36) makes the real
vector space r of generalized effects a Banach space, which we will nam8é#mach

space of generalized effeciBhe norm closure corresponds to assume preparability of
effects by an approximation criterion in-probability (s¢so Remark6).

Theorem 4 (Banach spac& y of generalized weights)The generalized weights
make a Banach space, with norm defined as follows

FoF=  sup W) (38)
A2P i 61

Proof. The quantity in Eq[(38) satisfies the sub-additivity relatiio+ 4 §6 o+ ]f ;)
since

W+ (3= sup  P@)+@)i6  sup @) H* % @)]
2P g 6 1 2P g 6 1

sup @)+ sup £ @)= ot ¥ ¥
2P R/ 31 2P g1

(39)

Moreover, it obviously satisfies the identity
NoOF= A I (40)

Finally, §o§= 0 implies thatd = 0, since eithero is a positive linear form, i. e. it is
proportional to a true state, whence at least? ) > 0, or @ is the difference of two
positive linear forms, whence the two corresponding statast be equal by definition,
since their probability rules are equal, which means thgdjrg & = 0. Closure with
respect to the norni_(B8) makes the real vector space of daeeraveightsw ; a
Banach space, which we will name tBanach space of generalized weighlthe norm
closure corresponds to assume preparability of states lp@roximation criterion in-
probability (see also Remalk 6).



Remark 5 (Duality between the convex sets of states and of etfts) From the Defi-
nition[2 of state it follows that the convex set of stageand the convex sets of effects
P are dual each other, and the latter can be regarded as thectited convex cone
of positive linear contractions over the set of states, Hgrie set of bounded positive
functionalslé 1ons , and with the functional} corresponding to the effect defined
as follows ]

|y @)= w): (41)

The above duality naturally extends to generalized effaots generalized weights.
Thereforew z andp ; are a dual Banach pair.

The above duality is the analogous of the duality betweemdbed operators and trace-
class operators in Quantum Mechanics. It is worth noticireg this dual Banach pair
is just a consequence of the probabilistic structure thathsrent in our definition of
experiment.

In the following we will often identify generalized effectgith their corresponding
functionals, and denote them by lowercase let@ebsc;::; orly;lo;:::

For generalized transformations, a suitably defined nonmeigollowing.

Theorem 5 (Banach algebrar i of generalized transformations) The set of general-
ized transformations make a Banach algebra, with norm defassfollows

3= sup B I  sup sup WHE )i (42)
BePriiBH1 PRr383 1 wW2S

Proof. Forx 2 B in a generic Banach spaseandT a map orB one hasjl xjj6 I ik
with 3 §i:= supy+ 1 3TyF and applying the bound twice one has thatA@andB maps
onB one hasjABii6 JA{iB 1 In our case this bound will rewrit§Z o7 56 34’ i
whence the generalized transformations make a Banachralgeb

It is also clear that, by definition, for each physical tramsfation.es one hasje’ §6
1, namely physical transformations are contractions. Tdrenrclosure corresponds to
assume preparability of transformations by an approxwonagriterion in-probability
(see also Remaik 6).

Theorem 6 (Bound between the norm of a transformation and thenorm of its effect)
The following bound holds

/56 3 (43)
and for transformationz 2 T, one has the identity
W 5= 3 (44)

Proof. One can easily check the bound

3 3= sup i (/) j6 sup WwE A= 33 (45)
w2 W2S 2P r; W H 1



For.«/ 2 T, the generalized weigh,, is a physical state, and also the reverse bound
holds

I = sup wE )= sup Wy €)W ()]
W2S 2P ;6 H 1 W2S 2P ;6 H 1 (46)
6 SUp (@)j= sUupw (@)= I F
w2S w2S

which then implies identity (44).

Corollary 1 Two physical transformations? and % are coexistent iffe + % is a
contraction.

Proof. If the two transformations are coexistent, then from Eg8) éhd [42) one has
that i + #56 1. Onthe other hand, ifiZ + £ 6 1, this means that for all states one
hasw () + w (#) 6 1, namely the transformations are coexistent.

Corollary 2 Physical transformations are contractions, namely thekena truncated
convex cone.

Proof. It is an immediate consequence of Corollary 1.

