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The linear superposition principle in quantum mechanics is essential for several no-go theorems
such as the no-cloning theorem, the no-deleting theorem and the no-superposing theorem. It remains
an open problem of finding general forbidden principles to unify these results. In this paper, we
investigate general quantum transformations forbidden or permitted by the superposition principle
for various goals. First, we prove a no-encoding theorem that forbids linearly superposing of an
unknown pure state and a fixed state in Hilbert space of a finite dimension. Two general forms
include the no-cloning theorem, the no-deleting theorem, and the no-superposing theorem as special
cases. Second, we provide a unified scheme for presenting perfect and imperfect quantum tasks
(cloning and deleting) in a one-shot manner. This scheme may lead to fruitful results that are
completely characterized with the linear independence of the input pure states. The generalized
upper bounds for the success probability are proved. Third, we generalize a recent superposing of

unknown states with fixed overlaps when multiple copies of the input states are available.

PACS numbers: 03.67.-a,03.65.Ta,03.67.Hk

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum mechanics, the no-cloning theorem as a
well-known fact asserts that an arbitrary unknown pure
state [1] or noncommuting mixed state [2] cannot be per-
fectly created using a universal quantum transformation.
This non-trivial exception is derived from the superposi-
tion principle of quantum states and may be implied by
the no-communication theorem which forbids the clas-
sical information transmission using only quantum en-
tanglement. Although the no-cloning theorem prevents
several important extensions of classical results such as
classical error corrections [3, 4], it plays a key role in var-
ious quantum applications, especially in quantum secure
communication. The no-cloning theorem plays a key role
in certifying the unconditional security of quantum cryp-
tography [5+9]. A universal cloning machine will violate
the no-teleportation theorem that forbids converting a
quantum state into classical bits. Unitary cloning also
implies the possibility of deleting quantum information
which is impossible. In fact, with the quantum super-
position principle, unknown quantum states of a finite
dimension cannot be unitarily transformed into a fixed
state, i.e., the quantum no-deleting theorem |10]. In gen-
eral, the no-cloning theorem has no relationship to the
no-deleting theorem because the post-selection permit-
ted in the cloning task is forbidden in the deleting task.

The key of the no-cloning theorem and the no-deleting
theorem is the superposition principle of quantum states
[11]. Tt is also essential for nontrivial quantum applica-
tions including Shor’s factoring algorithm [12], Grover’s
search algorithm [13], quantum cryptography [14], quan-
tum metrology [15], and Boson sampling [16]. However,
this principle is unsuitable for the task of superposing

unknown states. A recent theorem [17, [18] shows that
it is impossible to create a superposition state of un-
known states using a universal quantum transformation
[17]). This no-go theorem is different from the no-cloning
theorem [1], the no-deleting theorem [10] or the special
no-superposing theorem that forbids superposing an un-
known state and its orthogonal complement [19]. It re-
mains a challenge to explore intrinsic connections among
these no-go theorems.

In comparison to recovering perfect resultant, Buzek
and Hillery provided a universal quantum transforma-
tion for imperfect cloning [20]. The partial trace on each
copy of their resultant is a mixed state with the opti-
mal fidelity [21H24]. Their scheme had triggered lots
of investigations on quantum cloning tasks that include
N — M cloning of qubits [21]], d-dimensional universal
cloning [25-28], asymmetric cloning |29-33], mixed-state
cloning [2,134436], experimental cloning [37-44], and rel-
ative discussions and applications [45, 46]. The cloning
fidelities of these imperfect schemes may be improved to
unit if input states are chosen from a finite set of the
whole space. In particular, the linear independence of
input pure states has been proved to be a sufficient and
necessary condition for perfect cloning with a unitary
and post-selection process [47, [48]. The optimal success
probability is the same as that of state discriminations
[49-52]. The linear independence has also been used for
the task of superposing multiple copies of input states
[53]. Similar results hold for perfect deleting. These per-
fect schemes may be unified in a one-shot manner using
multiple copies of input states [54].

