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Abstract

In quantum information theory, the Schmidt rank is a fundamental measure for the entanglement
dimension of a pure bipartite state. Its natural definition uses the Schmidt decomposition of
vectors on bipartite Hilbert spaces, which does not exist (or at least is not canonically given) if
the observable algebras of the local systems are allowed to be general C*-algebras. In this work,
we generalize the Schmidt rank to the commuting operator framework where the joint system
is not necessarily described by the minimal tensor product but by a general bipartite algebra.
We give algebraic and operational definitions for the Schmidt rank and show their equivalence.
We analyze bipartite states and compute the Schmidt rank in several examples: The vacuum
in quantum field theory, Araki-Woods-Powers states, as well as ground states and translation
invariant states on spin chains which are viewed as bipartite systems for the left and right half
chains. We conclude with a list of open problems for the commuting operator framework.
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1 Introduction

Specifying the dimension of a concrete quantum system at hand is a task that arguably does not
have a unique answer. There is an inherent ambiguity in deciding which possible degrees of freedom
have to be modeled as quantum, which can be left out, and which can be regarded as part of an
unspecified environment. In quantum information theory, when formulated on Hilbert spaces, the
Schmidt rank is usually used to describe an effective local dimension of a pure bipartite state. It
connects to regarding entanglement as the relevant quantity and can intuitively be understood as the
minimal number of local (quantum) degrees of freedom needed for implementing a desired quantum
state.

Entanglement, one of the most characteristic phenomena of quantum physics, can moreover be
found in all kinds of quantum systems, including those finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces can not
describe. Here the mathematical construction used in the usual definition of the Schmidt rank does,
however, no longer apply. Nevertheless, specifying an effective entanglement dimension is still a well-
motivated and vital question. In the present work, we will explore paths for extending the concept
of a Schmidt rank accordingly. Instead of Hilbert spaces, we will consider the more general algebraic
formulation of quantum mechanics and introduce several, as we will show, equivalent algebraic and
operational definitions of the Schmidt rank for this setting.

As a start, let us recall the mathematical construction on which the usual definition of a Schmidt
rank is based: Let HA and HB be separable Hilbert spaces and let |Ω⟩ ∈ HA ⊗HB be a vector in
their Hilbert space tensor product. A basic result, attributed to Erhard Schmidt [Sch07], states that
there exist subspaces KA ⊆ HA and KB ⊆ HB spanned by orthonormal bases {|ΦAi ⟩} and {|ΦBi ⟩},
such that |Ψ⟩ can be decomposed as

|Ψ⟩ =
k∑
i=1

λi|ΦAi ⟩ ⊗ |ΦBi ⟩ (1)

with (up to reordering) unique coefficients λi > 0. Eq. (1) is called Schmidt decomposition, the
coefficients {λi} are called Schmidt spectrum, and the number k = dimKA = dimKB is called
Schmidt rank.

In the usual Hilbert space formulation of quantum mechanics, a pure quantum state of a com-
posite system, consisting of two parties A and B, is modeled by a unit vector |Ψ⟩ as above. Here the
Schmidt decomposition is commonly interpreted as a reduction of |Ψ⟩ to a composition of physically
relevant local subsystems, modeled by the subspace KA ⊗ KB. If k = 1, those subspaces are one
dimensional, and |Ψ⟩ can be written as a product of individual states on A and B. Such a state
shows no correlations and is called separable. In contrast, if k > 1, the state Ψ will be entangled.
Accordingly, the number k is also referred to as the entanglement dimension.
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For quantum technology, states with high Schmidt rank are regarded as a resource, and it is
a technical goal to build devices that realize a k as high as possible [Pon+22; AMP22; Eck+19;
Zhu+21; SC15; Mar+15; Qu+22; Mik+22]. The strength of a quantum advantage can often be
connected to scaling with k, for example, within the capacity of quantum communication channels,
for quantum metrology, or quantum computing. Moreover, states with large k allow for improving
noise robustness of protocols and experiments, which is one of the central bottlenecks for any near-
term quantum technology. Accordingly, there also has been much effort in developing techniques
for certifying the Schmidt rank of a quantum system when only partial data is available. Along this
research line, so-called Schmidt rank-k steering recently became a focus [Des+21; Des22; Qu+22;
Sek+23]. Here, the task of certifying the presence of a Schmidt rank k state is considered in
situations where only the Hilbert space of one party, say A, is specified, whereas the system of
the other party B is left uncharacterized. In such a situation, the common method for modeling
quantum systems without a specified Hilbert space is to take the more general perspective of algebraic
quantum mechanics employing a description in terms of operator algebras [BR15; Lan09; RS07]. The
original motivation for this work came from the primordial task of giving a mathematically consistent
definition of the Schmidt rank in this situation. Our analysis goes, however, far beyond this example.

In general, there are many situations in which it is natural to model quantum systems by spec-
ifying their observable algebras A. Typical examples range from device-independent cryptogra-
phy[Pri+23; Tan+21; Zha+22], classical-quantum hybrid systems [DW22], and statistical mechanics
[BR97] to non-local games [Lup+20] and quantum field theory [Haa96]. This algebraic formulation
also offers a unified description of classical and quantum systems (as well as the hybrids mentioned
earlier). In this framework, states are modeled by normalized positive linear functionals ω : A → C
on the observable algebra. Furthermore, the joint system of two separated parties A and B will
be most generally modeled by some algebra A that contains two commuting subalgebras AA and
AB. In this setting, there is, at least a priori, no obvious extension of a Schmidt decomposition in
terms of tensor products of Hilbert space vectors as in (1) and, hence, no direct generalization of
the Schmidt rank. Here, underlying concepts have to be clarified, and definitions have to be made.

Hurdles along this path stem from the fact that the r.h.s. of (1) does not necessarily have
counterparts in an algebraic setting. At first glance, the algebraic and the Hilbert space view on
pure states may seem to be interchangeable: Operators on a Hilbert space can be well regarded
from a purely algebraic perspective, and abstract states can be conversely represented on concrete
Hilbert space via the GNS construction. A clear distinction arises, however, when inspecting the
two different definitions of bipartite systems. Here the algebraic definition of bipartite systems via
commuting operators is strictly more general than the Hilbert space definition via tensor products
of local spaces. A prominent consequence of this culminated in what became known as Tsirelson’s
problem [Tsi06; Jun+11] asking for observable differences between the two definitions on the level
of linear correlations, which was answered affirmatively recently [Ji+20]. In our case, a further
hint to the challenges arising when generalizing the Schmidt rank can be seen when representing a
pure state ω as a vector in a Hilbert space Hω via the GNS construction. On Hω, the observables
of A and B act as commuting operators, but Hω will generally not admit a factorization into a
tensor product of Hilbert spaces separating the respective subsystem. In such a case, the concept of
local spaces KA, KB that form the overall system via a tensor product, and by this also a Schmidt
decomposition as in (1), does not exist. Coming from the other side also sets challenges because
fixing local systems AA and AB does not lead to a unique algebra A for the joint system. In contrast
to the finite-dimensional case, there are several inequivalent ways of combining two given subsystems
into a larger composite system. This choice is not only purely mathematical but rather an essential
part of the physical model under consideration. The algebra A determines in which way two systems
couple and by this also which physical interactions will be possible or not. As a consequence, an
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extension of the Schmidt rank demands a more refined view, and the path to take may strongly
depend on the state under consideration.

In this work, we investigate three, as we will show, equivalent approaches for extending the
Schmidt rank. Our first approach builds on algebraic properties of the GNS representation. The
other approaches are operational in the sense that they extend the role of the Schmidt rank as the
dimension of a minimal effective Hilbert space. This can be done in an entanglement-based picture
and in a prepare-and-measure picture. The intuitive description of these approaches is placed in
Section 2 while the mathematical details are worked out in Section 4. Our definitions apply in
a setting in which we only assume that two local algebras AA and AB are embedded in a larger
algebra A as commuting subalgebras. By this approach, inequivalent ways of coupling two systems
are taken into account. More details on this and the connections to Tsirrelson’s problem are discussed
in Section 3.

In Section 5, we discuss the following examples and applications: Gapped ground states and
finitely correlated states on spin chains in the thermodynamic limit, Araki-Woods-Powers states,
and bipartite states arising in quantum field theories from causally separated regions. In particular,
we show that the Schmidt rank of the ground state of the Heisenberg anti-ferromagnet is infinite,
while the ground state of the AKLT model has a Schmidt rank of two, as one would expect from
analyzing these models on finite-length chains. In the last section Section 6, we present some open
problems.

Notation and conventions. Inner products are linear in the second entry. All C∗-algebras are
assumed to be unital, and the unit is denoted 1, with an appropriate subscript for emphasis if
necessary. The GNS representation of a state ω on a C∗-algebra A is denoted (πω,Hω,Ωω). The
unit interval of a C∗-algebra A, i.e. the set of operators x ∈ A with 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, is denoted [0, 1]A.
The algebra of bounded operators on a Hilbert space H is denoted B(H), and the identity operator
is 1. If M ⊂ B(H) and V ⊂ H then we denote by [MV] the closed linear hull of the vectors xΨ,
x ∈ M, Ψ ∈ V, an we write [MΨ] for [M{Ψ}]. If X is a compact Hausdorff space, we denote the
C∗-algebra of bounded continuous functions on X by C(X). The standard basis of Cn is denoted
|1⟩, . . . , |n⟩ and the algebra of n× n matrices is denoted Mn.

2 Definition of the Schmidt rank and summary of main results

In this section, we explain our approach to the commuting operator framework, the definition of the
Schmidt rank, and summarize our results. In total, we find six equivalent definitions of the Schmidt
rank (see Theorem 29) from which we, at this point, only discuss the three central ones. We focus
on conceptual ideas and give physical intuitions wherever we can. A self-contained mathematical
treatment is given in the subsequent sections.

2.1 Bipartite algebras, bipartite states, and the commuting operator framework

In a correlation experiment, we have two physical systems with experimenters, conventionally named
Alice and Bob, performing local measurements on a shared state. Both parties are free to choose their
measurements from their respective observable algebras AA and AB. According to the probabilistic
principles of quantum theory [Hol01], the measurement statistics can be described by a bilinear
functional ω0 : AA × AB → C such that ω(1A, 1B) = 1 and ω0(a, b) ≥ 0 if a ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0.
The correlations can only be explained by quantum theory if there is a state on a larger system
that contains Alice’s and Bob’s systems as subsystems and induces these correlations. The larger
system’s observable algebra A contains AA and AB as commuting subalgebras. The commutativity
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expresses that Alice and Bob’s systems are kinematically independent [Sum90]. Furthermore, there
is no measurement apparatus accessible to both Alice and Bob, so their observable algebras have
trivial intersection AA ∩ AB = C1 in A.1 That we may restrict A to the subalgebra generated by
AA and AB leads us to:

Definition. Let AA and AB be C∗-algebras. A bipartite algebra (for AA and AB) is a C∗-algebra
A with embeddings AA ↪→ A and AB ↪→ A such that AA and AB commute in A, AA ∩ AB = C1
and such that A is generated by AA ∪AB as a C∗-algebra. A bipartite state for AA and AB is a
state ω on a bipartite algebra A.

Therefore, the correlations ω0 can be explained by quantum theory if there is a bipartite state
ω such that ω0(a, b) = ω(ab). It turns out that a necessary and sufficient condition for this is that
ω0 satisfies the following stronger version of positivity∑

ij

ω0(a
∗
i aj , b

∗
i bj) ≥ 0 ∀a1, . . . , an ∈ AA, b1, . . . , bn ∈ AB. (2)

This property is called the quantum constraint. Details can be found in Section 3.1.
The bipartite algebra describes the joint system and should be regarded as a part of the mathe-

matical model as it determines how the local systems are coupled to each other, e.g. by determining
which global interactions are possible. For some bipartite algebras, Alice and Bob’s systems are not
statistically independent in the sense that Alice and Bob are constrained in their ability to perform
local operations such as state preparations [Sum90]. Statistical independence is formally defined in
Section 3.1, where it is shown that statistical independence holds if and only if the bipartite algebra
is a C∗-tensor product (see Theorem 5).

In general, a representation π of a bipartite algebra A on a Hilbert space H will represent Alice
and Bob’s observables only as commuting operators π(a)π(b) = π(b)π(a) with no guarantee for
a tensor splitting π(ab) = πA(a) ⊗ πB(b). Bipartite states induce, in general, proper commuting
operator framework correlations, i.e. correlations that cannot even be approximated with a tensor
splitting of Hilbert spaces.

Even though Alice and Bob have full control of their local algebras, there is no method for
detecting the concrete form of the bipartite algebra itself through a correlation experiment in which
all measurements are performed on a fixed bipartite state ω. Therefore, we call bipartite states
ω1 and ω2 correlation-equivalent if they induce the same correlations ω1(ab) = ω2(ab). We call a
property X a correlation invariant if it is invariant under local unitaries and assigns the same value
to correlation-equivalent states. Details on this equivalence relation can be found in Section 3.1,
where we show that many important properties such as purity, Haag-duality, or the Schmidt rank
are indeed correlation invariants. Another interesting correlation invariant is a certain subfactor
inclusion induced by the GNS representation of a pure bipartite.

2.2 An algebraic definition

We are now able to follow different paths for extending the concept of a Schmidt rank. We will refer
to our first approach as the algebraic definition. Recall that a major hurdle for a naive extension of
Eq. (1) is that there are states for which there is no tensor factorization of the GNS Hilbert space
that separates Alice and Bob’s observables. A straightforward idea for circumventing this issue is to

1If one allows for an overlap of the observable algebras, it follows from commutativity that the intersection AA∩AB

is a commutative subalgebra and, hence, corresponds to shared randomness accessible to both Alice and Bob. For two
classical systems, this would even allow for AA = AB = A. However, it makes little sense to speak about correlation
experiments if Alice and Bob have access to the same observable.
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take the ad hoc ansatz of initially only considering states for which a factorization exists. On those,
a Schmidt rank definition similar to the one derived from (1) can be applied. As we will see, it makes
sense to elevate this idea to a proper definition by conventionally assigning an infinite Schmidt rank
to all other states.

Via the following theorem, the slightly makeshift factorization property of a GNS space can be
connected to the concrete categorization of von Neumann algebras into different types. We say that
a state φ is of type I, II, or III if the von Neumann algebra generated in its GNS representation is
of type I, II, or III. We will denote the marginals of a bipartite state ω, i.e. the restrictions to the
algebras AA and AB, by ωA and ωB, respectively. For pure bipartite states, i.e. pure states on some
bipartite algebra, there is an intimate connection between the von Neumann type of the marginals
and the factorization of the GNS space:

Theorem. Let ω be a pure bipartite state. The following are equivalent

(1) there are irreducible representations πj : Aj → B(Hj), j = A,B, and a vector Ω ∈ HA ⊗HB

so that ω(ab) = ⟨Ω, πA(a)⊗ πB(b)Ω⟩ for all (a, b) ∈ AA ×AB,

(2) either ωA or ωB is a type I state,

(3) both ωA and ωB are type I states,

We call a pure bipartite state tame if it satisfies these equivalent properties and wild otherwise.
Tame bipartite pure states are precisely those whose correlations can be reproduced with tensor
products of Hilbert spaces and vector states (we extend this notion to mixed states in Section 3.1).
For tame bipartite pure states, the representations πj and the vector Ω are unique up to unitary
equivalence and constitute the GNS representation. An essential consequence of the theorem is that
tameness can be decided from the knowledge of a single marginal. Equipped with this, we can state
the algebraic definition of the Schmidt rank:

Definition (Algebraic definition). If ω is tame, the Schmidt rank of ω is the Schmidt rank of the
GNS vector Ωω with respect to the tensor splitting Hω = HA ⊗HB of the GNS space. If ω is wild,
the Schmidt rank is infinite.

We briefly comment on the structural properties of pure bipartite states before we discuss the
Schmidt rank further. For bipartite states ω one gets commuting von Neumann algebras MA =
πω(AA)

′′ and MB = πω(AB)
′′ acting on the GNS space Hω. The objects (MA,MB,Hω,Ωω)

can be shown to be a correlation invariant. For a pure state, MA and MB are even factors, i.e.
von Neumann algebras with trivial center, and jointly generate B(Hω). These factors are tame
(resp. wild) if and only if ω is a tame (resp. wild) pure bipartite state. For pure bipartite states,
MA ⊂ M′

B is an irreducible subfactor inclusion, i.e. an inclusion of factors with trivial relative
commutant M′

A ∩ M′
B = C1, and conversely, every irreducible subfactor inclusion arises in this

way. It follows from this that purity, Haag-duality, and the Jones index [MA : M′
B] are correlation

invariants for pure states.
Introducing the class of tame states and an according concept of Schmidt rank, as above, gives

a nice ordering within the set of pure bipartite states. It can be summarized as follows:{
product
states

}
= SR1 ⊂ SR≤2 ⊂ . . . ⊂ Stame ⊂ Smin ⊂ Smax.