Remark 6 (Approximability criteria and norm closure) The above defined norms
operationally correspond to approximability criteria probability. The norm clo-
sure may not be required operationally, however, as anyrdthred of extension, it is
mathematically convenient.

8. OBSERVABLES

Definition 13 (Observable) We call observable a complete set of effacts fljgof an
experimenk = fofjg, namely one has £ 7 8.

Clearly, the generalized observable is normalized to thestemt unit functional, i. e.

Sili= 1.

Definition 14 (Informationally complete observable) An observablea. = fligis infor-
mationally complete if each effect can be written as a line@nbination of the of ele-
ments ofi., namely for each effect | there exist coefficients)such that

| = ZCi(I)h: 47

We call the informationally complete observabinimal when its effects are linearly
independent.



Remark 7 (Bloch representation) Using an informationally complete observable one
can reconstruct any sta from just the probabilities lw), since one has

W)= Gly)li@): (48)
|

Definition 15 (Predictability and resolution) We will call a transformationez—and
likewise its effect-predictabldf there exists a state for whicl¥' occurs with certainty
and some other state for which it never occurs. The transdtion (effect) will be
also calledresolvedif the state for which it occurs with certainty is unique—wbe
pure. An experiment will be calledredictablewhen it is made only of predictable
transformations, andesolvedwhen all transformations are resolved.

The present notion of predictability for effects corresg®ito that of "decision effects”
of Ludwig [4]. For a predictable transformatio®’ one hasijg/ §= 1. Notice that a
predictable transformation is not deterministic, and it ganerally occur with nonunit
probability on some stai®. Predictable effects/ correspond to affine functiorfs, on
the state space with 06 f,, 6 1 achieving both bounds.

Definition 16 (Perfectly discriminable set of states)We call a set of stateSingn- 1.
perfectly discriminablef there exists an experiment = fa/jgj- 1 With transforma-
tions corresponding to predictable effects; satisfying the relation

W (&) = Ohm (49)

Definition 17 (Informational dimensionality) We callinformational dimensiorof the
convex set of states, denoted bydimy (S ), the maximal cardinality of perfectly dis-
criminable set of states i .

Definition 18 (Discriminating observable) An observabla. = fljg is discriminating
fors whend.§ dimg (S ), i. e.L discriminates a maximal set of discriminable states.

9. FAITHFUL STATE

Definition 19 (Dynamically faithful state) We say that a stat® of a composite system
is dynamically faithfulfor the nth component system when for every transformation
the following map is one-to-one

a S (f;:::;f;k%};f;:::)q); (50)

where in the above equation the transformati@nacts locally only on the nth compo-
nent system.

Notice that by linearity the correspondence is still on@te when extended to gen-
eralized transformations. Physically, the definition esponds to say that the output
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FIGURE 1. lllustration of the notion of dynamically faithful staterfa bipartite system (see Definition
[I9). Physically, the stat® is faithful when the output conditioned state (multipliedthe probability of
occurrence) is in one-to-one correspondence with theftsemation.

conditioned state (multiplied by the probability of ocance) is in one-to-one corre-
spondence with the transformation.

In the following we restrict attention to bipartite systenhis equations a state is
dynamically faithful (for system 1) when

;. I)P=0 () o =0; (51)

and according to Definitionl 7 this is equivalent to say thatefeery bipartite effect
one has
B @;7£)=0 () o/ = 0: (52)

Definition 20 (Preparationally faithful state) We will call a state® of a bipartite sys-
tempreparationally faithfufor system 1 if every joint bipartite stae can be achieved
by a suitable local transformatioffg on system 1 occurring with nonzero probability.

T -
® | Q

FIGURE 2. Illustration of the notion of dynamically faithful staterfa bipartite system (Definitidn 20).

Clearly a bipartite staté that is preparationally faithful for system 1 is also logall
preparationally faithful for system 1, namely every loctlts w of system 2 can be
achieved by a suitable local transformatigf on system 1.

In Postulaté b we also use the notiorsgfmmetrigoint state, defined as follows.