Recently, a constructive scheme [17] shows that a uni-
versal superposing transformation exists for unknown
states chosen from two sets where all the states of each
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set have a fixed overlap with a known state. The scheme
shows a new insight of the linear independence, i.e., a
superposing scheme exists for a collection (generally un-
countable) of finite sets consisting of linearly independent
states. This is a great improvement for the quantum
tasks defined on a finite set of quantum states. It should
be interesting to investigate whether or not similar gen-
eralizations hold for other tasks of cloning or deleting
|47, 148, 153, 154].

In this paper, our motivation is to generalize the no-
cloning theorem [1], no-deleting theorem [10] and no-
superposing theorem [17]. Although they are different in
general and have no explicit relationships among them,
we hope to present a unified form which may provide
new insights of these no-go theorems. Moreover, new
constructions will be proposed to generate different de-
sired states using the linear independence of input states
that belong to restricted sets. The main contributions of
this paper are listed as follows:

(1) We present new no-go theorems. The first one is the
no-encoding theorem that forbids linearly super-
posing of an unknown pure state and a fixed state
(known or unknown) in the same space of a finite di-
mension from a universal quantum transformation.
Its generalizations include the no-cloning theorem,
the no-deleting theorem and the no-superposing
theorem as special cases.

(2) We present several schemes to unify the perfect
and imperfect tasks of cloning and deleting for pure
states in a finite set. All the schemes are completely
characterized by the linear independence of input
states. Generalized upper bounds are proved using
the matrix norm and state metric, respectively.

(3) We propose a scheme to superpose pure states in
a finite set. We also present some generalized su-
perposing schemes when multiple copies of input
states are available.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we present new no-go theorems. The first one is the no-
encoding theorem. Namely, an arbitrary unknown state
and a fixed state in the same space of a finite dimension
cannot be linearly superposed using a universal quantum
transformation with a nontrivial probability. This the-
orem will be further extended for multiple copies of the
pure states. In Sec. III, several quantum transformations
will be presented to unify imperfect and perfect tasks of
cloning and deleting with controllable errors. The gener-
alized bounds of the success probability will be proved us-
ing the matrix norm and state metric, respectively. Sec.
IV contributes new superposing schemes that create the
linear superposition of unknown pure states chosen from
a finite set, or a restricted subspace when multiple copies
of the input states are available. The last section con-
cludes this paper.

II. UNIFIED NO-GO THEOREMS

In this section, we explore general forms of the no-
cloning theorem, the no-deleting theorem and the no-
superposing theorem.

A. No-encoding theorem

In what follows we only consider pure states. In quan-
tum mechanics, a pure state provides a probability dis-
tribution for the value of each observable. In the mathe-
matical formulation, from Riesz representation theorem
[55] each pure state corresponds to a ray in a Hilbert
space while each observable quantity is associated with
a self-adjoint (or Hermitian) and positive semi-definite
operator. In this paper, we only consider the normalized
pure states. Thus each pure state is uniquely denoted
by a density matrix py on Hilbert space H with the di-
mension dim(H) = n > 2, where |1} is its vector repre-
sentative up to a global phase factor e, i.e, P = Peivyp-
Denote the vector [¢) o« |¢) if py = pg, i-e., |¢) = |¢) up
to a global phase.

Let CP(H;, Hs) be the set of completely positive (CP)
maps which transform pure states on Hilbert space H;
into pure states on Hilbert space Hsy. All the uni-
tary maps, which are denoted as SU(H;), are CP maps
that preserve the inner product of the Hilbert space.
In particular, from Stinespring’s Theorem [56], each
F € CP(H;,H;) may be realized by a unitary map
U € SUH; ® Hy ® Hp) and a projection map P €
CPH; ® Hy ® Hp,Hs), where H4 is an ancillary space
and Hp is another ancillary space (named as probe space
for simplicity) used for defining projectors. For each map
F : Hy — Hs with Hilbert spaces H; and Hs, denote
F 1 py = pg for py on Hy and pg on Hy as its detailed

mapping of F(py) = pg.