All product states and all states with a (due to this definition) finite Schmidt rank are tame. As in
the Hilbert space case, we can sort states into sets of Schmidt rank not bigger than k. This gives a
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chain interpolating between product states and states with infinite entanglement. The set Stame of
tame states itself is included in the set Smin of states on the minimal C∗-tensor product, which itself
is a subset of the set Smax of states corresponding to the maximal tensor product. Remarkably,
all those inclusions are strict in general. With an appropriate extension of tameness to non-pure
bipartite states, we will show that tame states are a dense convex subset of Smin.

When coming from a Hilbert space-centered perspective, one should note that tame bipartite
states are precisely those that can be represented as normal states on a tensor product of Hilbert
spaces. Here the distinction to arbitrary states on a minimal tensor product lies in the fact that the
latter ones could also be singular, i.e. proper elements of B (HA ⊗HB)

∗ which can not be identified
with elements of T (HA ⊗HB). From a hands-on perspective, demanding a state to be tame can be
very practical: even if we are confronted with the most bizarre algebras AA and AB, the broad range
of methods and calculations developed in the Hilbert space formalism can still be applied without
taking too much special care. However, a striking operational justification for this definition is, at
this point, not apparent. This lack is fixed by the two other definitions that we will consider.

2.3 An operational definition via minimal compressions

In our second approach, we define the Schmidt rank in terms of local compressions (see Fig. 1). In a
correlation experiment, all accessible information on a quantum state is captured by considering its
behavior on all possible pairs of local measurements. For Alice and Bob at working with a bipartite
state ω on some big bipartite algebra, one can ask whether it is possible to emulate/reproduce
the behavior of ω on local measurements with some clever protocol that only requires a bipartite
quantum state on a small Hilbert space as a resource. We will refer to such a protocol as compression.
The minimal dimension into which Alice and Bob can compress their observables without losing any
information will give us a definition for the Schmidt rank.

At this point, we will omit any consideration of classical communication and model compression
protocols by a pair of local quantum channels. To implement an emulation of ω, we will grant Alice
and Bob joint access to a quantum system B(K) corresponding to some Hilbert space K. Their
actions during such a protocol are described by local quantum channels. Since we do not want
to assume a tensor product structure at this stage, the locality of Alice’s and Bob’s operations is
modeled by demanding that the actions of these channels commute. It is convenient to formulate
the following definition in the Heisenberg picture.

Figure 1: Operational interpretation of the Schmidt rank through source emulation. A state ω has
Schmidt rank k if it can be prepared by preparing a vector state |Ψ⟩ with Schmidt rank k and
performing local operations.

A compression with respect to a bipartite state ω is a collection consisting of a pair of unital
completely positive maps Cj : Aj → B(K), j = A,B, with commuting ranges and a unit vector
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Ψ ∈ K such that
ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, CA(a)CB(b)Ψ⟩ ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (3)

This concept of compressions is investigated in detail in Section 4. Since we are working in the
Heisenberg picture, these compressions are compressions of measurements. On the level of states, the
channels CA and CB map the bipartite state ψ = ⟨Ψ, ( · )Ψ⟩ to ω by only applying local operations.

Definition (Compression definition). The Schmidt rank of a pure bipartite state ω is

SR(ω) :=
√

min
(CA,CB ,K,Ψ)

dim(K) (4)

where the minimum is over all compressions with respect to ω.

We will prove that the minimum dimension is indeed a square number so that the Schmidt rank is
guaranteed to be an integer (unless it’s infinite). In quantum communication tasks, this definition is
relevant for the class of entanglement-based protocols. It is well-known that each such protocol has a
counterpart in what is called a ‘prepare and measure’ scenario, which will be discussed subsequently.
The equivalence between the scenarios is commonly established using the Schmidt decomposition.
However, in the absence of this tool, it is reasonable to consider the next definition.

2.4 An operational definition for the prepare and measure scenario

As a third approach, we consider an encoding-decoding scenario. In a prepare and measure protocol,
one party, say, Alice, prepares different quantum states {ωa} and sends them to Bob, who then
applies a measurement of his choice. This class of protocols is connected to bipartite states by the
source-replacement scheme, an essential mathematical tool with wide use in quantum Cryptanalysis
[Lin21; Pir+20]. In a virtual protocol, Alice’s preparation of states {ωa} is replaced by granting
her access to a bipartite state ω. By measuring an observable a on one subsystem, say AA she will
create a conditional state

ωa = ω(a( · )) (5)

on the other subsystem AB. This state is then transferred to Bob. Here we can again ask for clever
protocols that reduce the communication effort from Alice to Bob. Such a protocol (see Fig. 2) will
consist of an encoding that maps ωa to a state on a small Hilbert space followed by a decoding that
maps this state back to a state on AB. We can then take the smallest Hilbert space dimension for
which such a protocol exists as a base for defining a Schmidt rank.

It is equivalent to also think of such an encoding-decoding protocol as a map that takes Alice’s
observable a, used for state preparation, to a state on Bob’s system, by passing it through an
operator on the small Hilbert space. From this perspective, the existence of faithful encoders and
decoders can conveniently be expressed in terms of factorization of the completely positive map
Γω : AA ∋ a 7→ ωa ∈ A∗

B.

Definition (Factorization definition). Let ω be a pure state on a bipartite algebra. The Schmidt
rank of ω is the smallest number k ∈ N so that Γω factorizes through Mk, i.e. so that there are
completely positive maps α : AA → Mk and β : Mk → A∗

B so that the following diagram commutes:

AA A∗
B

Mk

Γω

α β (6)

If no such number exists, the Schmidt rank is defined to be infinite.
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Figure 2: Operational interpretation through encoding and decoding. Alice prepares a state ωa by
measuring an observable a on one side of ω. This state is then sent to Bob. The smallest Hilbert
space dimension k into which this transmission can be encoded and decoded characterizes an effective
dimension. We take this as a definition for the Schmidt rank.

Without loss of generality, one may require the completely positive maps to satisfy (a) α maps
[0, 1]AA to {ρ ≥ 0 : Tr ρ ≤ 1} and α(1) is a density operator and (b) β is a quantum channel, i.e.
takes density operators to states on AB. This can then be interpreted as an encoding-decoding
protocol: α realizes encodes ωa into the (subnormalized) state α(a) on Ck which is decoded by the
quantum channel β returning β(α(a)) = ωa.

2.5 Properties

In the following, we list properties and results connected to the Schmidt rank in the commuting
operator framework.

Equivalence of definitions. The three definitions of the Schmidt rank presented above are equiva-
lent. The equivalence is proven throughout Section 4.3. Indeed we could have extended this list
further to, in total, six equivalent definitions of the Schmidt rank (see Theorem 29). At this point,
we will, however, list some of those other equivalent definitions among this list of properties.

Consistency with existing definitions. Most importantly, the definitions of the Schmidt rank reduce
to the normal definition in the case of finite-dimensional quantum systems. I.e. if AA = MdA

and AB = MdB , there is a unique bipartite algebra given by MdA ⊗MdB = MdA·dB ; every pure
state ψ on this bipartite algebra is implemented by a vector Ψ ∈ CdA ⊗ CdB and our definition
assigns to ψ the vector Schmidt rank of Ψ. This can be best seen from the perspective offered
by the algebraic formulation. The GNS representation of ψ is just the standard representation of
MdA ⊗MdB on CdA ⊗ CdB and the GNS vector is the vector Ψ ∈ CdA ⊗ CdB implementing ψ.

Tensor product splitting of the minimal compression. The definition via compressions asks for com-
pressibility into an arbitrary target Hilbert space K with the constraint that Alice and Bob’s
compressed observables commute. As it turns out, we have that the Hilbert space corresponding
to the minimal compression will always admit a tensor product splitting between Alice’s and
Bob’s observables if the Schmidt rank is finite. In other words, we equivalently could also have
asked for compressions as a pair of unital completely positive maps Cj : Aj → B(Kj) and a unit
vector Ψ ∈ KA⊗KB such that ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, CA(a)⊗CB(b)Ψ⟩. Details are explained in Section 4.

One system finite dimensional. In the case that one system, say Alice’s, is finite-dimensional, we
can map the system of Bob to an effective system with the same dimension. In detail, we have
that if system A is an n dimensional quantum system, i.e. AA = Mn, then the Schmidt rank of
a bipartite pure state ω is the rank of the density operator ρ defined by Tr[ρa] = ω(a⊗ 1B). In
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particular, the Schmidt rank of all bipartite pure states is bounded by n, regardless of the algebra
AB. We have the following canonical form: Let Ψ ∈ Cn ⊗ Cr be the canonical purification of ρ
and let k = rank(ρ). There is a unique surjective unital completely positive map TB : AB → Mk

so that ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, a⊗ TB(b)Ψ⟩. This is proved in Section 4.5.

Monotonicity under local operations. Since entanglement can only decrease under local operations,
any sensible measure of entanglement must decrease under local operations. A local operation T
is a pair of unital completely positive maps TA : AA → BA and TB : AB → BB between the local
algebras of two bipartite systems. From the definition in terms of minimal compressions, it is
immediate that the Schmidt rank is indeed monotonically decreasing, i.e. if ω is mapped to φ by a
local operation, then SR(ω) ≥ SR(φ). As a consequence, we obtain that all pure bipartite states
with infinite distillable entanglement have infinite Schmidt rank. Proofs of these statements can
be found in Section 4.5.

Schmidt rank via the rank of the marginals. We generalize the concept of the rank of a density
operator to general states on C∗-algebras. The rank of a state is the minimum number of pure
states required to write it as a convex combination. With this generalization, we prove that
the Schmidt rank is equal to the rank of the marginal states of a bipartite pure state ω, i.e.
SR(ω) = rank(ωA) = rank(ωB). For details see Section 4.

Tame bipartite states. We introduce the notion of tame bipartite states. These are states that can
be obtained through shared randomness from states that are emulable with density operators and
a tensor product splitting between Alice and Bob’s observables. All separable states are tame,
and all tame states can be represented on the minimal C∗-tensor product. In fact, they form a
w∗-dense convex subset. This is examined in detail in Section 3.2.

Connection to Tsirelson’s problem. The hierarchy of correlation bodies studied in the context of
Tsirelson’s problem is a special case of the classes of bipartite pure states given by the states with
bounded Schmidt rank, tame states, and the state spaces of the minimal and maximal C∗-tensor
product. This is investigated in detail in Section 3.3.

Systems admitting only tame bipartite states. Consider a fixed system A with observable algebra
AA. Irrespective of AB, all bipartite pure states are tame if and only if AA is a type I C∗-algebra.
This is a well-studied class of C∗-algebras which are particularly well-behaved. This is proved in
Section 3.1.

Computability. The algebraic definition of the Schmidt rank allows for an explicit computation.
For example, we obtain explicit values for the Schmidt rank of the ground state of the Heisenberg
antiferromagnet model and the generalized AKLT model, where states on infinite spin chains are
viewed as bipartite states for the left and right sides.

3 The commuting operator framework

3.1 Bipartite algebras

Throughout, A and B are physical systems described by observable algebras AA and AB. If our
systems are, however, described by more general C∗-algebras, there is no unique description of the
joint system. We define:

Definition 1. Let C∗-algebras AA, AB describing systems A and B be given. A bipartite algebra
is a C∗-algebra A together with ∗-embeddings AA ↪→ A and AB ↪→ A such that AA and AB commute
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in A, have trivial intersection AA ∩ AB = C and generate A as a C∗-algebra. A bipartite state
for AA and AB is a state ω on a bipartite algebra A. If we want to emphasize the bipartite algebra
we denote the bipartite state by (ω,A).

The most important class of bipartite algebras are the C∗-tensor products. A C∗-tensor products
are constructed by completing the algebraic tensor product AA ⊙ AB with respect to a C∗-norm2

∥ · ∥β and is denoted AA ⊗β AB [Tak01, Sec. IV.4]. By identifying AA with AA ⊗ 1B and AB with
1A ⊗ AB, a C∗-tensor product indeed is a bipartite algebra. There are two canonical C∗-norms,
called the minimal and the maximal C∗-norm, because all other C∗-norms are bounded from below
by the minimal and from above by the maximal norm. The minimal norm ∥ · ∥min is defined by
taking arbitrary faithful representations Aj ⊂ B(Hj), j = A,B, and using the operator norm for the
induced representation of AA ⊙AB on HA ⊗HB. The resulting norm is independent of the chosen
representations. The maximal norm ∥ · ∥max is defined by maximizing the operator norm over all
commuting operator representations:∥∥∑

i

ai ⊗ bi
∥∥
max

= sup
πA,πB

∥∥∑
i

πA(ai)πB(bi)
∥∥

where the supremum is over all pairs of representations πj on the same Hilbert space HAB such
that πA(AA) and πB(AB) commute. The resulting algebra is the universal C∗-algebra generated by
commuting operators a ∈ AA and b ∈ AB (see below).

Definition 2. Let AA,AB and BA,BB be two pairs of C∗-algebras and fix bipartite algebras A and
B. A local operation is a unital completely positive map T : A → B such that T (Aj) ⊂ Bj,
j = A,B.

For general bipartite algebras A and B, there is no guarantee that for two unital completely
positive maps Tj : Aj → Bj , there is a local operation T : A → B with T |Aj = Tj . The maximal
C∗-tensor product is the unique bipartite algebra

Lemma 3 (Universal property of Amax). The maximal C∗-tensor is the only bipartite algebra that
satisfies the following property: For every pair of unital completely positive maps TA : AA → BA
and TB : AB → BB and every bipartite algebra B, there is a local operation T : Amax → B so that
T |Aj = Tj.

Proof. By [Tak01, Prop. IV.4.23], the property holds if B = Bmax. The general result follows by
composition with the canonical homomorphism ϕ : Bmax → B. To see uniqueness take Bj = Aj and
Tj = idAj .

Bipartite states ω such that ω(ab) = ωA(a)ωB(b) for all (a, b) ∈ AA×AB are product states. If we
regard C as a bipartite system, then product states are local operations The existence of sufficiently
many product states is called statistical independence in [Sum90]:

Definition 4. Let A be a fixed bipartite algebra. AA and AB are statistically independent if for
every pair of states ωA on AA and ωB on AB there exists a product state ω on A whose marginals
are ωA and ωB.

If statistical independence does not hold, Alice and Bob are not free to perform state preparations.
As a consequence of a result by Roos [Roo70] (see [Sum90; FS97] for extensions), we get that
statistical independence holds if and only if the bipartite algebra is a C∗-tensor product:

2The algebraic tensor product AA ⊙ AB has the structure of a ∗-algebra. A C∗-norm on a ∗-algebra is a norm
∥ · ∥β on which is ∗-invariant, sub-multiplicative and satisfies the C∗-property ∥xx∗∥β = ∥x∥2β .
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Theorem 5. Let A be a bipartite algebra for AA and AB. The following are equivalent

(a) AA and AB are statistically independent.

(b) For all pairs of states ωA and ωB on AA and AB there is a state ω on A such that ω|Aj = ωj
and ω|AB = ωB.

(c) All pairs of unital completely positive maps Tj : Aj → Bj can be combined into a local operation
T : A → Bmin such that T |Aj = Tj, j = A,B. Here Bmin = BA ⊗min BB is the minimal C∗-
tensor product.

(d) For all 0 ̸= a ∈ AA and 0 ̸= b ∈ AB it holds that ab ̸= 0 in A.

(e) A is a C∗-tensor product of AA and AB, i.e. A ∼= AA⊗βAB for a C∗-norm ∥ · ∥β on AA⊙AB.

Proof. (b) ⇔ (d) was proved in [Roo70], (e) ⇒ (a) ⇒ (b) and is clear. (e) ⇒ (c) can be seen by
factoring the local operation T through A = Amin [Tak01, Prop. IV.4.23]. (c) ⇒ (a) holds because
product states are local operations into C ⊗min C = C. The direction (d) ⇒ (e) also follows from
[Roo70] where it is shown that (d) implies that φ :

∑
ai ⊗ bi 7→

∑
aibi is an algebraic isomorphism

from AA⊙AB onto AA · AB ⊂ A. Therefore, ∥ · ∥β = ∥φ( · )∥A inherits the properties of a C∗-norm
from the norm on A.

Corollary 6. If either AA or AB is a nuclear simple C∗-algebra, there is a unique bipartite algebra
A = AA ⊗min AB. In particular, this holds one of the systems is a finite-dimensional quantum
system, i.e. has observable algebra Mn.