Definition 21 (Symmetric joint state of two identical systens) We call a joint state of
two identical systemsymmetridif for any couple of transformations’ and % one has

(A ;B)= O (AB;): (53)

10. THE COMPLEX HILBERT SPACE STRUCTURE FOR FINITE
DIMENSIONS

In this section | will derive the complex Hilbert space foramion of Quantum Mechan-
ics for finite dimensions from the five Postulates. This wél tlone as follows. From
Postulateg]3 arid 4 | obtain an identity between the affinemsina of the convex set of



states and its informational dimension, correspondingsess that the dimension of the
linear space of effects is the square of an integer numben frbm the bilinear symmet-
ric form over effects given by a faithful state—whose existeis postulated in Postulate
[B—I derive a strictly positive real scalar product over gatieed effects, which makes
their linear space a real Hilbert space. Finally, since theedsion of such Hilbert space
is the square of an integer, one deduces that the Hilberespfageneralized effects is
isomorphic to a real Hilbert space of Hermitian complex mcas representing selfad-
joint operators over a complex Hilbert space, which is thibéit space formulation of
Quantum Mechanics.

10.1. Dimensionality theorems

We now consider the consequences of Postulates Bland 4. Weewihat they entail
dimensionality theorems that agree with the tensor produetfor Hilbert spaces for
composition of independent systems in Quantum Mechanicse®er, Postulatd 4, in
particular, will have as a consequence that generalizeztisfican be represented as
Hermitian complex matrices over a complex Hilbert spacef dimensions equal to
dimg (S ), which is the Hilbert space formulation of Quantum Mechanic

Thelocal observability principléPostulaté3) is operationally crucial, since it reduces
enormously the experimental complexity, by guaranteelsg only local (although
jointly executed!) experiments are sufficient to retrieveamplete information of a
composite system, including all correlations between th@ponents. The principle
reconciles holism with reductionism, in the sense that weatzserve an holistic nature
in a reductionistic way—i. e. locally. This principle imp# the following identity for
the affine dimension of a composed system

dim© 12) = dim @ 1)dim @ 2) + dim (@ 1)+ dim S 2): (54)

We can first prove that the left side of Ef.54) is a lower bofordhe right side. In-
deed, the number of outcomésof a minimal informationally complete observable
is given byN = dim(s ) + 1, since it equals the dimension of the affine space em-
bedding the convex set of states plus an additional dimension for normalization.
Now, consider a global informationally complete measungmeade of two local mini-
mal informationally complete observables measured jpiftthas number of outcomes
dim 1)+ 11dim (s 2)+ 11 However, we are not guaranteed that the joint observable is
itself minimal, whence the bound. The opposite inequakty be easily proved by con-
sidering that a global informationally incomplete measueat made of minimal local
informationally complete measurements should belongéditiear span of a minimal
global informationally complete measurement.

It is worth noticing that identity[(54) is the same that we édavQuantum Mechanics
for a bipartite system, due to the tensor product struciinerefore, the tensor product
is not a consequence of dynamical independence in[Def. foloivs from the local
observability principle.

Postulaté 4 now gives a bound for the informational dimemsithe convex sets of
states. In fact, if for any bipartite system made of two itlicomponents and for some



preparations of one component there exists a discrimigatiservable that is informa-
tionally complete for the other component, this means timat@ ) > dimg (s 2) 1,
with the equal sign if the informationally complete obsdateas also minimal, namely

dims)=dimgzs ?) 1: (55)
By comparing this with the affine dimension of the bipartigstem, we get

dms ?)=dims)dim©)+ 21= dims s 2) 11dims© )+ 1]

56
=dimgs %? 1; ©9

which, generalizing to any convex set, gives the identificat
dims )= dimg (s )? 1; (57)

corresponding to the dimension of the quantum convex Sethie to the underlying
Hilbert space. Moreover, upon substituting Eq.l (55) into &3) one obtain

dims (s 2) = dimy 5 )?%; (58)
which is the quantum product rule for informational dimemsilities corresponding
to the quantuntensor product To summarize, it is worth noticing that tlggiantum
dimensionality rule€57) and[(58) follow from Postulatés$ 3 and 4.