Theorem 1 Let o, 8 be nonzero complex constants sat-
isfying | +|B|1> = 1, and py be a fized pure state (known
or unknown) on Hilbert space H with dim(H) > 2. There
does not exist CP map F € CP(H?,H) for all pure states
py on H such that

Fpyps) = py, (1)

where the vector representative of p, is given by |p)
Vr(aly) + B|@)) and r is a normalization constant de-

pendent of a, 3, 1) and |@).

The result in Theorem 1 holds for a fixed pure state
pe which may be known or unknown (randomly chosen
from H). This theorem shows that one cannot use a fixed
pure state to linearly superpose (or linearly encode) with
an unknown state, which may be randomly chosen from
H according to the Haar measure. It is also a general
no-superposing theorem that forbids the creation of the
linear superposition of an unknown state and a fixed state



in the same space. Theorem 1 is not a corollary of the
non-superposing Theorem [17] while it is conversely true.

Proof of Theorem 1. Note that each quantum op-
eration can be represented by a unitary operation and
post-selection of projective measurements [48]. Thus
a CP map is represented by a unitary transformation
and the post-selection of projective measurements on a
joint system consisting of the input states and ancillary
states. Assume that there exists a CP map F satis-
fying Eq.(1). From Stinespring’s Theorem [56], there
exist two pure states px (including the pure state pg
as its subsystem) and psyy on ancillary Hilbert space
H 4, one probe state pp on probe space Hp, a unitary
map Y : H® Hy  Hp - H® Hy ® Hp and a pro-
jective map P : H® Hy ® Hp — H ® Hy4 such that
Pol(pypsppr) = pyps: holds for all the states py on H.
In the following, we only need to prove the nonexistence
of the unitary map U.

Now, assume there exists a unitary map U € CP(H ®
Hys @ Hp, H® Ha @ Hp) for all the states py, on H such
that

U(Pwﬂzppo) = pPw, (2)

where the vector representative of py is given by |¥)
VPoVr(ald) + Bl¢))IX") alP1) + /p1|®) and 7 is a nor-
malization constant. In Eq.(@]), [¥') is the vector repre-
sentative of ancillary state psys that may be dependent of
a, B, |¥) and |@). |Py) and |P;) are the respective vector
representative of orthogonal pure states pp, and pp, on
probe space Hp. pg is the success probability of recover-
ing a superposition state with the vector representative
Vr(aly) + Bl¢)) that is dependent on «, 8, |¢), |¢), and
satisfies pg > 0 and po + p1 = 1. |®) is the vector repre-
sentative of a general failure state pg, that will be anni-
hilated by the projector |Py)(P1|, i.e, tr(pg|P1)(Pi]) =0

Here, we only consider the special case of psy = pg.
The proof of the general state pys is shown in Appendix
A. In this case, Eq.(2) may be rewritten into

Ul$)[Z)|Po) o< /polx)|0)|P1) + /pi| ), 3)

where U is the matrix representative of the unitary map-
ping U and the vector representative of p, is defined by
X) o< v/r(aly) + Blé)).

For simplicity, we only consider py = po. A similar re-
sult may be proved using a generally fixed state pg, which
will be discussed in the next subsection. Since Hilbert
space of qubit states is a subspace of general Hilbert
space H with dim(H) > 2, it is sufficient to prove the
nonexistence of Eq.([3)) for the qubit space. For the basis
states pg, p1 on H (qubit space) as input states, Eq.(3)
leads to

U10)|%)[Po) o
U|1)[Z)|Py) o

VPol0)|0)|Pr) + /pi|®o),  (4)
o VDo X)0) | Pr) + /ph D), (5)
where the vector representative |x’) is defined by |x’)

a|l) + 6]0). In these equations, pg and p{, are the respec-
tive success probability of transforming pure state pg and

p1- |<i>0> and |<i>1> are the respective vector representative
of the failure states pg and pg that should be annihi-
lated by the projector |P1)(P1], i.e, tr(pg,|P1){P1|) =
tr(pg, |P1)(Pa]) = 0.