Proof. By nuclearity we have Amin = Amax. It is proved in [JG17] that the assumptions imply that
all ideals of Amin are of the form JA ⊗ JB for ideals Jj ⊂ Aj . If A is a bipartite algebra, then the
kernel of the canonical homomorphism ϕ : Amax → A is an ideal and, hence of product form. Since
the embeddings Aj ↪→ A are isometric, Jj = Aj follows, and we get A = Amax = Amin.

This means that we are guaranteed to have statistical independence whenever one of the parties
has a finite-dimensional quantum system!

Proposition 7. (1) For every, bipartite algebra A there is a unique surjective ∗-homomorphism
ϕ : Amax → A so that ϕ(a⊗ b) = ab.

(2) Let ω be a state on a bipartite algebra A. Define a state ωmax = ω ◦ϕ on Amax, then the GNS
representation of ωmax can be constructed via Hωmax = Hω, πωmax = πω ◦ ϕ and Ωωmax = Ωω.

(3) If Ã is a C∗-algebra that contains AA and AB as commuting subalgebras such that AA∩AB =
C1, then the subalgebra A ⊂ Ã generated by AA and AB is a bipartite algebra.

Proof. The first item follows from the universal property of the maximal C∗-tensor product [Tak01,
Prop. IV.4.23]. The second item is evident from the uniqueness of the GNS representation. The last
item is obvious.

We consider some examples of bipartite algebras.

Example 8. (1) For our first example look at classical systems. Consider commutative C∗-
algebras Aj = C(Xj) for compact Hausdorff spaces XA and XB. Then A = C(X), X =
XA×XB is the unique C∗-tensor product where the embeddings Aj are defined by fj(xA, xB) =
f(xj), fj ∈ Aj , j = A,B.
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(2) In bosonic systems with one-particle space h, we may take the observable algebra to be the
CCR algebra CCR(h). If hA and hB are one-particle Hilbert spaces, then the observable algebra
of the joint system is CCR(hA ⊕ hB). This natural bipartite algebra is isomorphic with the
minimal C∗-tensor product of the local observable algebras CCR(hA ⊕ hB) ∼= CCR(hA)⊗min

CCR(hB).

(3) Fermionic systems with one-particle space h are described by the CAR algebra CAR(h). The
CAR algebra carries a natural grading and only elements of even parity make for valid physical
observables. They form a unital subalgebra which we denote CAR+(h).3

We want to describe correlations between two fermionic systems with one-particle spaces hA
and hB. The full CAR algebra of the joint system CAR(hA ⊕ hB) is a graded tensor product
of CAR(hA) and CAR(hB). This means that the embeddings of the two local CAR algebras
satisfy a graded version of commutativity in the full CAR algebra (i.e., some items commute
and some items anti-commute). However, the local observable algebras Aj = CAR+(hj) of
even-parity elements do commute. The natural bipartite algebra is the subalgebra A generated
by AA and AB, and this bipartite algebra is isomorphic with AA ⊗min AB. This bipartite A
algebra is strictly contained in the observable algebra CAR+(hA⊕hB). For example, A does
not contain elements of the form a(ψA ⊕ 0)a(0⊕ ψB) for ψj ∈ hj . Even though such elements
have even parity and are seemingly product observables, they make no sense in a correlation
experiment as the local operators admit no interpretation as local observables.

(4) Finally, we give an example where statistical independence does not hold. Consider again
Aj = C(Xj) and A = C(X) but this time pick a proper subset X ⊂ XA × XB with full
projections prjX = Xj . Again the embedding Aj ↪→ A is defined by fj(xA, xB) = fj(xj). In
this case, the systems A and B are not statistically independent since there is no product state
whose marginals are δxA and δxB if (xA, xB) ∈ XA ×XB \X. See Fig. 3 for an illustration.

Figure 3: Visualization of Example 8.(4): A bipartite algebra for which the systems A and B are not
statistically independent. The bipartite algebra is A = C(X) where X is the yellow-colored region,
i.e. the duck. AA (resp. AB) are the subalgebras of functions that only depend on the x-variable
(resp. y-variable).

Definition 9. If we want to emphasize the algebra, we will denote a bipartite state by (ω,A). Two
bipartite states ω(1) and ω(2) are correlation-equivalent, denoted (ω(1),A(1)) ∼ (ω(2),A(2)) (or

3The CAR algebra CAR(h) is the unital C∗-algebra generated by operators a(Ψ), Ψ ∈ h such that a(λΨ) = λa(Ψ),
{a(Ψ), a(Φ)} = 0 and {a(Ψ), a(Φ)∗} = ⟨Ψ,Φ⟩1 for all Ψ,Φ ∈ h and λ ∈ C, where {x, y} = xy + yx is the anti-
commutator. The elements of even parity are those that can be written as even polynomials in the generators a(Ψ).
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ω(1) ∼ ω(2)), if
ω(1)(ab) = ω(2)(ab) ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (7)

Correlation-equivalence is an equivalence relation. It means that ω(1) and ω(2) cannot be distin-
guished in pure correlation experiments, i.e. by local measurements only.

Proposition 10. (1) There is at most one correlation-equivalent bipartite state per bipartite al-
gebra, i.e. (ω(1),A) ∼ (ω(2),A) implies ω(1) = ω(2).

(2) Every equivalence class of bipartite states has a unique representative ωmax whose bipartite
algebra is Amax. It can be constructed from any representative ω as ωmax = ω ◦ ϕ where
ϕ : Amax → A is the canonical ∗-homomorphism. In particular, (ω(1),A(1)) ∼ (ω(2),A(2))
holds if and only if ω(1) ◦ ϕ1 = ω(2) ◦ ϕ2.

(3) If (ω1,A(1)) ∼ (ω(2),A(2)), then their GNS representations are related by

Hω(1) = Hω(2) , πω(1)(ab) = πω(2)(ab), Ωω(1) = Ωω(2) . (8)

Proof. (1): This holds because span(AA · AB) is dense in every bipartite algebra A.
(2): Uniqueness of the representative on Amax holds because of the first item, and existence

follows from the construction using ϕ.
(3): This follows from Proposition 7.(2) because ω(1) ◦ ϕ = ω(2) ◦ ϕ by (2).

As a consequence, we can now show the claim from Section 2.1 that correlations can be explained
by quantum theory if and only if they satisfy the quantum constraint (2).

Corollary 11. The equation

ω0(a, b) = ω(ab) = ωmax(a⊗ b) ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (9)

determines a bijection between

(i) bilinear function ω0 : AA × AB → C with ω0(1A, 1B) = 1 and ω(a, b) ≥ 0 if a ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0
that satisfy the quantum constraint (2).

(ii) equivalence classes [(ω,A)] of bipartite states with respect to correlation-equivalence,

(iii) states ωmax on the maximal C∗-tensor product Amax.

Proof. The bijection between ω0 and ωmax is well-known, see for example [Bla06, Prop. II.9.3.4] or
[Lan82]. The bijection with ωmax was proved in the previous item.

For a bipartite state ω, we consider its GNS representation (Hω, πω,Ωω). We define von Neumann
algebras Mj = πω(Aj)

′′ ⊂ B(Hω). Since AA and AB commute, so do MA and MB, i.e. MA ⊂ M′
B.

The data (MA,MB,H,Ω) describes all correlations as ω(ab) = ⟨Ω, π(a)π(b)Ω⟩ for all (a, b) ∈
AA ×AB.

Definition 12. (1) A pure state ω on a bipartite algebra A satisfies Haag-duality if MA = M′
B.

(2) A state ω on a bipartite algebra satisfies the split property, if there is a type I factor N ⊂
B(H) such that MA ⊂ N ⊂ M′

B or, equivalently, if MA ∨ MB
∼= MA⊗MB, where “⊗”

denotes the von Neumann tensor product [Tak01, Ch. IV].
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The split property implies that MA and MB can be separated by a tensor product splitting of H
(but not necessarily in a unique way). Both Haag-duality and the split property play important roles
in algebraic quantum field theory [DL84] and are intimately linked with the existence of (normal)
product states [Buc74]. We observe that being a product state ω has an important structural
consequence for the von Neumann algebra πω(A)′′:

Lemma 13. Let ω be a product state on a bipartite algebra A. Then its GNS representation can be
constructed as Hω = HωA ⊗HωB , πω(ab) = πωA(a) ⊗ πωB (b) and Ωω = ΩωA ⊗ ΩωB . In particular,
this implies πω(A)′′ ∼= πωA(AA)

′′ ⊗ πωB (AB)
′′.

Proof. This is a special case of Proposition 10.(3).

Definition 14. A property defined for all bipartite correlations will be called a correlation invari-
ant if it is constant on equivalence classes with respect to Correlation-equivalence and if it is invariant
under local unitaries, i.e. assigns the same value to states ω and uAuBωu∗Bu

∗
A = ω(uAuB · u∗Bu∗A)

for all pairs of unitaries uj ∈ Aj, j = A,B.

Theorem 15. (1) The reduced GNS representation (πω|AA , πω|AB ,Hω,Ωω) is a correlation invari-
ant up to unitary equivalence. In particular, (MA,MB,Hω,Ωω) is a correlation invariant.

(2) Being pure is a correlation invariant.

(3) The split property is a correlation invariant.

(4) Haag-duality is a correlation invariant for pure bipartite states.

Proof. (1): That these representations only change up to unitary equivalence if ω is replaced by
uAuBωu

∗
Bu

∗
A is clear. The independence of the bipartite algebra is a special case of Proposi-

tion 10.(3).
(2): The purity of a state ω on a bipartite algebra A is equivalent to the irreducibility of the GNS

representation πω. The irreducibility holds if and only if πω(A)′′ = MA ∨MB is equal to B(Hω).
Therefore, the claim follows from Item (1) because MA,MB ⊂ B(Hω) is a correlation invariant.

Similarly, (3) and (4) follow from (1) because they only depend on the way that MA and MB

act on Hω.

There is an intimate connection between pure bipartite states and irreducible subfactor inclu-
sions. An inclusion of factors R ⊂ S is called irreducible if the relative commutant is trivial, i.e. if
R′ ∩ S = C1. This is summarized in the following:

Proposition 16. (1) If ω is a pure bipartite state, MA and MB are factors acting on Hω and
MA ⊂ M′

B is an irreducible subfactor inclusion. If AA and AB are separable, Hω is separable.

(2) For every irreducible subfactor inclusion R ⊂ S acting on a (separable) Hilbert space K there
are (separable) C∗-algebras AA and AB, and a pure bipartite state ω so that K = Hω, MA = R
and MB = S ′.

Proof. The fact that MA and MB are factors follows as they jointly generate B(H) and commute
with each other so that the center of either algebra is contained in the center of B(H) which is
trivial. A similar argument shows M′

A ∩M′
B = C1. For the second item, pick (separable) σ-weakly

dense C∗-subalgebras AA ⊂ R and AB ⊂ S ′ and define A ⊂ B(K) as the C∗-algebra generated by
AA and AB. Now pick any vector Ω ∈ K and define ω as the corresponding vector state on A. By
construction A′′ = B(K), so that the identity is an irreducible representation of A. In particular, Ω
is a cyclic vector so that the GNS representation of ω is the identity, and ω is pure since the GNS
representation is irreducible. By construction we also have MA = R and MB = S ′.
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As a consequence of Theorem 15, we get that this subfactor inclusion MA ⊂ M′
B is a correlation

invariant for pure bipartite states. In particular, the Jones index [MA : M′
B] of the subfactor

inclusion, which has a physical interpretation in quantum field theory, is a correlation invariant (see
[Kaw05] for an introduction to subfactor theory and the Jones index).

Remark 17. The requirement that a bipartite algebra A is generated by the local algebras in norm
makes sense from a C∗-algebraic point of view and certainly covers many examples. It does, however,
not cover natural von Neumann algebraic examples such as Aj = B(Hj) and A = B(HA ⊗ HB) if
both Hilbert spaces are infinite-dimensional. The solution here is obvious; one should take weak
topologies into account when dealing with von Neumann algebras. But there is also an alternative
solution that bypasses the category of von Neumann algebras by making the allowed bipartite
algebras state dependent: Define a bipartite system to be a C∗-algebra A together with a state
ω and ∗-embeddings Aj ↪→ A with commuting ranges so that AA ∩ AB = C1 and so that the C∗-
algebra generated by AA and AB is dense in the topology generated by the seminorms x 7→ ω(x∗x)
and x 7→ ω(xx∗). For such a bipartite system, one still obtains a canonical ∗-homomorphism
ϕ : Amax → A, which is, however, no longer surjective. Instead, its range is dense in the weak
topology induced by ω. This suffices to prove that the equivalence relation and notion of correlation
invariants generalizes to bipartite systems so that Theorem 15 remains true.

3.2 Tame and wild bipartite states

The maximal C∗-tensor product Amax = AA ⊗max AB is the unique bipartite algebra on which all
bipartite states can be represented. We denote its state space by Smax. The state space S(A)
of every other bipartite algebra can be regarded as a closed subset of Smax [Lan82].4 The most
important instance of this embedding is that state space Smin of the minimal C∗-tensor product is
a closed subset of Smax. That a bipartite state is correlation-equivalent to a state in Smin can be
regarded as a regularity condition which is, however, not very strict, as the following result shows:

Lemma 18. Let ω be a bipartite state. The following are equivalent:

(a) ω is correlation-equivalent to a state on the minimal C∗-tensor product.

(b) There exist representations πj : Aj → B(Hj) and a possibly singular state η on B(HA ⊗HB)
such that

ω(ab) = η(πA(a)⊗ πB(b)) ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (10)

Proof. (b) ⇒ (a) is clear since the product representation factorizes through the minimal C∗-tensor
product [Tak01, Prop. IV.4.23]. (a) ⇒ (b): Let Aj ⊂ B(Hj), j = A,B, be faithful representations.
Then C∗(AA ⊗ 1 ∪ 1 ⊗ AB) ⊂ B(HA ⊗ HB) is a representation of the minimal C∗-tensor product
[Tak01, Prop. IV.4.23]. Define η to be any Hahn-Banach state extension of the state ω on the
subalgebra Amin to B(HA ⊗HB).

We want to define a notion for bipartite states that captures whether the correlations can be
simulated using shared randomness and “ordinary quantum mechanics” only. It is suggestive to just
ask for the state η in Eq. (10) to be implemented by a density operator, i.e. that we can write ω as

ω(ab) = Tr[ρ(πA(a)⊗ πB(b))] ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (11)
4The embedding S(A) ↪→ Smax is the dual map of the canonical surjective ∗-homomorphism ϕ : Amax → A.
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This, however, also excludes certain bipartite states on classical systems.5 The reason is that not all
shared randomness can be cast into a bipartite Hilbert space setting. To account for this, we allow
for an arbitrary classical system shared by Alice and Bob:

Definition 19. A bipartite state ω is tame if there is a probability space (X,µ), a w∗-Borel mea-
surable map X ∋ x 7→ ωx ∈ Smax such that each ωx has a representation of the form (11) for
which

ω(ab) =

∫
X
ωx(ab) dµ(x) ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (12)

All other bipartite states will be called wild.

It is now clear that all classical bipartite states are tame: If Aj = C(Xj), j = A,B, and bipartite
state ω corresponds to a probability measure µ on X = XA×XB, then ω(f) =

∫
X f(x, y) dµ(x, y) =∫

X δx ⊗ δy(f) dµ(x, y). Furthermore, we have:

Lemma 20. (1) Every tame bipartite state is correlation-equivalent to a state on the minimal
C∗-tensor product.

(2) The set Stame of tame bipartite states on Amin is a convex dense subset of Smin.

Proof. (1): States of the form Tr[ρ(πA(a)⊗πB(b))] are correlation-equivalent to states on the minimal
C∗-tensor product. By definition, tame states are elements of the w∗-closed convex hull of such states
and, hence, also correlation-equivalent to states on the minimal C∗-tensor product.

(2): Let ω(1) and ω(2) be tame bipartite states, 0 < p < 1, and ω = pω(1) + (1 − p)ω(2). Let
(X(i), µ(i)) and X(i) ∋ x 7→ ω

(i)
x be as in Definition 19 with respect to ω(i). Then X = X(1) ∪X(2) is

a probability space with µ = pµ(1) + (1− p)µ(2). If we define a preparation x 7→ ωx piece-wise such
that it is equal to ω(i)

x on X(i) then we get ω(ab) =
∫
X ωx dµ(x).