To conclude this section we notice that Postulate 5 immelgianplies the following

identity

dim) = dims ?)+ 1: (59)

10.2. Derivation of the complex Hilbert space structure

The faithful state® naturally provides a bilinear forr® (o7 ;%) over effects« ; 4,
which is certainly positive over physical effects, sinkecs ;<7) is a probability. How-
ever, unfortunately, the fact that the form is positive gplysical effects doesn't guar-
antee that it remains positive when extended to the lineacespf generalized effects,
namely to their linear combinations with real (generallypmsitive) coefficients. This
problem can be easily cured by considering the absoluteevaltthe bilinear form
b= @, @ , and then adoptingP 7 ;%) as the definition for the scalar product
betweene and.Z%. The absolute valugbjcan be defined thanks to the fact thaits real
symmetric, whence it can be diagonalized over the lineacespé generalized effects.
Upon denoting by?? the orthogonal projectors over the linear space correspgrd
positive and negative eigenvalues, respectively, onghhas ® ( ;& ), namely

Wiy ;B)= P A); (&)= (P P )&): (60)

The mapg is an involution, namelyg? = .#. Notice that there is no non zero generalized
effect4 with 3@ ;%) = 0. Indeed, the requirement that the std®tés also prepara-
tionally faithful implies that for every stat@ there exists a suitable transformatigg



suchthatv= ® .5 3 with ® (#;7,) > 0, whence

_ = DL Y _ ST |
w@)_ q)ﬂ;<7w1 @)_ CD@IC @w))_ jbj@lgw)l gw CD(:Z;Z(D), (61)
and due to non-negativity ofpjone has
q
w@) 6 pj@rﬁ) pj@wigw); (62)

which implies thatw @) = 0 for all statesw, i. e. € = 0. Therefore, P ;8)
defines a strictly positive real symmetric scalar produtiemce the linear spacey of
generalized effects becomes a real pre-Hilbert space. TherHspace is then obtained
by completion in the norm topology (for the operational valece of norm closure see
Remarl6), and we will denote it iy ¢. Notice thatw ¢ is a real Hilbert space, since
both its linear space and the scalar product are real. Fée fihensional convex set
one has

dm@w ¢)=dim(© )+ 1; (63)

since the linear space of generalized effectsis just the space of the linear functionals
over s, with one additional dimension corresponding to normaiira But from Egs.
(57) and[(6B) it follows that

dim @ o) = dimg s )?: (64)

The last identity implies that the real Hilbert spate is isomorphic to the real Hilbert
space of Hermitian complex matrices representing seliiaidgperators over a complex
Hilbert spacex of dimensions din#) = dimg (S ): this is the Hilbert space formula-
tion of Quantum Mechanics. Indeed, this is sufficient to vecdhe full mathematical
structure of Quantum Mechanics, since once the generatitfects are represented by
Hermitian matrices, the physical effects will be represdras elements of the truncated
convex cone of positive matrices, the physical transfoionatwill be represented as
CP identity-decreasing maps over effects, and finallyestatll be represented as den-
sity matrices via the Bush version [10] of the Gleason thegrer via our state-effect
correspondence coming from the preparationally faithdasnofd.

11. INFINITE DIMENSIONS: THE C -ALGEBRA OF
GENERALIZED TRANSFORMATIONS

In the previous section | derived the Hilbert space formaftadf Quantum Mechanics in
the finite dimensional case. Such derivation does not halthfmite dimension, since
we cannot rely on the dimensionality identities proved it [10. In the infinite
dimensional case we need an alternative way to derive QumaMachanics, such as
the construction of a Calgebra representation of generalized transformatiorsder

to do that we need to extend the real Banach algekrdo a complex algebra, and
for this we need to derive thadjoint of a transformation from the five postulates: this
is the goal of the present section. It will turn out that ondyf of the five postulates



are now needed. The adjoint is given as the compositidraospositionrandcomplex-
conjugationof physical transformations, both maps being introduceerajonally on
the basis of the existence of a symmetric dynamically faltbfate due to Postulaté 5.
Thecomplex conjugatmap will be an extension tby of the involution¢ of Sectiori 1D.
With such an adjoint | will then derive a Gelfand-Naimarkg8e(GNS) representation
[2] for transformations, leading to a €algebra.