The main theorem of this section is a characterization of the tame property for pure states. To
state it, we recall some notions: A state ν on a C∗-algebra B is called a factor state if its GNS
representation πν : B → B(Hν) is such that πν(B)′′ is a factor. It is called a type I (II, III) state if
πν(B)′′ is a type I (II, III) von Neumann algebra. The fact that every von Neumann algebra is a
direct sum of type I, a type II, and a type III algebra implies that every state ν has a unique convex
decomposition into a type I, a type II, and a type III state. For factor states, it follows that they
are either of type I, II, or III. For example, every pure state is a type I factor state, and every state
on Mn is type I. Two states ρ and ν are quasi-equivalent, if the GNS representations πρ and πν can
be intertwined with a normal ∗-isomorphism ϕ : πρ(B)′′ → πσ(B)′′ in the sense that πσ = πρ ◦ ϕ.
Quasi-equivalence is a rather loose notion of equivalence in terms of the physical properties of the
state, e.g. all states on Mn are quasi-equivalent. One can also understand quasi-equivalence as
unitary equivalence up to multiplicity [BR87, Sec. 2.4.4].

Theorem 21. Let ω be a pure state on a bipartite algebra A. The following are equivalent:

(a) ω is tame.

(b) Either ωA or ωB is a type I state.

(c) Both ωA and ωB are type I states.
5Take for example Aj = C([0, 1]). If the bipartite state ω is the uniform probability distribution on the diagonal

of the unit square [0, 1]×2, then the product of the marginals is the Lebsgue measure. Evidently, the diagonal is a null
set, and ω is not absolutely continuous.
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(d) There are irreducible representations πj : Aj → B(Hj), j = A,B, and a vector Ω ∈ HA ⊗HB

so that ⟨Ω, πA(a)⊗ πB(b)Ω⟩ = ω(ab) for all (a, b) ∈ AA ×AB.

(e) ω is quasi-equivalent to a product state.

If these properties hold, the representations πj and the vector Ω are unique up to unitary equivalence.

In view of Section 2.2 of the Schmidt rank, we can regard tame bipartite pure states as those
states whose Schmidt rank is at most countable infinite. Wild pure states, however, do not even
allow a tensor product splitting separating Alice’s and Bob’s observables relative to the bipartite
state, which prohibits any form of Schmidt decomposition. Before we give the proof of this theorem,
we look at some of its consequences.

Corollary 22. Let ω be a tame bipartite pure state.

(1) The GNS space Hω has a unique tensor product decomposition Hω = HA ⊗ HB such that
πω(AA) acts trivially on HB while πω(AB) acts trivially on HA. The equation πω(ab) =
πA(a) ⊗ πB(b) induces the irreducible representations πj : Aj → B(Hj), j = A,B, from
Item (d) of Theorem 21. In particular, tame bipartite pure states satisfy Haag-duality.

(2) The GNS representation of the marginals can be computed from the tensor product splitting
of πω as follows: Let Ωω =

∑k
α=1 λαΦ

A
α ⊗ ΦBα , k ∈ N ∪ {∞}, be the Schmidt decomposition

of the GNS vector. Set Pj =
∑k

α=1|Φ
j
α⟩⟨Φjα|. Then the GNS representation of ωA is HωA =

HA ⊗ PBHB, πωA = πA ⊗ PB and ΩωA = Ωω and similarly for ωB.

Proof. (1): The tricky part here is to verify well-definedness (this is trivially true if A is a C∗-
tensor product). Assume that A is the maximal tensor product, then πA ⊗ πB is an irreducible
representation that realizes ω as a vector state (induced by Ω). Therefore the GNS representation is
(HA⊗HB, πA⊗πB,Ω) if the bipartite algebra is Amax. For a general bipartite algebra, we consider
the canonical homomorphism ϕ : Amax → A (see Proposition 7) and apply Proposition 7.(2) which
shows that πω ◦ ϕ = πω◦ϕ = πA ⊗ πB. This implies that πω(ab) = πω(ϕ(a ⊗ b)) = πA(a) ⊗ πB(b)
holds and, hence, is indeed well-defined as a mapping from A → B(Hω).

(2): It is clear that πA( · )⊗PB is a representation in which Ωω realizes ωA as a vector state. We
only have to prove cyclicity. Note that (|Φ⟩⟨ΦAβ | ⊗ PB)Ω = λβΦ ⊗ ΦBβ . Since πA is irreducible, we
thus have [πA(AA)⊗ PBΩω] = [B(HA)⊗ PBΨ] = HA ⊗ PBHB.

We see that a pure bipartite state is tame if and only if it has the split property (this is false for
mixed states in general). For the proof of Theorem 21, we need the following Lemma:

Lemma 23. Let ω be a pure state on a bipartite algebra. Then:

(1) MA is type I if and only if MB is type I.

(2) The marginals ωj : Aj → C are factor states. The type of the marginal ωj is the same as the
type of the factor Mj.

Proof of the Lemma. (1): Assume MA is type I. Then there are Hilbert spaces V,W so that H =
V ⊗W and MA = B(V) ⊗ 1W . Thus MB = 1 ⊗ N for some factor N ⊂ B(W) the irreducibility
implies N = B(W) and hence MB = M′

A.
(2): The embedding Aj → A induces an isometry between the GNS spaces Vj : Hωj → Hω.

Consider the projection Pj = VjV
∗
j ∈ M′

j which projects onto [MjΩ] ∼= Hωj . Then πωj (Aj)
′′ ∼=

PjMjPj which has the same type as Mj (this can be seen from combining [KR97a, Cor. 5.5.7] and
[KR97b, Ex. 6.9.16]).

18



Proof of Theorem 21. We denote the bipartite algebra on which ω acts by A. The implication (d)
⇒ (a) is trivial, (d) ⇒ (c) follows from Item (2) of Lemma 23 and (c) ⇔ (b) is seen from combining
Items (1) and (2) of Lemma 23.

(a) ⇒ (d): By Lemma 20 we may assume A = Amin without loss of generality. Denote by Q
the set of bipartite states ω on Amin which can be written as ω(a ⊗ b) = Tr[ρ(π̃A(x) ⊗ π̃B(x))] for
representations π̃j and a density operator ρ. Let (X,µ) and x 7→ ωx be as in Definition 19 (note
that ωx ∈ Q). Denote by ν the push-forward measure of µ with respect to x 7→ ωx. Then ν is a
Radon probability measure on S(Amin) whose barycenter is the state ω. Since ω is pure, we have
ν = δω. This can only be true if ωx = ω holds µ-almost everywhere. The only relevant part for us
is that this implies ω ∈ Q so that there are representations π̃j : Aj → H̃j and a density operator ρ
on H̃A ⊗ H̃B such that ω = Tr[ρ(π̃A ⊗ π̃B( · ))]. Because of the purity of ω, we may replace ρ by a
vector state Ω ∈ H̃A ⊗ H̃B. Let Ω =

∑k
α=1 λαΦ

A
α ⊗ ΦBα be its Schmidt decomposition and consider

the invariant subspaces Hj = [πj(Aj){Φj1, . . . ,Φ
j
k}]. We denote by πj the restriction of π̃j to Hj .

Then Ω is a cyclic vector for πA ⊗ πB which implies that πA ⊗ πB is the GNS representation of ω.
Therefore πA ⊗ πB and, hence, πA and πB are irreducible representations.

(c) ⇒ (d): By Lemma 23 both MA and MB are type I factors. It follows that H = HA ⊗HB

with MA = B(HA)⊗ 1 and MB = 1 ⊗ B(HB). Therefore we get representations πj : Aj → B(Hj)
so that π(ab) = πA(a) ⊗ πB(b). These representations have to be irreducible as otherwise π could
not be irreducible.

(e) ⇒ (c): Since ω is quasi-equivalent to a product state ρ, we have a normal ∗-isomorphism
ϕ : πω(A)′′ → πρ(A)′′ such that ϕ ◦ πω = πρ. Lemma 13 implies πρ(A)′′ ∼= πρA(AA)

′′ ⊗ πρB (AB)
′′,

such that πρj (Aj)
′′ ⊗ C ∼=ϕ Mj , j = A,B. The argument in the proof of Item (2) in Lemma 23

shows that πωj (Aj)
′′ and Mj have the same type for j = A,B. Finally, by purity of ω we know

that πω(A)′′ ∼= B(Hω), which implies that Mj , and, thus, πωj (Aj)
′′ is of type I for j = A,B. In

particular, πω(A)′′ = πφ(A)′′ so that φ is quasi-equivalent to ω.
(d) ⇒ (e): The proof of Corollary 22 only uses (d), so that we may use the result that the

GNS representation of ω is given by πω(ab) = πA(a) ⊗ πB(b) on Hω = HA ⊗ HB. Consider
arbitrary unit vectors Φj ∈ Hj and set φj = ⟨Φj , πj( · )Φj⟩. We get a product state φ on A by
φ(ab) = φA(a)φB(b) = ⟨ΦA ⊗ ΦB, πω(ab)(ΦA ⊗ ΦB)⟩ (the second equality shows well-definedness).
Invoking Proposition 7.(2) the GNS representation of φ may be constructed from Hφ = HφA⊗HφB ,
πφ(ab) = πA ⊗ πB, and ΩφA ⊗ ΩφB . Clearly, πφ(A) = πω(A) which, in particular, implies quasi-
equivalence with ω.

It turns out that the class of unital C∗-algebras with the property that all pure bipartite states
with arbitrary other systems are tame coincides with a well-known class of C∗-algebras known as type
I C∗-algebras (see [Gli61], [Arv76] or [Dix82, Ch. 9]). The defining property of a type I C∗-algebra
A is that for every representation π : A → B(H) the generated von Neumann algebra π(A)′′ ⊂ B(H)
has type I.

Corollary 24. Let AA be a C∗-algebra. The following are equivalent

(a) For every algebra AB, every pure bipartite state is tame.

(b) AA is a type I C∗-algebra.

Proof. (b) ⇒ (a): If AA is type I and ω is a bipartite state, then ωA is always a type I state, hence
ω is tame. (a) ⇒ (b): It suffices to show that every factor representation π generates a type I factor
[Dix82, Add. 9.5.9]. We start by showing for every factor representation π on a Hilbert space H
there a C∗-algebra AB and a bipartite pure state ω such that Hω = H and πω|AA = π. We set
AB = π(A)′ and define ω(a⊗b) = ⟨Ω, π(a)bΩ⟩ for any unit vector Ω ∈ H. Then π(A)′′∨AB = B(H)
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because π is a factor representation so that ρ(a⊗b) = π(a)b extends to an irreducible representation
of AA ⊗max AB. This implies that (πω,Hω,Ωω) = (ρ,H,Ω) so that ω is pure because its GNS
representation is irreducible. By assumption, ω is tame, and thus the marginal ωA is a type I state.
By Lemma 23 this implies that πω(AA)

′′ = π(A)′′ is a type I factor which proves that π is a type I
factor representation.

Remark 25. Apart from “tame” and “wild” being standard terms to emphasize a certain kind of
regularity (or the lack thereof), they appear in von Neumann algebra theory. A factor is called tame
if it is type I and otherwise wild. For pure bipartite states, we saw in Theorem 21 that there is a
direct connection between tame (resp. wild) factors and tame (resp. wild) bipartite states. Even for
mixed states, there is a connection: A bipartite state is mixed if it can be obtained through shared
randomness and tame bipartite states between Alice and Bob.

Remark 26. The obtained results can also be used to give a new proof for the well-known fact that
type I C∗-algebras are nuclear. If AA is a type I C∗-algebra and AB is any unital C∗-algebra, then
every pure state ω on AA ⊗max AA is necessarily tame (because ωA is a type I state). Therefore
all pure states on the maximal C∗-tensor product factorize through the minimal C∗-tensor product.
By the Krein-Milman theorem this implies that all states of A⊗max B factor through the minimal
C∗-tensor product which implies that A⊗max B = A⊗min B.

3.3 Connection to Tsirelson’s problem

We close this section by making explicit the connection between our approach to the commuting
operator framework and the work on correlation bodies in the context of Tsirelson’s problem. The
setting is that Alice and Bob are free to choose n different measurements with k outcomes each
where n and k are finite integers. The correlation functions

p(α, β|i, j)

describe the probability of Alice measuring outcome α and Bob measuring β given that they re-
spectively pick measurements i and j. There are different ways to model this setup mathematically,
giving rise to different sets of correlation functions. These sets are convex subsets C∗ ⊂ Rk2n2 with
an index representing the framework in which composite systems are modeled.

The simplest model is finite-dimensional quantum mechanics where Alice’s POVMs {MA
i,α} act

on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space HA and Bobs POVMs {MB
j,β} act on a finite-dimensional

Hilbert space HB. The state of the joint system would be described by a density operator ρ on the
joint Hilbert space HAB = HA⊗HB yielding p(α, β|i, j) = Tr[ρMA

i,α⊗MB
j,β]. The set of correlation

functions which can be obtained with finite-dimensional quantum mechanics is denoted Cq.
Slofstra showed in [Slo19] (see also [DPP19]) that Cq is, in general, not closed. Its closure is

another correlation body denoted by Cqa (“a” is short for “approximation”). If we allow for infinite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces HA and HB and model the bipartite state by a density operator ρ, we
obtain a correlation body denoted Cqs (the “s” is short for “spatial”). The correlations that one obtains
by generalizing from density operators on HA⊗HB to mere algebraic states on ρ : B(HA⊗HB) → C,
i.e. p(α, β|i, j) = ρ(MA

i,α ⊗MB
j,β), are precisely those that finite-dimensional ones can approximate

(this follows from Lemma 20). Therefore, Cqa consists of infinite-dimensional correlations where one
requires a Hilbert space tensor product HA ⊗HB but allows for singular states.

The most general correlation body is obtained by dropping the requirement of a tensor product
separation. Instead, one only requires that MA

i,α and MB
j,β are commuting POVMs on a joint Hilbert

space HAB. The resulting correlation functions p(α, β|i, j) = Tr[ρMA
i,αM

B
j,β], where ρ is a density
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operator on HAB, are called the commuting operator correlations. We collect them in a set Cqc. One
does not gain more correlations by admitting singular states with respect to commuting observables,
as the GNS representation shows.

Since these different frameworks of modeling correlation experiments are increasing in generality,
it holds that

Cq ⊂ Cqs ⊂ Cqa ⊂ Cqc. (13)

By now, each of these inclusions is known to be strict (for sufficiently large n and k). It was proved
in [Slo19; DPP19] that Cqs ⊊ Cqa. To decide the strictness of the inclusion Cqa ⊂ Cqc, i.e. to decide
whether all commuting operator correlations can be approximated by finite-dimensional ones, is
known as Tsirelson’s problem [Tsi06; SW08] and was famously solved in [Ji+20].

Consider the universal C∗-algebras AA and AB generated by n · k positive operators mj
i,α,

i = 1, . . . , n, α = 1, . . . , k with the relations
∑

αm
j
i,α = 1 for all i where j = A,B. The different

notions of bipartite states that we discussed are directly connected to the different correlation bodies:

Theorem 27. Let ω be a pure state on AA ⊗max AB and set p(α, β|i, j) = ω(mA
i,αm

B
j,β). Then p is

a commuting operator framework correlation function, i.e. p ∈ Cqc. Furthermore,

(1) p ∈ Cq if and only if ω has finite Schmidt rank,

(2) p ∈ Cqs if and only if ω is tame,

(3) p ∈ Cqa if and only if ω factors through the minimal C∗-tensor product AA ⊗min AB.

The first item makes reference to the Schmidt rank, which will be introduced formally in the next
section. These equivalences are, however, irrelevant here as we only need the algebraic definition in
the proof, which assigns to ω the Schmidt rank of the GNS vector provided that ω is tame.

Proof. That p ∈ Cqc follows by applying the GNS representation. The “only if” parts of items (1),
(2) and (3) rely on the basic fact that every collection of POVMs MA

i,α and MB
j,β on Hilbert spaces

induces representations πj on Aj sending mA
i,α to MA

i,α and similarly for B.
(1) follows from the algebraic definition of the Schmidt rank (i.e. item (A) of Theorem 29).
(2) follows from Theorem 21.
(3): This item is true also if ω is not pure. Recall that Cqa = Cq. Denote by Cqmin the correlation

functions induced by states on the minimal C∗-tensor product. “only if”: Denote by S ⊂ AA⊗minAB

the self-adjoint unital subspace spanned by elements of the form mA
i,αm

B
j,β . Every p ∈ Cqa defines

a state on S, and by Arveson’s extension theorem [Pau02], we can extend this to a state on the
minimal tensor product, showing Cqa ⊆ Cqmin. “if”: Let p ∈ Cqmin. By Lemma 18 we can find
representations πj : Aj → B(Hj) and a possibly singular state η : B(HA ⊗ HB) → C so that
η(πA(m

A
i,α) ⊗ πB(m

B
j,β)) = p(α, β|i, j). We may w∗-approximate the singular state η by density

operators with finite rank. Then we can also restrict POVMs to the ranges of these density operators
to get correlation functions in Cq, which approximate p.

Let us comment on the statements in the theorem in cases where ω is mixed. The first item only
makes sense for pure states as we did not give a definition of the Schmidt rank for mixed states. The
third item also holds if ω is not pure, as the above proof shows. However, the equivalence in the
second item breaks down for general mixed states. Instead, it only holds that p ∈ Cqs implies that
ω is tame. The reason is that in Cqs, the shared randomness between Alice and Bob that is needed
to write a mixed state as a mixture of pure ones must be cast into a direct sum of Hilbert spaces.
This is, however, not always possible. Our definition of tame states is more liberal as it allows for a
classical system where all shared randomness may be stored. It guarantees that all separable states
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are tame, whereas it seems to us that p ∈ Cqs is not guaranteed if ω is a bipartite separable state on
AA ⊗min AB.

In view of a recent contribution [CQK23] to the physical implications of Cqa ̸= Cqc, we mention
that it is impossible to obtain correlation functions in Cqc \ Cqa in quantum field theories with
hyperfinite local observable algebras if the two systems are spacelike-separated. Essentially, this was
already observed in [SW08], but no proof was given. We include the formal statement and a proof in
Section 5.4, where bipartite states arising from quantum field theories are discussed in more detail.

4 The Schmidt rank for pure bipartite states

4.1 Equivalent definitions

We generalize the Schmidt rank to bipartite states on general bipartite algebras as introduced in
Section 3. This section is self-contained (we repeat all definitions and results stated in Section 2
regarding the Schmidt rank), we focus on the mathematical theory and refer to the discussion in
Section 2 for more physical intuitions.

Let us start with the concept of compressions relative to a bipartite state. As explained in
Section 2, these are compressions of observables corresponding to state emulations in the Schrödinger
picture.

Definition 28. Let ω be a pure bipartite state. A compression with respect ω is a collection
(CA, CB,K,Ψ) where K is a Hilbert space CA and CB are unital completely positive maps Cj : Aj →
B(K), j = A,B, with commuting ranges and Ψ ∈ K is a unit vector such that

ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, CA(a)CB(b)Ψ⟩ ∀(a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. (14)

If (CA, CB,K,Ψ) is a compression, then there is a bipartite system acting on K with Alice
and Bob’s algebras BA and BB being the C∗-algebras generated by C(AA) and C(AB) and with
the bipartite algebra B being the C∗-algebra generated by BA and BB. The pure bipartite state
ψ = ⟨Ψ, ( · )Ψ⟩ : B → C on this system is able to emulate all correlations of ω. By the universal
property of the maximal C∗-tensor product (see Lemma 3), the equation

C(a⊗ b) = CA(a)CB(b) (15)

determines a bijection between tuples (CA, CB) of unital completely positive maps Cj : Aj → B(K),
j = A,B, with commuting ranges and unital completely positive maps C : Amax → B(K) with
the property that C(AA ⊗ 1) commutes with C(1 ⊗ AB). In the following, if (CA, CB,K,Ψ) is a
compression, we denote by C this map. Note that this makes sense, regardless of the bipartite algebra
on which the bipartite state is defined. The GNS construction shows that compressions always exist,
i.e., the reduced GNS representation (πω|AA , πω|AB ,Hω,Ωω) is a compression with respect to ω (see
Theorem 15).

For a correlation experiment, it is not necessary that both parties measure simultaneously. Let
us pretend that Alice starts by measuring an effect 0 ≤ a ≤ 1. Then we should describe Bob’s
measurement results by the subnormalized state ω(a( · )). It turns out that the Schmidt rank is
closely related to the factorization properties of the completely positive map

Γω : AA → A∗
B, a 7→ ω(a( · )). (16)

If Bob were to measure first, we would instead get a map AB → A∗
A, which is nothing else than (the

restriction to AB of) the transpose of Γω. Conversely, every completely positive map Γ : AA → A∗
B,
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with the property that 1 ∈ AA is mapped to a state, uniquely determines a bipartite state ωΓ(ab) =
Γ(a)(b) up to correlation-equivalence.

The last ingredient needed for stating the main theorem of this section is the rank of a state
on a C∗-algebra which will apply to the marginals. This is motivated by the observation that in
finite dimensions, the Schmidt rank of a pure bipartite state coincides with the rank of the reduced
density operators. We define the rank of a state φ on a C∗-algebra as the smallest number n so that
φ can be written as a convex combination of n pure states, and we define the rank to be infinite if
no such n exists, i.e.

rank(φ) = min
{
n,∞

∣∣ φ is a convex combination of n pure states
}

(17)

Clearly, this definition agrees with the rank of a density operator in finite-dimensional systems.
With these concepts, we can now state the main theorem:

Theorem 29. Let ω be a pure bipartite state. The following definitions for the Schmidt rank SR(ω) ∈
N ∪ {∞} are equivalent:

(A) If ω is tame, SR(ω) is the Schmidt rank of the GNS vector Ωω with respect to the tensor
splitting of the GNS space Hω (see Corollary 22). If ω is wild, SR(ω) = ∞,

(B) The Schmidt rank is the square root of the minimal attainable Hilbert space dimension for a
compression (CA, CB,K,Ψ) with respect to ω, i.e., SR(ω) := min

√
dim(K),

(C) The Schmidt rank of ω is the smallest number k ∈ N which admits unital completely positive
maps Cj : Aj → Mk and a unit vector Ψ ∈ Ck ⊗ Ck such that ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, CA(a) ⊗ CB(b)Ψ⟩
for all (a, b) ∈ AA ×AB. If no such number exists, the Schmidt rank is infinite,

(D) The Schmidt rank of ω is the smallest number k ∈ N so that the completely positive map
Γω : AA → A∗

B factorizes through Mk in the sense that there are completely positive maps
α : AA → Mk and β : Mk → A∗

B so that Γω = β ◦ α, i.e. the following diagram commutes:

AA A∗
B

Mk

Γω

α β (18)

If no such number exists, the Schmidt rank is infinite.

(E) The Schmidt rank is the rank of the reduced states SR(ω) := rank(ωA) = rank(ωB).

(F) The Schmidt rank of ω is the square root of the dimension of the order interval of the marginals,
i.e. SR(ω) :=

√
dim [0, ωA] =

√
dim [0, ωB]. By the dimension of the order interval, we mean

the vector space dimension of its real linear hull.

Definition (A) agrees with the usual definition of the Schmidt rank if Aj = B(Hj) and ω(a⊗b) =
⟨Ψ, a⊗ bΨ⟩ with Ψ ∈ HA ⊗HB. This is because the GNS representation is just the identity, so the
Schmidt rank of ω is the vector Schmidt rank of Ωω = Ψ. In particular, all states of finite Schmidt
rank are tame. Combining this with the results from Section 3, we find the following hierarchy of
increasing entanglement for pure states:{

product
states

}
= SR1 ⊂ SR≤2 ⊂ . . . ⊂ Stame ⊂ Smin ⊂ Smax. (19)
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Definitions (B) and (C) are similar. In Definition (C), we only look at finite-dimensional compressions
with a tensor splitting while Definition (B) allows for general commuting operator compressions.
Essentially their equivalence follows because the commuting operator framework is equivalent to the
tensor product formalism in finite-dimensions. Differences only occur in cases where the Schmidt
rank is infinite and are not seen by the definitions.

Finally, we discuss Definition (D). While we only ask that the factorizing maps α and β are
completely positive in the definition, we discussed a physical interpretation of this definition in
terms of encoding and decoding operations in Section 2, which requires β to be a quantum channel.
This is justified by the following:

Lemma 30. The following are equivalent: There is a factorization Γω = β◦α for maps α : AA → Mk

and β : Mk → A∗
B such that

(a) α and β are completely positive.

(b) α and β are completely positive, α is unital and β(1) is a state.

(c) α and β are completely positive, α(1) is a density operator and β takes density operators to
states.

Proof. (a) ⇔ (b) follows from the fact that α = Kα̃( · )K for a unital completely positive map α̃

and K = α(1)
1
2 [BO08, Lem. 2.2.5] if we replace α and β by α̃ and β̃ = β(K( · )K).

(a) ⇔ (c) can be deduced using the same trick but applied to the transpose maps Γ∗
ω = α∗ ◦ β∗.

Identifying Mk with its dual, we may thus assume that β∗ is unital and that α∗(1) is a state which
implies the desired properties for α and β.

4.2 The case where one system is finite-dimensional

If one of the two parties has a finite-dimensional quantum system, we can immediately compute the
Schmidt rank. This situation is important in applications to device-independent cryptography (see
Section 2), and the results that we obtain turn out to be a helpful tool in the proof of Theorem 29.
This situation allows for a normal form involving a one-sided compression of the large system. This
turns out to be a helpful tool in the proof of Theorem 29.

Let AA = Mn and let AB be an arbitrary C∗-algebra. Then there is a unique bipartite algebra
A = Mn ⊗ AB ≡ Mn(AB) so that we are guaranteed that A and B are statistically independent
(see Proposition 7).

Proposition 31. Let ω be a bipartite pure state for AA = Mn and arbitrary AB. Denote ρ, the
density operator that implements the reduced state ωA on Mn. Set k = rank(ρ) and let Ψ ∈ Cn⊗Ck be
the canonical purification of ρ. Then there is a unique unital completely positive map TB : AB → Mk

such that
⟨Ψ, a⊗ TB(b)Ψ⟩ = ω(a⊗ b) ∀(a, b) ∈ Mn ×AB. (20)

With Definition (E), it is clear that the Schmidt rank of ω is just the rank of the density operator
ρ. The unital completely positive map TB can be constructed explicitly: Let ρ =

∑k
i=1 pi|Φi⟩⟨Φi|,

and pick the purification Ψ =
∑k

i=1

√
piΦi ⊗ |i⟩. Then ⟨i|TB(b)|j⟩ = (pipj)

−1/2ω(|Φi⟩⟨Φj | ⊗ b).
Proposition 31 follows directly from:

Lemma 32 (“Bob joins Alice’s GNS space”). Let ω be a (not necessarily pure) state on a bipartite
algebra. Pick one marginal, say ωA. There is a unique operator TB(b) ∈ πωA(AA)

′, such that

ω(ab) = ⟨ΩωA , πωA(a)TB(b)ΩωA⟩ ∀(a, b) ∈ Mn ×AB. (21)
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The map TB : AB → πωA(AA)
′ is unital and completely positive. A dilation of TB is given by the

isometry V : HωA → Hω induced by the embedding AA ↪→ A6 and the representation πω|AB :

TB = V ∗πω( · )V. (22)

Proof. It is clear that Eq. (22) defines a unital completely positive map from AB to B(HωA). Note
that πωA(a) = V ∗π(a)V . We check that Eq. (21) holds:

ω(ab) = ⟨Ωω, πω(a)πω(b)Ω⟩ = ⟨Ω, V ∗V πω(a)V V
∗π(b)V ∗V Ω⟩

= ⟨ΩωA , πωA(a)TB(b)ΩωA⟩.

That TB(b) ∈ πωA(AA)
′ holds follows from the formula πω(a)TB(b) = V ∗π(ab)V which holds because

TB(b)πωA(a) = V ∗πω(b)V V
∗πω(a)V = V ∗πω(b)πω(a)V = V ∗π(ab)V . Finally, uniqueness holds

because every operator TB(b) ∈ πωA(AA)
′ which satisfies (21), has the same matrix elements with

respect to the dense subspace πωA(AA)ΩωA :

⟨πωA(a1)ΩωA , TB(b)πωA(a2)ΩωA⟩ = ⟨ΩωA , πωA(a
∗
1a2)TB(b)ΩωA⟩ = ω(a∗1a2b).

For tame bipartite pure states, we get an explicit construction of the map TB appearing in
Lemma 32: Let ω be a tame pure bipartite state with Schmidt rank k ∈ N ∪ {∞}. Consider
the Schmidt decomposition Ωω =

∑k
j=1 λαΦ

A
α ⊗ ΦBα ∈ Hω with respect to the canonical tensor

product decomposition Hω = HA ⊗HB of its GNS space. Let πj : Aj → B(Hj) be the irreducible
representations such that πω(ab) = πA(a)⊗ πB(b). By Corollary 22, the GNS representation of the
reduced state ωA is

HωA = HA ⊗ PBHB, πωA = πA( · )⊗ PB, ΩωA = Ωω, (23)

where PB =
∑k

j=1|ΦBα ⟩⟨ΦBα |. The unique unital completely positive map TB is

TB = 1HA
⊗ (PBπB( · )PB). (24)

We see that the range of TB is weakly dense in MB = 1 ⊗ B(HB).

4.3 Proof of equivalence

In this subsection, we prove Theorem 29. For the sake of this proof, we introduce the notation
SR(X)(ω) for the Schmidt rank in the sense of Definition (X) where (X) = (A), . . . , (F).

A tool used repeatedly in the proof is the Radon-Nikodym theorem for completely positive maps
(in particular, for states). We briefly explain the theorem here but refer to Appendix A for a more
detailed explanation, including a full proof. If B is a C∗-algebra and S, T : B → B(H) are completely
positive maps, then we write S ≤cp T if T − S is completely positive and we denote by [0, T ]cp the
convex set of completely positive maps S ≤cp T . Let T = V ∗π( · )V be the minimal Stinespring
dilation. The Radon-Nikodym theorem asserts

S ↔ Q ⇐⇒ S = V ∗π( · )QV (25)
6Let ϕ : B → C be a ∗-homomorphism and let ω be a state on C. Then the induced isometry V : Hω◦ϕ → Hω is

defined by V πω◦ϕ(b)Ωω◦ϕ = πω(ϕ(b))Ωω.
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defines a monotone and affine bijection between [0, T ]cp and [0,1]π(B)′ . The most important special
case is that of a state ω : B → C. Since the Stinespring dilation of a state is its GNS representation,
the bijection between [0, ω] and [0,1]πω(B)′ is

φ↔ Q ⇐⇒ φ = ⟨Ωω, πω( · )QΩω⟩. (26)

In the proof of Theorem 29, we will use that the linear extension of this bijection is a complete order
embedding of πω(B)′ into A∗.

Step 1. Equivalence of Definitions (A), (B) and (C)

Since Definitions (A), (B) and (C) make no reference to the bipartite algebra, we may, without loss
of generality, assume it to be the maximal C∗-tensor product Amax.

We start with a construction that takes in a finite-dimensional compression and returns another
one with a smaller dimension and with a tensor-splitting structure. Its properties are summarized
in the following:

Proposition 33. Let ω be a pure bipartite state. If a finite-dimensional compression (C ′
A, C

′
B,K′,Ψ′)

exists, we can construct a finite-dimensional compression (CA, CB,K,Ψ) with dimK′ ≥ dimK that
satisfies the following properties:

(i) K = KA⊗KB and CA(AA)
′′ = B(KA)⊗1 and CB(AB)

′′ = 1⊗B(KB). Hence, there are unital
completely positive maps Dj : Aj → B(Kj) so that CA = DA( · )⊗ 1 and similarly for CB.

(ii) [(DA(AA)⊗ 1)Ψ] = [(1 ⊗DB(AB))Ψ] = KA ⊗KB.

Any compression with respect ω that satisfies these two properties also satisfies:

(iii) dimKA = dimKB and Ψ ∈ KA ⊗ KB is fully entangled in the sense that its Schmidt rank is
dimKj. Therefore, (DA, DB,Ψ) satisfy the criteria of Definition (C).

(iv) The minimal Stinespring dilation (πj ,Hj ,Wj) of Dj : Aj → B(Kj) is irreducible, j = A,B.
Therefore, (πA, πB,Ω), with Ω =WA⊗WBΨ, satisfy the properties of Item (d) of Theorem 21.

(v) SR(A)(ω) is equal to the vector Schmidt rank of Ψ (and hence finite).

We will prove later that Item (ii) already determines the compression up to unitary equivalence
(see Section 4.4). Recall that if (CA, CB,K,Ψ) is a compression with respect to a bipartite state ω,
then we have a unital completely positive map C : Amax → B(K) whose marginals are the maps Cj
(see the discussion around (15)). For the proof, we start with a small Lemma:

Lemma 34. Let (CA, CB,K,Ψ) be a finite-dimensional compression such that C(Amax) acts irre-
ducibly on K. Consider the ∗-algebras Nj = Cj(Aj)

′′. Then NA and NB are factors and NA = N ′
B.

Therefore K = KA ⊗KB and CA = DA ⊗ 1, CB = 1 ⊗DB.