11.1. The transposed transformation

For a symmetric bipartite state that is faithful both dyneely and preparationally,
for every transformation on system 1 there always existendiglized) transformation
on system 2 giving the same operation on that state. Thiwslls to introduce opera-
tionally the following notion otransposed transformation

Definition 22 (Transposed transformation) For a faithful bipartite state®, thetrans-
posed transformations° of the transformations is the generalized transformation
which when applied to the second component system giveaitie cnditioned state
and with the same probability as the transformatighoperating on the first system,
namely

@ ; I)VP= (I ;7P (65)

of _ _
[0 - ;.9 )P [0 L I ()
— .DQ{O. —

FIGURE 3. lllustration of the operational conceptwénsposed transformation

Eq. (65) is equivalent to the following identity
ORB AC)= PB;E D (66)

Clearly one has#°= .#: 1t is easy to check that7 ! .7° satisfies the axioms of
transposition

1+ B)°= %+ B%  2: @Y= o; 3 Bf=B° S (67)
Indeed, axiom 1 is trivially satisfied, whereas axiom 2 isveabas follows

PRB SC)=DRB;E H=DE PiB)=DE ;B )

—0@ A E); (68)

and, finally, for axiom 3 one has
PE B A)D=0C $:9 W=-0C; 7 L P); (69)

whereas unicity is implied by faithfulness.



11.2. The complex conjugated transformation

Unfortunately, even though the transposition defined imfithe (65) works as an ad-
joint for the symmetric bilinear forn® as in Eqs.[(68) and (69), however, it is not the
right adjoint for the scalar product given by the strictlysfitve bilinear form+b j(«7 ; %)
in Eq. (60), due to the presence of the involutignin order to introduce an adjoint
for generalized transformations (with respect to the sqaiaduct between effects) one
needs to extend the involuti@nto generalized transformations. This can be easily done,
since the bilinear form of the faithful state is already defirover generalized trans-
formations, andb is symmetric over the linear spatg. Therefore, with a procedure
analogous to that used for effects we introduce the absellte P jof the symmetric
bilinear form® overTy, whence extend the scalar productrtg. Clearly, since the bi-
linear form® (o7 ;%) will anyway depend only on the informational equivalenaessks
o/ andZ of the two transformations, one can have different exterssod the involution
¢ from generalized effects to generalized transformatiahg;h work equally well. One
has

C/)=:9°2¢); (70)

with a transformationz ¢ ;= ¢ (&) belonging to the informational clags.% ). Clearly
one hasc? («7) = ¢ («7°) 2 &/, and generallyc? («7) 6 </, however, one can always
consistently choose the extension such that it is itselhaolution (see also the follow-
ing for the choice of the extension). The idea is now that surcimvolution plays the role

of the complex conjugationsuch that the composition with the transposition provides
the adjoint.

11.3. The adjoint transformation

Inspection of Eq.[(69) shows that in order to have the rigigiatiof transformations
with respect to the scalar product, we need to define therspedduct via the bilin-
ear form® (7 %29 over transposed transformations. Therefore, we definedhlars
product between generalized effects as follows

ohZ 7 ip = © (B%¢ (@): (71)

In the following we will equivalently write the entries ofdlscalar product as general-
ized transformations or as generalized effects, Wity {4ip .= ohe? P ie, the gener-
alized effects being the actual vectors of the linear fasfmce of generalized trans-
formations modulo informational equivalence. Notice tbat hasqpts’ o B =
o’ €%¢c#BY), corresponding to the operator-like form of the operatibtrans-
formations over effecti® /4% = ¥° o which is the transposed version of the
Heisenberg picture evolution (34). We can easily checkalewing steps

o6° A P =P (° CicP))= D¢ BY )

72
= % By O: (72)



Now, for composition-preservingvolution (i. e.¢ (8 &)= % &) one can easily
verify that

o6 o Pip= 3T GB° @)= o/ 36 EN)° Bi; (73)
namely,
oG € A Bip= ohd 3B CEN%io=chd ¥ Bi; (74)
whencea' := ¢ (&% works as an adjoint for the scalar product, namely
ot o Bio= A ¥ By (75)
In terms of the adjoint the scalar product can also be wratefollows
oh B ip= O (T B): (76)

The involution ¢ is composition-preserving it (T) = T namely if the involution
preserves physical transformations (this is true for amtitgepreserving involution
¢ (#) = # which is cone-preserving (T;) = T}). Indeed, for such an involution
one can consider its action on transformations induced &yrvolutive isomorphism
w ! w° of the convex set of states defined as follows

WEW))=w (&); 8wW2S ;84 2T: (77)

Consistency of state-reduction, =) a);{ with the involution ons corresponds to the
identity
8W2S ;8 ;B2T; W, (B) Wy (B) (78)

which, along with identity[(7]7) is equivalent to
8wW2S ;8 ;B2T; WCHB F))=wFH o): (79)

The involution ¢ of s is just the inversion of the principal axes corresponding to
negative eigenvalues of the symmetric bilinear fabnof the faithful state in a minimal
informationally complete basis (thBloch representatiomf Remark ¥: see also Ref.

[1]).

11.4. The Gelfand-Naimark-Segal (GNS) construction of the
C -algebra of generalized transformations

By taking complex linear combinations of generalized tfamsations and defining
¢ceco)=c ¢ /) forc2 c,we can now extend the adjoint to complex linear combina-
tions of generalized transformations—that we will alsd camplex-generalized trans-
formations and will denote their linear space lry.. On the other hand, we can trivially
extend the the real pre-Hilbert space of generalized effegtto a complex pre-Hilbert
spacep - by just considering complex linear combinations of geneeal effects. The



complex algebrar - (that we will also denote by ) is now complex Banach algebra
space, and likewise . is a Banach space.

We have now a scalar produgtes 4ip between transformations and an adjoint of
transformations with respect to such scalar product. Sytnyra@d positivity imply the

bounding
on/ Pio 6 7 5o 38 db; (80)
where we introduced the norm induced by the scalar product
50/ % = ohe 3 o : (81)

The bounding[(80) is obtained from positivity §he/ 2%/ 2%ig for everyz2 C.
Using the boundind (80) for the scalar prodynt7° & 2 42'é we also see that the
setI A of zero norm element€” 2 A is a left ideal, i. e. it is a linear subspacezof
which is stable under multiplication by any elementobn the left (i.e.2" 2 I, &/ 2 A
impliese 2" 2 1). The set of equivalence classesT thus becomes a complex pre-
Hilbert space equipped with a symmetric scalar product,|ement of the space being
an equivalence class. On the other hand, sipce2 %2 9= 0=) 2°=0=) 2 =0
(we have seen thab jis a strictly positive form over generalized effects) theneénts

of A=T are indeed the generalized effects, iaes1’ P . as linear spaces. Therefore,
informationally equivalent transformationg and% correspond to the same vector , and
there exists a generalized transformati@nwith §2 4§ = 0 such thateZ = £+ 27,
and-jj & whichis a norm orp ., will be just a semi-norm oa . We can define anyway
a norm on transformations in a way analogous to (42) as

W= sup I ZB9; (82)
B2P ¢ i1 5p6 1

where we remind that here we are using the transposed adti@4lo Completion of
A=I' P . inthe norm topology will give a Hilbert space that we will ad¢ea byH ¢ (for

the operational relevance of closure see Rerhark 6). Suclpletion also implies that

Tc ' A is a complex C-algebra. Indeed the fact that it is a complex Banach algebra
can be proved in the same ways as in Thedrem 5, whence it rechirbe proved that
the norm identityjz? 7 5= 4/ §holds. This is done as follows:

i/ f=  sup ohad B _Bs=  sup ohBy' o %
PB2P ;{61 B2P ¢ 1B Gp6 1

6 sup 5 o PG I SH6 i
H2P ci#hTp6 1

(83)

From the last equation one geis”5ip 6 /'3, and by taking the adjoint one has
57 4p = 377 5, from which it follows that the bound(83) gives the desiredm iden-

tity 477 o/ 5= 4§/ 3 Thefactthat is a C -algebra—whence a Banach algebra—also
implies that the domain of definition gk, (¢7') can be easily extended to the whalg

by continuity, due to the following bounding between Caushguences

o () 20 To () Zmip= 39 (Zn Zm)Ip6 3 pi2, ZLmip: (84)



The product i defines the action af on the vectors i =1, by associating to each
elementsZ 2 A the linear operatoriy («7) defined on the dense domain-I Hg as

follows .
To () Piv= W PBip: (85)
Onealsohas? A= 1 HABip corresponding to the transposed versior of (34).