Proof of the Lemma. We start by showing C(Amax) ⊂ NA∨NB. It suffices to prove C(x) ∈ NA∨NB

for elements x =
∑n

i=1 ai ⊗ bi of the algebraic tensor product. We have C(x) =
∑

iCA(ai)CB(bi) ∈
NA∨NB. It now also follows that NA∨NB ⊃ C(Amax)

′′ = B(K) so that we have NA∨NB = B(K).
Furthermore, commutativity of CA(AA) and CA(AB) implies that NA and NB commute which by
finite-dimensionality (and NA ∨ NB = B(K)) implies NA = N ′

B. Therefore K = KA ⊗ KB and
NA = B(KA)⊗ 1, NB = 1 ⊗ B(KB).
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Proof of Proposition 33. (i): This follows from Lemma 34 if we show that we may assume that C(A)
has no invariant subspaces. Set M = C(Amax)

′′. As a finite-dimensional C∗-algebra, M is a direct
sum of matrix algebras so that we have Then we have direct sum decompositions K =

⊕
γ Kγ ,

M =
⊕

γ B(Kγ), C(x) = ⊕γCγ(x) and Ψ = ⊕√
pγΨγ with ∥Ψγ∥ = 1. We can discard any direct

summands with pγ = 0. Since ω is pure, it follows that (Cγ |AA , Cγ |AB ,Kγ ,Ψγ) are themselves
compressions of ω each of which satisfies Cγ(A)′′ = B(Kγ). We may pick any one of these and apply
Lemma 34.

(ii): Let PA be the projection onto the closed subspace DA(AA) ⊗ 1Ψ. Then PA ∈ CA(AA)
′ =

1⊗B(KB) showing that PA = 1⊗QB for a projection QB on KB. Similarly, the projection PB onto
1⊗DB(AB)Ψ is of the form QA⊗1. We can now simply truncate everything with these projections,
i.e. replace Kj by QjKj and Dj by QjDj( · )Qj (we already have Ψ = QA ⊗QBΨ).

(iii): This follows from (ii) Let Ψ =
∑k

α=1 λαΦ
A
α ⊗ ΦBα , k ∈ N ∪ {∞}, be the Schmidt decompo-

sition. Clearly, 1 ⊗DB(AB)Ψ ⊂ Ck ⊗ span {ΦB1 , . . . ,ΦBk }. It is therefore necessary that {ΦBα }kα=1

span KB as we would have a contradiction to (ii) otherwise.
(iv): By the Radon-Nikodym theorem, the claim is equivalent to: All completely positive maps

T : Aj → B(Kj) with T ≤ Dj are proportional to Dj , i.e. Dj is extremal, for j = A,B. Let
T : A → B(KA) be a completely positive map that is cp-dominated by DA. It follows that the
positive linear functional ⟨Ψ, (T ⊗DB)( · )Ψ⟩ is dominated by ω which by purity implies that there is
a λ > 0 such that ⟨Ψ, T (a)⊗DB(b)Ψ⟩ = λω(ab) for all (a, b) ∈ AA×AB. Let Ψ =

∑
i=1 λiΦ

A
i ⊗ΦBi ,

k ∈ N ∪ {∞}, be the Schmidt decomposition of Ψ. Since 1 ⊗DB(AB)Ψ = KA ⊗ KB, we can pick
bij ∈ AB so that DB(bij)Ψ = ΦAi ⊗ ΦBj . Then

⟨ΦAi , T (a)ΦAj ⟩ =
∑
k

λk
λi

⟨ΦAk , D(a)ΦAj ⟩⟨ΦBk ,ΦBi ⟩

= λ−1
i ⟨Ψ, (T (a)ΦAj )⊗ ΦBk ⟩

= λ−1
i ⟨Ψ, DA(a)⊗DB(bij)Ψ⟩ = λiω(abij).

This shows that the matrix elements of T (a), a ∈ AA, are fully determined. In particular, we get
T (a) = λDA(a) for all a ∈ AA as DA is also cp-dominated by DA. The same argument shows the
claim for the second system.

(v): As already noted in Item (iv), this implies that (πA, πB,Ω) satisfy the properties of Item (d)
of Theorem 21. Since local isometries do not change the Schmidt rank, we know that Ω =WA⊗WBΨ
has Schmidt rank k. From Corollary 22, we know that πω(ab) = πA(a) ⊗ πB(b) and Ωω = Ω.
Therefore, the GNS vector has Schmidt rank k with respect to the tensor splitting of the GNS
space.

We collect all direct consequences that this has for the claimed equivalence of Definitions (A),
(B) and (C):

Corollary 35. (1) Definitions (B) and (C) are equivalent.

(2) If a pure bipartite state admits a finite-dimensional compression, then it is tame. Therefore,
SR(B)(ω) = SR(C)(ω) = ∞ for all wild bipartite pure states.

(3) Definitions (A), (B) and (C) agree on bipartite pure states ω so that SR(C)(ω) <∞.

(4) Definitions (A), (B), and (C) agree on wild bipartite pure states.

Proof. (1) is immediate from Items (i) to (iii) of Proposition 33. By Theorem 21, (2) follows from
Item (iv) of Proposition 33. (3) is proved in Item (v) of Proposition 33. (4) is is a direct consequence
(1) and (2).
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The remaining step in the proof is:

Lemma 36. Definitions (A), (B) and (C) agree on tame bipartite pure states ω so that SR(C)(ω) =
∞.

Proof. We need to prove that SR(C) = ∞ implies SR(A) = ∞. We do this by showing the contrapos-
itive: SR(A) < ∞ implies SR(C) < ∞: So, assume k := SR(A)(ω) < ∞. Let πj : Aj → B(Hj), and
Ω ∈ HA ⊗HB be as in Theorem 21 so that ⟨Ω, πA(a)⊗ πB(b)Ω⟩ = ω(ab) for all (a, b) ∈ AA ×AB.
Let Ω =

∑k
α=1 λαΦ

A
α ⊗ΦBα be the Schmidt decomposition, set Kj = span{Φj1, . . . ,Φ

j
k} ≡ Ck and let

Pj be the orthogonal projection onto Kj . Define Cj := Pjπj( · )Pj : Aj → B(Kj) ≡ Mk and note
that Ω ∈ KA ⊗KB ⊂ HA ⊗HB. Then (CA, CB,Ω) satisfy the criteria of Definition (C), so that we
indeed find SR(C)(ω) ≤ k <∞.

Combining these results, we see that the Definitions (A), (B), and (C) agree on all bipartite pure
states.

Step 2. Equivalence of Definitions (C) and (D)

If the Schmidt rank in the sense of Definition (C) is finite, there are unital completely positive maps
Cj : Aj → Mk and a Ψ ∈ Ck ⊗ Ck such that ω(ab) = ψ(CA(a)⊗ CB(b)), where ψ is the pure state
on Mk ⊗ Mk implemented by Ψ. ψ corresponds to a completely positive map Γψ : Mk → M∗

k as
in Eq. (16). We define completely positive maps α and β by α = CA and β = C∗

B ◦ Γψ. These
indeed factor Γω through Mk: β(α(a))(b) = Γψ(CA(a))(CB(b)) = ψ(CA(a)CB(b)) = ω(ab). This is
illustrated in the following commuting diagram

AA A∗
B

Mk M∗
k

Γω

CA

Γψ

β
C∗
B

(27)

This shows SR(D)(ω) ≤ SR(C)(ω).
Let α and β be completely positive maps factorizing Γω through Mk. By Lemma 30, we may

assume α to be unital and β(1) to be a state. Therefore, there is a state φ on Mk ⊗AB defined by
φ(X ⊗ b) = β(X)(b). By construction, it then holds that ω(ab) = φ(α(a)⊗ b). By Proposition 31,
there is a unital completely positive map CB : AB → Mk and a unit vector Φ ∈ Ck ⊗ Ck such that
φ(X⊗ b) = ⟨Φ, X⊗CB(b)Φ⟩. Actually in Proposition 31 the map CB maps to Mr, with r ≤ k being
the Schmidt rank of the vector Φ, but we can just take a direct sum with some arbitrary unital
completely positive map to ensure what we claimed. If we now set CA = α, the triple (CA, CB,Φ)
satisfies the requirements in Definition (C) because ⟨Φ, CA(a) ⊗ CB(b)Φ⟩ = φ(α(a) ⊗ b) = ω(ab).
Since this works for all k that admit a factorization of Γω through Mk, it follows that SR(D)(ω) ≥
SR(C)(ω).

Step 3. Equivalence of Definitions (A), (E) and (F)

In particular, we have to show the equalities rank(ωA) = rank(ωB) and dim [0, ωA] = dim [0, ωB].
Otherwise, Definitions (E) and (F) are not even well-defined. We start with the following Lemma
which connects the rank of a state (see Eq. (17)) to properties of the GNS representation.

Lemma 37. Let φ be a factor state on a C∗-algebra B.

(1) If πφ(B) is type II or III, then rank(φ) = ∞. If πφ(B) has type I, then πφ(B)′ has type Irank(φ).

28



(2) rankφ =
√
dim [0, φ].

Recall that marginals of pure bipartite states are factor states (see Lemma 23).

Proof. Set M = πφ(B)′. Denote by β : M → B∗ the linear extension of the Radon-Nikodym
bijection between [0, 1]M and [0, φ] (cf. beginning of Section 4.3). If φ =

∑k
i=1 piψi for pure states

ψi, then piψi ∈ [0, φ]. Set Pi = β−1(piψi) ∈ M. Then 0 ≤ Pi ≤ 1 and
∑k

i=1 Pi = 1. Sine ψi is
pure, Pi is a projection (because the projections are the extremal points of the unit interval) and all
positive operators in M which are dominated by Pi are proportional to Pi. Therefore all PiMPi ∼= C
so that the Pi are orthogonal one-dimensional projections. Since one-dimensional projections only
exist in type I algebras, the first claim of the first item follows. Since M is a factor and we can write
the identity of M as a sum on k minimal projections, M has type Ik which proves the first item.
The second item follows because

dim [0, φ] := dim(span [0, φ]) = dimM.

The vector space dimension of a factor is infinite, except if it is a type In factor in which case
dimM = n2.

Lemma 38. Let ω be a bipartite pure state. Set k = SR(A)(ω) ∈ N ∪ {∞}. If ω is a tame state,
then πωA(AA)

′ and πωB (AB)
′ are type Ik factors.

Proof. This is immediate from the explicit construction of the GNS representation of marginals of
tame bipartite pure states in Item (2) of Corollary 22.

If we combine these two Lemmas, the equivalence of Definitions (A), (E) and (F) follows.

4.4 Uniqueness of minimal compressions

If a state satisfies Haag-duality, then we can show that there is a unique minimal compression:

Proposition 39. If ω satisfies Haag-duality, a unique compression (CA, CB,K,Ψ) with respect to
ω satisfying [Cj(Aj)Ψ] = K, j = A,B, and

√
dimK = SR(ω) exists.

The uniqueness here means uniqueness up to unitary equivalence with local unitaries.

Proof. Existence: Denote by Qj the projection onto Vj := [πω(Aj)Ωω] ⊂ Hω. By Haag-duality
QA ∈ M′

A = MB and QB ∈ M′
B = MA so that QA and QB commute. Thus Q = QAQB is an

orthogonal projection and QHω = VA∩VB. Define C = Qπω( · )Q, Cj = C|Aj , K = VA∩VB and Ψ =
Ωω. It follows that CA(a)CB(b) = Qπω(a)QAQBπω(b)Q = QQAπω(ab)QBQ = C(ab) which implies
CA(a)CB(b) = C(b∗a∗)∗ = C(a∗b∗)∗ = CB(b)CA(a) and ⟨Ψ, CA(a)CB(b)Ψ⟩ = ⟨Ωω, πω(ab)Ωω⟩ =
ω(ab). By construction, we have [Cj(Aj)Ψ] = [QBQAπω(Aj)Ωω] = [QBQAVj ] = K.

Uniqueness: Consider the unital completely positive map C : Amax → B(K) whose marginals
are CA and CB. Let (π̃, K̃,W ) be the minimal Stinespring dilation of the unital completely positive
map C : Amax → B(K) and set P = W ∗W . Define Ω = WΨ and Vj = [π̃(Aj)Ω]. The subspace
H = [π̃(A)Ω] contains VA and VB and the restriction π = π̃( · )|H is the GNS representation of
ω. The equation C(a)C(b) = CA(a)CB(b) = C(ab) is equivalent to Pπ̃(a)Pπ̃(b)P = Pπ(ab)P and
implies

⟨Ψ, PΦ⟩ = ⟨Ψ,Φ⟩ ∀(Ψ,Φ) ∈ VA × VB. (△)

Furthermore, [Cj(Aj)Ψ] = K, j = A,B, implies

P K̃ = [PjVj ], j = A,B. (⃝)
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To show the uniqueness it suffices to show that P is the projection onto VA ∩ VB since this is how
we constructed the compression in the first part of the proof. We claim that P acts as the identity
on VA ∩ VB. This is seen from (△) ∥PΨ∥2 = ⟨Ψ, PΨ⟩ = ⟨Ψ,Ψ⟩ = ∥Ψ∥2 for Ψ ∈ VA ∩ VB. We now
assume that PΨ = Ψ and that Ψ ⊥ HA ∩ HB and have to show that this implies Ψ = 0. Since
ω satisfies Haag duality the projection QA onto VA and QB onto VB commute as projections on H
and hence also as projections on the potentially larger space K̃. This commutativity implies that

K̃ = VA ∩ VB ⊕ VA ∩ V⊥
B ⊕ V⊥

A ∩ VB ⊕ V⊥
A ∩ V⊥

B .

With respect to this, we have Ψ = 0+ΨA+ΨB+Ψ⊥. By (⃝), there are Φj ∈ Vj such that Ψ = PΦA =
PΦB. Therefore, ∥ΨA∥2 = ⟨ΨA,Ψ⟩ = ⟨ΨA, PΦB⟩ = ⟨ΦA,ΦB⟩ = 0 where we used (△). Similarly, one
sees ΦB = 0. Consequently, Ψ = Ψ⊥ ∈ H⊥

A∩H⊥
B and it follows that ∥Ψ∥2 = ⟨PΨ,ΦA⟩ = ⟨Ψ,ΦA⟩ = 0.

This proves that P K̃ = VA ∩ VB ⊂ H and hence, that C = Pπ̃( · )P = QAQBπ( · )QAQB where Qj
is the projection onto Vj and π = π̃( · )|H.

Corollary 40. Every tame pure state has a unique compression of the form (CA⊗ 1, CB ⊗ 1,KA⊗
KB,Ψ) satisfying [C(AA) ⊗ 1Ψ] = [1 ⊗ C(AB)Ψ] = KA ⊗ KB and dimKA = dimKB = SR(ω). If
SR(ω) < ∞ then every compression with

√
dimK = k is of this form. It can be obtained from the

factorization of the GNS representation Corollary 22 by restricting the local Hilbert spaces to the
local supports of the GNS vector.

4.5 Properties of the Schmidt rank

We collect some properties that are enjoyed by the Schmidt rank. These are lower-semicontinuity,
multiplicativity under tensor products, and monotonicity under local operations.

Proposition 41. The Schmidt rank is w∗-lower-semicontinuous on the set of pure states on a fixed
bipartite algebra A, i.e. if ωα is a net of pure states on A w∗-converging to a pure state, then

lim inf
α

SR(ωα) ≥ SR(lim
α
ωα). (28)

Proof. We may assume k := lim infα SR(ωα) <∞ and, by passing to a subnet, that SR(ωα) ≤ k for
all α. Consider the set K of triples (CA, CB,Ψ) with unital completely positive maps Cj : Aj → Mk

and unit vector Ψ ∈ Ck ⊗ Ck. Equipped with the product topology of the topology of pointwise
convergence for the maps CA and the standard topology for the vector, K is a compact set, and
the map E : K → S(Amax) is continuous with respect to the w∗-topology. Therefore the image
E(K) is w∗-closed and hence contains the state limα ωα if SR(ωα) ≤ k. Since the limit is pure by
assumption, the result follows.

Proposition 42. The Schmidt rank is multiplicative under tensor products: Let ω and φ be pure
states on bipartite algebras A and B. Then ω ⊗ φ is a pure state on the bipartite algebra A⊗min B
(with the local algebras being Aj ⊗min Bj, j = A,B) and SR(ω ⊗ φ) = SR(ω) · SR(φ).

Proof. This follows from the algebraic definition of the Schmidt rank. Since it holds that πω⊗φ =
πω ⊗ πφ, the product can only be tame if both ω and φ are. The result follows because the vector
Schmidt rank is multiplicative on tensor products of bipartite Hilbert spaces.

Recall the definition of local operations (see Definition 2).

Proposition 43. The Schmidt rank is monotone under local operations. Let A and B be bipartite
algebras and let ω and φ be bipartite pure states on A and B respectively. If there is a local operation
T : A → B such that T ∗(φ) = ω, then SR(φ) ≥ SR(ω).
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Proof. Define Tj : Aj → Bj , j = A,B, as the marginal maps of T . Let (CA, CB,K,Ψ) be a
compression of ω. Define Dj = Cj ◦ Tj , then (DA, DB,K,Ψ) is a compression of ω ◦ T so that the
inequality holds by Definition (B) of the Schmidt rank.

As an application, we consider entanglement distillation which allows us to obtain lower bounds
on the Schmidt rank:

Definition 44. Let ω be a bipartite state for local algebras AA and AB. Let KA and KB be Hilbert
spaces and let Ψ ∈ KA ⊗ KB be a unit vector. We say that Ψ is distillable from ω, if there are
unital completely positive maps Dj : B(Kj) → Aj such that

ω(DA(a)DB(b)) = ⟨Ψ, a⊗ bΨ⟩ ∀(a, b) ∈ B(KA)× B(KB). (29)

This definition is equivalent to the existence of a local operation from Amax to B(KA ⊗ KB)
which takes ω to the bipartite state ψ = ⟨Ψ, ( · )Ψ⟩.

Corollary 45. The Schmidt rank of a distillable vector is a lower bound to the Schmidt rank of ω,
i.e. if Φ ∈ KA ⊗KB is distillable from ω, then SR(ω) ≥ SR(Φ).

Proof. If SR(ω) = k, then there are completely positive unital maps Cj : Aj → Mk and a Schmidt
rank-k unit vector Ψ ∈ Ck ⊗ Ck so that ω(ab) = ⟨Ψ, CA(a) ⊗ CB(b)Ψ⟩. Composition with the
distillation maps Dj : B(Kj) → Aj gives us unital completely positive maps Tj = Cj ◦Dj : B(Kj) →
Mk which are able to distill Φ from a state of Schmidt rank k.

In [KSW02], bipartite states are said to have infinite distillable entanglement if it is possible to
distill vectors of arbitrary Schmidt rank.

Corollary 46. States with infinite distillable entanglement have infinite Schmidt rank.

5 Examples and applications

5.1 Gapped ground states and finitely correlated states on spin chains

We consider one-dimensional spin chains. We regard these as bipartite systems between the left and
right sides.

The full C∗-algebra is AZ =
⊗

x∈ZMd (formally, the infinite tensor product is defined as an
inductive limit). To a region Λ ⊂ Z, one associates the algebra AΛ =

⊗
x∈ΛMd which is identified

with a subalgebra of AZ by tensoring with the identity on all sites in the complement Λc. In
particular, we consider the left and right chain algebras AL = A(−∞,0], AR = A[1,∞).

Gapped ground states

It follows from a theorem by Matsui [Mat13] that gapped ground states on one-dimensional spin
chains are tame bipartite states if the interactions are not too crazy. What Matsui really proves is
that the state has the split property if it satisfies an area law that was proved to hold by Hastings
in [Has07] in the following context:

An interaction is a map Φ from finite subsets X ⊂ Z to hermitian elements of AX [BR97]. To
every finite subset Λ ⊂ Z, we associate the Hamiltonian HΛ =

∑
X⊂ΛΦ(X) ∈ AΛ. For simplicity,

we restrict ourselves to uniformly bounded interactions of finite-range, i.e. sup∥Φ(X)∥ < ∞ and if
there is an N such that Φ(X) = 0 if |X| > 0. For such interactions, the dynamics generated by HΛ
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converge as Λ → Z to the strongly continuous one-parameter automorphism group generated by the
closure of the derivation

δ :
⋃
n

A[−n,n] → AZ, δ(a) = i lim
Λ
[HΛ, a], (30)

see for example [BR97, Prop. 6.2.3]. For the precise definition of a gapped ground state, we refer to
[Oga21] and the references therein. What’s important for us is that these are necessarily pure states
on AZ.

Proposition 47 (Matsui, Hastings). Let ωΦ be a gapped ground state of a uniformly bounded finite-
range interaction. If we consider ωΦ as a bipartite state for the left and right chain algebras AL and
AR, then ωΦ is a tame bipartite pure state.

Finitely correlated states

We now consider translation invariant states on infinite spin chains, which we again regard as
bipartite for left and right sides. We will see that we can explicitly determine the Schmidt rank
for the Heisenberg anti-ferromagnet and the AKLT model by using the theory of finitely correlated
states introduced in [FNW92].

In [FNW92], a translation-invariant state ω on AZ is said to be finitely correlated if the vector
space

V = {ω(aL ⊗ · ) | aL ∈ AL} ⊂ A∗
R (31)

is finite-dimensional. V can be equipped with the structure of an operator system whose order unit
is e = ω(1 ⊗ · ) and which carries a natural state ρ : V → C defined by ω(a ⊗ · ) 7→ ω(a ⊗ 1).7

Furthermore, there is a unital completely positive map E : Md ⊗ V → V sending a ⊗ ω(aL ⊗ · ) to
ω(aL ⊗ a⊗ · ). We use the notation Ea := E(a⊗ · ), a ∈ Md. Together, (V,E, ρ) fully describe the
state ω:

ω(a−N ⊗ a1−N ⊗ . . . aN ) = ρ(EaM ◦ Ea1−N ◦ . . .EaN (e)), (32)

where ai ∈ Md, N ∈ N, and where all other tensor factors are the identity element. Conversely,
every collection (S,E, ρ) of a (finite-dimensional) operator system S a unital completely map E :
Md ⊗ S → S and a state ρ so that ρ ◦ E1 = ρ defines a translation invariant (finitely correlated)
state. A translation-invariant state ω is called C∗-finitely correlated if S can be chosen to be a
finite-dimensional C∗-algebra. In this case, one can always choose S = Mn (implying e = 1n) and ρ
to be faithful, which we call an n-dimensional representation as a C∗-finitely correlated state.

Theorem 48. Let ω be a translation invariant pure state on AZ. The following are equivalent:

(a) ω is a C∗-finitely correlated state,

(b) ω has finite Schmidt rank if regarded as a bipartite state for the left and right side,

(c) ω is finitely-correlated and satisfies Haag-duality.

In this case, the Schmidt rank is the smallest dimension n so that ω allows an n-dimensional repre-
sentation as a C∗-finitely correlated state.

7The matrix order and ∗-operation on V are inherited from A∗
R. That this indeed turns V into an operator system

can, e.g. be seen from Proposition A.3. We do not know if this matrix order is equivalent to the one constructed in
[FNW92] by means of a quotient construction but we know that E is completely positive with respect to both matrix
orders.
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From the applications of finitely correlated states to the AKLT model and the Heisenberg model
in [FNW92, Ex. 1 and Cor. 7.3], we get:

Corollary 49. (1) The ground state of the generalized AKLT model has Schmidt rank 2.

(2) The ground state of the Heisenberg anti-ferromagnet has an infinite Schmidt rank.

Another consequence of Theorem 48 is:

Corollary 50. Let ω be a pure translation invariant state. If ω is finitely correlated but not C∗-
finitely correlated, then ω does not satisfy Haag duality.

Therefore such a state ω is necessarily wild and has an infinite Schmidt rank. To prove Theo-
rem 48, we need the following Lemma, which might be of independent interest (see Section 6).

Lemma 51. Let ω be a pure bipartite state for algebras AA and AB. If ω satisfies Haag-duality,
then the linear functionals a 7→ ω(ab), b ∈ AB are w∗-dense in the linear hull of the order interval
[0, ωA] ⊂ A∗

A. The same holds for the other system.

Proof of Lemma 51. Consider the GNS representation (πω,Hω,Ωω) of ω and the projection PA onto
[πω(AA)Ω]. Then, by Haag-duality, PA ∈ M′

A = MB. We know that (PAπω( · )PA, PAHω,Ωω) is
the GNS representation of the reduced state. Then NA = PAMAPA is the von Neumann algebra
corresponding to the reduced state ωA. Now let ν ∈ A∗

A with 0 ≤ ν ≤ ωA be given and let Q ∈ N ′
A

be such that ν = ⟨Ωω, QPAπ( · )PAΩω⟩ (this exists by Corollary A.2). Since the commutant is
N ′
A = PAM′

APA = PAMBPA, there is a net (bn)n in AB so that PAπ(bn)PA converges weakly to
Q. This implies that ω(abn) converges to ν(a) for all a ∈ AA.

Proof of Theorem 48. We use the notation ωR for the reduced state onto AR, i.e. ωR = ω(1⊗ · ).
(a) ⇒ (b): Let n be minimal so that (Mn,E, ρ) is a representation of ω as a C∗-finitely correlated

state ω. We define a completely positive α : AR → Mn by linear and continuous extension of

α(a1 ⊗ . . .⊗ aN ) = (Ea1 ◦ . . . ◦ EaN )(1).

We now define a completely positive map β : Mn → A∗
L by

β(x)(a−N ⊗ . . .⊗ a0) = ρ((Ea−N ◦ . . . ◦ Ea0)(x)).

We claim that β◦α = Γω, which implies that the Schmidt rank of ω is less than n (using Section 2.4):

β(α(a1 ⊗ . . . aN ))(a−N ⊗ . . . a0) = ρ(Ea−N ◦ . . .Ea0 ◦ Ea1 ◦ . . .EaN (1))
= ω(a−N ⊗ . . . aN )

= Γω(a1 ⊗ aN )(a−N ⊗ . . . a0).

(b) ⇒ (c): Every bipartite state with finite Schmidt rank is tame and hence satisfies Haag duality.
Furthermore, it is clear that

V = {ω(aL ⊗ · ) | aL ∈ AL} ⊂ span([0, ωR]) =: W. (□)

Thus V is finite-dimensional because W is finite-dimensional (dim W = SR(ω)2 by Definition (F)
in Theorem 29).

(c) ⇒ (a): Since ω satisfies Haag-duality, Lemma 51 implies that the inclusion (□) is w∗-dense.
Therefore the assumption that V is finite-dimensional implies that W contains a w∗-dense finite-
dimensional subspace which forces V = W. The Radon-Nikodym theorem for states gives us a
complete order isomorphism λ : πωR(AR)

′ → W ⊂ A∗, i.e. λ and λ−1 are completely positive
(see Proposition A.3 in Appendix A). As we know that V = W (both equipped with the matrix
order inherited from A∗), this shows that V is completely order isomorphic to πωR(A)′. Under this
isomorphism the unit e of V is mapped to 1 ∈ πωR(AR)

′.
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5.2 Purification in algebraic quantum mechanics

Purification is the phenomenon that every state of a quantum system can be obtained from a pure
bipartite state by discarding an ancillary system, i.e. that every quantum state is the marginal of a
pure state. What makes purification work is that bipartite pure states can be entangled. In fact,
purification of a classical system is impossible since every pure bipartite state is necessarily a product
state.

It is often said that the GNS representation is an operator-algebraic generalization of the purifi-
cation. However, the GNS representation does not provide a bipartite system, and it also exists for
classical systems where purification is impossible.

Proposition 52. Let ω be a state on a C∗-algebra A. The following are equivalent

(a) ω is a factor state,

(b) ω admits a purification in the sense that there exists a C∗-algebra B and a bipartite pure state
ψ on A⊗max B so that ω = ψ|A.

Furthermore, ψ is tame if and only if ω is a type I factor state. In this case the Schmidt rank of ψ is
the number k ∈ N ∪ {∞} such that πψ(A)′ type Ik. If these hold, ψ can always be chosen to satisfy
Haag-duality. If A is separable, B can also be chosen to be separable.

We briefly sketch the proof: We already know that marginals of pure states are always factor
states by Lemma 23 so that a purification can only work for factor states anyhow. If πω(A)′′ is
a factor then so is πω(A)′ and we can construct the algebra B from it and a state ψ: Pick an
σ-weakly dense subalgebra B ⊂ πω(A)′ (separable if A is) and define an irreducible representation
πψ : A ⊗max B → B(Hω) by πψ(a ⊗ b) = πω(a)b (as πω is factor state). The pure state ψ on
A ⊗max B is defined by ψ = ⟨Ωω, πψ( · )Ωω⟩. Clearly (πψ,Hω,Ωω) is the GNS representation of ψ
so that ψ is indeed pure (because πψ is irreducible). Finally we have ψ(a ⊗ 1) = ⟨Ωω, πψ(a)Ωω⟩ =
⟨Ωω, πω(a)Ωω⟩ = ω(a).

5.3 Araki-Woods-Powers states

The construction of factors of type III due to Powers [Pow67] and Araki-Woods [AW68] yields
examples of tame and wild bipartite states that satisfy Haag-duality. As the bipartite algebra we
consider the infinite C∗-tensor product A = ⊗j∈ZMdj generated by the left and right C∗-subalgebras
AA = ⊗k∈Z\NMd−k and AB = ⊗k∈NMdk corresponding to two separated physical systems. Here
dk ∈ N are arbitrary integers such that dk = d1−k. For every k, let λ(k)1 ≥ λ

(k)
2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ

(k)
dk

> 0 be
decreasingly ordered numbers that sum to one and consider the unit vector

Ωk =

dk∑
r=1

(λ(k)r )
1
2 |r⟩ ⊗ |r⟩ ∈ Cd1−k ⊗ Cdk . (33)

For the bipartite state ω on A we take the infinite tensor product state ω = ⊗k∈Nωk, where ωk are
the pure states on Md1−k ⊗Mdk implemented by vectors Ωk. Both marginals of ωk are equal to the
state φk([xij ]) =

∑dk
i=1 λ

(k)
i xii on Mdk = Md1−k . As each ωk is a pure state, it follows that ω is a

pure state on A. By construction the marginals ωA and ωB are both given by the infinite tensor
product state ⊗k∈Nφk, and the associated von Neumann algebras MA and MB satisfy Haag-duality
MA = M′

B because the restrictions of the GNS representation πω to AA and AB yields the standard
form [BR87]. The type of the factor MA (and therefore also MB as each is anti-isomorphic to its
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commutant) can be decided from the asymptotic behavior of the Schmidt coefficients {λ(k)r }r=1,...,dk

as k → ∞. The central result in this respect is the following list of conditions [AW68] (see [Con94,
Ch. 5, Sec. 4] and [Bla06, Ch. 3, Sec. 3] for further discussion):

1. MA is type I if and only if
∑∞

k=1 |1− λ
(k)
1 | <∞,

2. MA is type II1 (and the marginal ωA is the unique normal tracial state) if and only if

∞∑
k=1

dk∑
r=1

∣∣d− 1
2

k − (λ(k)r )
1
2

∣∣2 <∞.

3. If λ(k)1 ≥ δ for some δ > 0 and all k ∈ N, then MA is type III if and only if

∞∑
k=1

dk∑
r=1

λ(k)r inf
{∣∣∣λ(k)1

λ
(k)
r

− 1
∣∣∣, C} = ∞ for some C > 0.

A factor such as MA is called an ITPFI (infinite tensor product of finite Type I) factor, and these
factors exhibit all the possible types, i.e. I1, I2, . . . , I∞, II1, II∞ and IIIα for α ∈ [0, 1], which are
unique apart from the III0 case [AW68, Thm. 3.9].

Thus, we conclude that the above construction leads to tame bipartite pure states if and only
if the local bipartite states ωk on the C∗-subalgebras Md−k ⊗Mdk get closer and closer to product
states in the sense of 1., while the other possible situations covered by 2. and 3. yield wild bipartite
pure states. In particular, if the marginals of the local bipartite states ωk converge sufficiently fast
to the maximally mixed state, the factors MA and MB are given by the unique hyperfinite II1, but
the marginals ωA and ωB will not coincide with the unique tracial state tr.

For infinite tensor-product states, it follows from Proposition 42 that SR(ω) =
∏∞
k=1 dk because

SR(ωk) = dk by construction. This will only be finite in trivial cases.
If we consider the situation of an infinite two-sided spin chain A = ⊗j∈ZM2 such that all

corresponding left and right spin pairs share the same entangled state ωk = ωα with vector Ωα =
(1 + α)−1/2(|0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ +

√
α|1⟩ ⊗ |1⟩) for α ∈ (0, 1), we will have MA = Rα – the hyperfinite type

IIIα factor. Interestingly, the typical situation encountered in QFT (see Section 5.4) is that of type
III1 von Neumann algebras which can be produced by choosing two alternating α1, α2 ∈ (0, 1) such
that logα1

logα2
/∈ Q.

5.4 Vacuum in QFT

In the setting of algebraic quantum field theory (AQFT) [Haa96] an example of a wild bipartite state
is provided by the vacuum state ω on the bipartite algebra A generated by the local von Neumann
algebras MA = A(OA) and MB = A(OB) of two causally separated space-time open regions OA

and OB. Under general assumptions [Fre85], it is known that the algebras MA and MB are type
III1 factors, sharing the vacuum vector Ω = Ωω as a common cyclic and separating vector because
of the Reeh-Schlieder property. If, in addition, the split property8 is assumed these algebras will
also be hyperfinite [Haa96].