Theorem 7 (Born rule) From the definition[(71) of the scalar product the Born rule
rewrites in terms of the pairing

W)= D (Mo @) () ol (&) Tl )0 (86)

with representations of effects and states given by

0

== . o) = /% 87

Tp (W) =

The representation of transformations is given by

W&#B  A)=ohB T () T ()i : (88)

Proof. This easily follows from the definition of preparationalbithful state. One has

&S ;T 0
O = Oy 71 ) = 20 -y B (G0)) = D% (o @) T @)
T
(89)
For the representation of transformations one has
WA )=l (B F) T @i = ohd’ BT )ie (90)

=ohB9% (¢ W) = ohB T (7 ) T ()i :

12. DISCUSSION AND OPEN PROBLEMS

Identity (7). In deriving Eq. [5Y¥) | have implicitly assumed that the riglatbe-
tween the affine dimension and the informational dimensibickvholds for bipartite
systems must hold for any system. Indeed, assuming alsdyhatically independent
systems can be made statistically independent (i. e. thesé factorized states) one
could independently prove that

dims s 2)> dimg s )3; (91)
since locally perfectly discriminable states are alsot|gidiscriminable, and the ex-
istence of a preparationally faithful state guaranteeseitistence of dims )? jointly
discriminable states, the bound in place of the identity iognfrom the fact that we are
not guaranteed that the set of jointly discriminable statade of local ones is maximal.



It is still not clear if the mentioned assumption is avoiggkdnd, if not, how relevant
it is. One may postulate that informational laws—such astitie (57) are universal,
namely they are independent on the physical system, i. dveopdrticular convex set of
statess . Another possibility would be to postulate—in the spiritedfperimental com-
plexity reduction—the existence of a faithful state whislpure there is an hope that
this will not only avoid the above mentioned extrapolatibat also reduce the number
of postulates, by dropping Postulaie 4. Indeed, neithetuRas[4 nor identity[(57) are
needed in the GNS construction for the derivation of Quartteguhanics in the infinite
dimensional case.

Composition-preserving involution ¢. In deriving the GNS representation of
transformations over effects we needed a compositioreprag) involution ¢. As
said, composition-preserving is guaranteed is an involution of the convex set of
states—the inversion of the principal axes correspondirthe negative eigenvalues of
the symmetric bilinear form made with the faithful stataslstill not clear if Postulates
[T imply this.

The above issues will be analyzed in detail in a forthcomiaigligation.

APPENDIX: ERRATA TO REF. [1JAND OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

The present section is given only to avoiding misunderstayid relation to the previous
work [1], and can entirely skipped by the reader. [1].

1. In Ref. [1] it was not recognized that the faithful statgémerally no longer a posi-
tive bilinear form when extended to generalized transfaiona/effects (although,
being a state, it is clearly positive on physical transfaiores/effects). This lead
me to introduce the involutiog in Eq. (6€0) in order to define a scalar product in
terms of a positive form, with the benefit of the introductafrthe adjoint.

2. In Ref. [1] I assumed that the transposed of a physicastoamation is a physical
transformation itself, whereas more generally one shoofsicler it as a general-
ized transformation proportional to a physical transfarorawith a positive mul-
tiplication constant (i. e. for7 2 T one hase7°2 T, but generally7°8 T). This
was first noticed by R. Werner.

3. In Ref. [1] I defined the norm of generalized transfornradias the norm of gen-
eralized effects, with the result that this is only a semiamover transformations.
Now, using definition in EqL(42) the norm is strictly poséjwvith the benefit that
the set of generalized transformations is a Banaealgebra. The definitiori_(42)
has been suggested by R. Werner and D. Schlingeman.

4. The identity[(54) was only a bound in Ref. [1]. The reverearid is now proved,
based on a suggestion of P. Perinotti.

5. The stronger notion of independence used in Sectibn 1&sisdon a suggestion of
G. Chiribella and P. Perinotti.

6. In Refs.[1] and [3]) it was incorrectly argued that acditizaf local actions is not
logically entailed by system independence.



7. In Ref. [1] it has been incorrectly argued that every geliwsd transformation
belongs to the dynamical equivalence class of a physicasfisamation. This is
true only for transformations in the double cang as now explained in Remalrk 4.
This error was noticed by G. Chiribella and P. Perinotti.

8. The fact that the norm induced by the GNS constructionraateally leads to a
C -algebra has been suggested by M. Ozawa.
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