It follows that the vacuum ω is a pure bipartite state if and only if the inclusion of factors
MA ⊂ M′

B is irreducible. This, for example, may happen for the algebras MA and MB of the right
8The local net O 7→ A(O) of von Neumann algebras satisfies the split property, if A(OA)∨A(OB) ∼= A(OA)⊗A(OB)

for arbitrary pairs of spacelike-separated open regions with OA∩OB = ∅. Thr split property for quantum field theories
is connected to but different from the split property for bipartite states in Definition 12.
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and left standard wedges OA = WR = {x ∈ R4 | xµxµ < 0, |x0| < x1} and OB = WL = {x ∈ R4 |
xµx

µ < 0, |x0| < −x1}. Assuming that the quantum field theory satisfies wedge duality [BW76;
BV95], we know that AA and AB satisfy Haag-duality and are in standard form. In particular, the
weak closure of A in the vacuum representation H is B(H), and, thus, ω is a pure state on A.

We point out that no contradiction with Theorem 21 arises if the quantum field theory model
under consideration satisfies the split property [Buc74; DL84], i.e. the von Neumann algebra MA ∨
MB

∼= MA⊗MB, for OA ∩OB = ∅, admits normal product states extending ωA and ωB because ω
will not be a pure bipartite state in this case.

Finally, we include the result that no proper commuting operator correlations (see Section 3.3)
between two spacelike separated systems can occur in a quantum field theory with hyperfinite local
von Neumann algebras. A von Neumann algebra M is hyperfinite if it contains an increasing net of
finite-dimensional *-algebras Mγ such that

⋃
γ Mγ is σ-weakly dense.

Proposition 53. Let O 7→ A(O) be a local net of hyperfinite von Neumann algebras and let ω be a
locally normal state9 on the quasi-local algebra A =

⋃
A(O).

Let OA and OB be two spacelike separated regions. If Alice and Bob choose their POVMs from
their local observable algebras A(OA) and A(OB), only correlation functions p(α, β|i, j) of the cor-
relation body Cqa can be obtained, i.e. can be realized approximately in finite-dimensions.

Hyperfiniteness is a property that is expected to hold for general QFTs. As stated above,
hyperfiniteness follows if the local net O 7→ A(O) satisfies the split property. The above was already
observed in [SW08], but no explicit proof was given. Since the details turn out to be slightly more
involved than expected, we include a proof here:

Proof. Let {M j
i,α}kα=1 ⊂ A(Oj), j = A,B, be POVMs where i = 1, . . . , n for two integers n and k.

We have to show that it is possible to approximate the correlation function

p(α, β|i, j) = ω(MA
i,αM

B
j,β), α, β ∈ {1, . . . , k}, i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} (34)

by correlation functions in Cq (see Section 3.3).
First, note that we may assume that A and, hence, all A(O) act on a Hilbert space H on which ω

is implemented by a vector Ω ∈ H. Indeed if this is not the case, we consider the GNS representation
(π,H,Ω) of state ω on A. Local normality has the consequence that the induced representations
π : A(O) → B(H) are normal, implying that the von Neumann algebra π(A(O)) is hyperfinite for
all O.

By the assumption of hyperfiniteness, there are directed sets Γj and increasing nets of finite-
dimensional subalgebras Mγj ⊂ A(Oj), γj ∈ Γj , such that

⋃
γj
Mγj ⊂ A(Oj) are σ-weakly dense

(and, thus, also strong*-dense by Kaplansky’s density theorem [Tak01, Thm. II.4.8]) for j = A,B.

Pick nets of operators Fi,α;γj ∈ Mγj with ∥Fi,α;γj∥ ≤ 1 which strong∗-converge to
√
M j
i,α. We define

POVMs M j
i,α;γj

≈ (Fi,α;γj )
∗Fi,α;γj where “≈” means that we allow for an error that strong∗-vanishes

in the limit γj → ∞ to ensure normalization, i.e.
∑

αM
j
i,α;γj

= 1, for every γj . It can now be
seen from the triangle inequality that M j

i,α;γj
→ M j

i,α in the strong operator topology. From this
it follows that the resulting correlation functions pγA,γB (α, β|i, j) = ω(MA

i,α;γA
MB
j,β;γB

) converge to

9A state on the quasi-local algebra is called locally normal if its restriction to any of the local von Neumann
algebras A(O) is a normal state.
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p(α, β|i, j):

|p(α, β|i, j)− pγA,γB (α, β|i, j)| ≤ |⟨MA
i,αΩ, (M

B
j,β −MB

j,β;γB
)Ω⟩|+ |⟨(MA

i,α −MA
i,α;γA

)Ω,MB
j,β;γB

Ω⟩|
≤ ∥(MA

i,α −MA
i,α;γA

)Ω∥+ ∥(MB
j,β −MB

j,β;γB
)Ω∥ → 0.

Since, the algebras MγA and MγB are finite-dimensional and commute, we have MγA ∨ MγB
∼=

MγA ⊗MγB and pγA,γB ∈ Cq.

6 Outlook on open problems

We collect a list of open problems concerning the commuting operator framework.

Schmidt rank for mixed states. In finite-dimensional quantum mechanics, the Schmidt rank for a
mixed state (often called the Schmidt number [TH00]) ρ is defined as min{pi,ψi}maxi SR(ψi) where
the minimum is over all ensembles of pure states whose average state is ρ. Already for density
operators on infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces one needs to look at integrals over probability
measures on the pure state space (infinite convex combinations are insufficient [HSW05]). For
non-separable C∗-algebras, AA and AB, one runs into measure theoretic problems as the pure
bipartite states are, in general, not a measurable subset of Smax, the state space of the maximal
C∗-tensor product. A good generalization of the Schmidt rank for mixed bipartite states should
also generalize the hierarchy (19) to mixed states such that we have convex sets SR≤k that
interpolate between separable and tame bipartite states. Work on this is in progress.

A Schmidt rank-like invariant for wild states. It would be nice to have a Schmidt rank-like quantity
that can be finite even for wild bipartite pure states. In the tame case, a definition of the Schmidt
rank as the dimension of the support projection of the reduced states acting on MA or MB

makes sense and can readily be checked to be equivalent to the definitions we gave. This could be
mimicked for wild states by using the dimension functions of the factors MA and MB. However,
the dimension function is only defined up to a constant factor in some cases. It is unclear where
this normalization should come from and how one should choose compatible normalizations for
MA and MB.

Bell inequality violation of wild states. The CHSH-Bell inequality asserts that in a local hidden
variable theory, β(ω) ≤ 1 holds for every bipartite state where

β(ω) :=
1

2
supω(a1b1 + a1b2 + a2b2 − a2b2) (35)

with the supremum being over all observables a1, a2 ∈ AA, b1, b2 ∈ AB so that −1 ≤ ai ≤ 1,
−1 ≤ bi ≤ 1. It is not hard to see that β(ω) is a correlation invariant (in the sense of Definition 14)
and that it may equivalently be computed using the von Neumann algebras (MA,MB,Hω,Ωω).
Tsirelson’s inequality β(ω) ≤

√
2 is valid in this setting, and we know that maximal violation, i.e.

β(ω) =
√
2, can occur for both tame and wild states. An example for tame states is a maximally

entangled two-qubit state, and an example in the class of wild states is given by the vacuum in
certain QFTs where one has Haag-duality and the local factors are both hyperfinite type III1
factors [SW87]. There are many open questions. For example: Do all wild pure bipartite states
violate Bell’s inequality?

Role of Haag-duality for correlations. A bipartite pure state ω induces commuting factors Mj =
πω(Aj)

′′ on Hω. We proved that (MA,MB,Hω) and, hence, also Haag-duality and the Jones-
index [MA : M′

B] are correlation invariants. What do these mean in terms of correlations?
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Roughly speaking, the Jones index measures the deviation from Haag duality, which still leaves
us with the question of what Haag-duality means. A partial result in this direction is Lemma 51
which shows that Haag-duality implies that any positive linear functional φ on Bob’s system with
0 ≤ φ ≤ ωB can be approximated by conditioned states ωa = ω(a( · )), a ∈ [0, 1]AA . An open
problem is whether the converse holds, i.e. if this approximation property implies Haag duality.
The idea that a failure of Haag-duality is related to AA or AB being too small is also supported
by the following observation: Start with an irreducible subfactor inclusion and pick a bipartite
system AA,AB ⊂ A with bipartite state ω as in Proposition 16. Then one can enforce Haag-
duality by enlarging one (or both) of the algebras AA or AB for which the GNS representation
πω is faithful.

Schmidt rank for multi-partite states. Multi-partite entanglement is a complicated subject already
in the finite-dimensional case. The main reason is that there is no Schmidt decomposition: it is not
possible to write every vector Ψ ∈ H1⊗ . . .Hn as

∑
α λαΦ

(1)
α ⊗ . . .⊗Φ

(n)
α . However, the definition

of the Schmidt rank through minimal compressions (i.e. Definition (C) in Theorem 29) has a
straightforward generalization. It assigns to a multi-partite pure state ω (a state on a multi-partite
algebra) the smallest number k so that there are unital completely positive maps Cj : Aj → Mk

and a vector Ψ ∈ (Ck)⊗n that emulate ω, i.e. ω(a1 . . . an) = ⟨Ψ, C1(a1)⊗ . . .⊗ Cn(an)Ψ⟩.

Finally, we comment on a von Neumann algebraic version of our results. In some contexts, it makes
sense to describe physical systems by von Neumann algebras AA and AB, which imposes a regularity
condition on states: Usually, the “physical” states of such systems states are only the normal states,
i.e. states which are σ-weakly continuous. The standard way to approach bipartite states in this
setting would be to ask for a normal state on the von Neumann-tensor product MA⊗MB. With
such states, one can, however, not get proper commuting operator correlations (see Section 3.3). We
believe that the von Neumann algebraic analog of commuting operator framework correlations are
locally normal states, i.e. positive states on the algebraic tensor product MA⊗MB whose marginals
ω( · ⊗1B) and ω(1A⊗ · ) are both normal. For such states, the mapping (a, b) 7→ ω(a⊗b) is separately
σ-weakly continuous. The idea of locally normal states has been around in AQFT for many years,
where locality refers to space-time locality, but we are not aware of an abstract treatment. It would
be interesting to study the concept of bipartite algebras in the von Neumann algebraic setting.
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A The Radon-Nikodym theorem for completely positive maps

We use the Radon-Nikodym theorem for completely positive maps on multiple occasions. It seems
to us that this result was first observed by Arveson in [Arv69, Thm. 1.4.2] (see [BS86] for a gen-
eralization). If A and B are C∗-algebras and S, T : A → B are completely positive maps, then we
write S ≤cp T if T −S is completely positive and we denote by [0, T ]cp the convex set of completely
positive maps S ≤cp T .

Lemma A.1. Let T : A → B(H) be a unital completely positive map. Let (π, H̃, V ) be its minimal
Stinespring dilation. There is a bijection between the order interval [0, T ]cp and the unit interval
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[0,1]π(A)′ of the von Neumann algebra π(A)′ given by

S ↔ Q ⇐⇒ S = V ∗Qπ( · )V. (A.1)

This bijection is affine and monotone.

Proof. Recall that minimality of the Stinespring dilation means that [π(A)VH] = H̃. We use the
shorthand Ψa,ψ = π(a)V ψ with a ∈ A, ψ ∈ H, so that π(a)Ψa,ψ = Ψab,ψ. It is clear that every
Q ∈ π(A)′ determines a linear map that is completely positive and dominated by T if 0 ≤ Q ≤ 1.
The idea for the converse is to define Q from S as the unique bounded operator whose matrix
elements with respect to π(A)VH are

⟨Ψa,ψ, QΨb,ϕ⟩ = ⟨ψ, S(a∗b)ϕ⟩.

Complete positivity of S readily implies that this quadratic form is positive semi-definite. Now let
S′ ≥ S, then the quadratic forms are ordered as Q′ ≥ Q because〈∑

i

Ψai,ψi , Q
∑
i

Ψai,ψi

〉
=

∑
ij

⟨ψi, S(a∗i aj)ψj⟩

≤
∑
ij

⟨ψi, S′(a∗i aj)ψj⟩ = ⟨
∑
i

Ψai,ψi , Q
′
∑
i

Ψai,ψi⟩.

With S′ = T we get 0 ≤ Q ≤ 1 (as quadratic forms and, hence, as bounded operators). We now
prove that Q ∈ π(A)′. By linearity it suffices to check this on π(A)VH:

⟨Ψa,ψ, π(b)QΨc,ϕ⟩ = ⟨ψ, S((b∗a)∗c)ϕ⟩ = ⟨ψ, S(a∗(bc))ϕ⟩ = ⟨Ψa,ψ, Qπ(b)Ψc,ϕ⟩.

We check that (A.1) holds:

⟨ψ, S(a)ϕ⟩ = ⟨Ψ1,ψ, QΨa,ϕ⟩ = ⟨V ψ,Qπ(a)V ϕ⟩ = ⟨ψ, V ∗Qπ(a)V ϕ⟩.

Since states are unital completely positive maps A → B(C), one obtains the well-known Radon-
Nikodym theorem for states as a special case:

Corollary A.2. Let ω be a state on a C∗-algebra A. There is a bijection between the order interval
[0, ω] ⊂ A∗ and the unit interval [0,1]πω(A)′ of the von Neumann algebra πω(A)′ given by

ν ↔ Q ⇐⇒ ν = ⟨Ωω, Qπω( · )Ωω⟩. (A.2)

This bijection is affine and monotone.

We will now show that this bijection is completely positive in both directions. This is probably
known but we were unable to locate it in the literature. In fact, the span of [0, ω] naturally carries
an operator system structure (with order unit ω and ∗-operation and matrix order inherited from
A∗) so that the bijection (A.2) extends to a unital complete order isomorphism (an isomorphism of
operator systems). We need this result in the context of finitely correlated states (see Section 5.1).

Proposition A.3. Let ω be a state on a C∗-algebra A and set V = span [0, ω] ⊂ A∗. Equip V with
the matrix order and ∗-operation inherited from A∗

39



(1) ω is an Archimedean matrix order unit for V (see [Pau02, Ch. 13]). Therefore V is an operator
system.

(2) Denote by λ : πω(A)′ → V the linear extension of the bijection (A.2). Then λ is a unital
complete order isomorphism, i.e. λ and λ−1 are completely positive and λ(ω) = 1.

Proof. We only need to prove the second item since it implies the first one (because the identity is
an Archimedean matrix order unit for πω(A)′). We note here that the first item can also be proved
directly and that this proof still holds if A is only assumed to be an operator system (the proof via
the second item then fails because there is no Radon-Nikodym theorem in that case).

Let S be matrix ordered ∗-vector space (e.g. S = C, πω(A)′ or A∗). We identify Mn ⊗ S with
Mn(S) (n× n-matrices with values in S) via

∑
|i⟩⟨j| ⊗ xij = [xij ] so that X =

∑
⟨i|X|j⟩|i⟩⟨j|. We

set M = πω(A)′ and let n ∈ N be arbitrary. We need to show that idn⊗λ : Mn⊗M → Mn⊗V and
its inverse preserve positivity where Mn ⊗ V is obtained with the positive cone inherited from the
canonical matrix order of A∗. To understand positivity in Mn ⊗ V, we use Choi’s Theorem [Pau02,
Thm. 6.1], which states that a matrix [φij ] ∈ Mn ⊗ A∗ is positive if and only if the linear map
Φ : A → Mn given by a 7→ [φij(a)] is completely positive. Note that the Choi-isomorphism is, in
particular, a linear bijection between Mn⊗A∗ and linear maps A → Mn. It relates the matrix 1n⊗ω
to the unital completely positive map ω(n) := ω( · )1n : A → Mn. The minimal Stinespring dilation of
ω(n) is (π,H, V ) = (1n⊗πω,Cn⊗Hω, 1⊗|Ωω⟩), where |Ωω⟩ is the linear operator C ∋ z 7→ zΩω ∈ Hω

and ⟨Ωω| = |Ωω⟩∗ : Hω ∋ Ψ 7→ ⟨Ωω,Ψ⟩ ∈ C. Denote by Λ : π(A)′ = Mn ⊗M → span [0, ω(n)]cp the
linear extension of the bijection from Lemma A.1 which satisfies Λ(1n ⊗ 1) = ω(n). It follows that
Λ and λ⊗ idn are equal up the Choi-isomorphism:

Λ([Qij ](a) =
∑
ij

(1 ⊗ ⟨Ωω|)(|i⟩⟨j| ⊗Qijπ(a))(1 ⊗ |Ωω⟩)

=
∑
ij

⟨Ωω, Qijπω(a)Ωω⟩ |i⟩⟨j| = [λ(Qij)(a)], [Qij ] ∈ Mn ⊗M.

Therefore, the claim follows from combining Choi’s theorem [Pau02, Thm. 6.1] and Lemma A.1:

[Qij ] ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ Λ([Qij ]) is completely positive ⇐⇒ (λ⊗ idn)([Qij ]) ≥ 0.
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