For any pure state pp with the vector representative
|h) o< a|0) + b|1) with |a|? + |b]?> = 1, from Eq.(3]), we can
obtain

UIm)IZ)|Po) o VPGlen)0)|Pr) + Vol [@"),  (6)
where the vector representative |¢1) is defined by |p1)
Vr'(alh) + B]0)) and 7" is a normalization constant.
|®”) is the vector representative of the failure state pg,
that should be annihilated by the projector |Py) (P, i.e.,
tr(pg.|P1)(P1]) = 0, and pj is the success probability of
recovering pure state p, .

Moreover, using the linearity of quantum operations,
it follows from Eqs.( ) and ({) that

Ulh)|%) | Fo)
o 2)[0)|P1) + ay/pr|®o) + 0V/pi|®1),  (7)

where the vector |pz) is given by |p2) = ay/pol0) +
b V p6|X From Eqs @ and (m) we get CL( /PO 610 Oé)—|—

Bbet? = af with 6 € [0,2x]. This leads to the fixed val-
ues of a and b from |a|? + |b|> = 1, where po, p}, |a| and
|8| are some fixed constants. This is a contradiction to
the assumption of py,. O

B. Unified no-go theorems

Theorem 1 presents the nonexistence of linear super-
posing of an unknown state and a fixed state in Hilbert
space of a finite dimension. Similar results hold for dif-
ferent input states and output states.

Theorem 2 Let «,8 be complexr constants satisfying
|a)?2 4+ |82 = 1 and |B| # 1, k be an integer, and pg be
a fived pure state (known or unknown) on Hilbert space
H" with dim(H) > 2. Then, there does not exist CP map
F € CP(HF,H") for all the states pffk on H* such that

Flog") = pu (8)
ifn,k, B and F satisfy one of the following conditions:
(1)) n>1and 0 <|B] <1;
(i) n >k and 8 =0;

(iii) n < k, B = 0, the output state is restricted to
p\pp®k+” ™ and F is restricted to the unitary

map;

where the vector representative of py is given by |¥)
VT (al)®™ + B|®)) and 7 is a normalization constant.



Theorem 3 Let o, 5 be nonzero complex constants sat-
isfying || +|8|> = 1 and |B| # 1, and py be a fized state
(known or unknown) on Hilbert space H with dim(H) >

2. Then there dose not exist CP map F € CP(HF H")
for all the states pffk on H* such that

Fph) = " (9)
if n,k, B and F satisfy one of the following conditions:
(i))n>1and 0 < |B| <1;
(i) n >k and B =0;

(i) n < k, B = 0, the output state is restricted to

p?f”p?k_", and F s restricted to unitary map;

where the vector representative of p, is given by |p)
Vr(a|y) + B|o)) and r is a normalization constant.

Theorem [2] may be viewed as no-superposing of the
product state p@* and a fixed state pp while Theorem Bl
may be viewed as the combination of the no-cloning and
the no-encoding of an unknown pure state and a fixed
state. Moreover, Theorem [2 may be viewed as the no-
cloning of pi%" with a fixed error term |®) while Theorem
Blmay be viewed as the no-cloning of p,, with a fixed er-
ror term |¢). Theorems 2 and B are different except the
special case of # = 0, which leads to the no-cloning theo-
rem [1] (n > k) or the no-deleting theorem [10] (n < k).
The relationships among Theorems 2 and 3 and previ-
ous no-go theorems [1, [10, [17] are schematically shown
in Fig.1. From this Figure, the set defined by respec-
tive Theorem [l and Bl includes the no-cloning theorem
[1], the no-deleting theorem |10], Theorem 1, or the no-
superposition theorem [17] as a special case. Formally,
we obtain the implications as follows:

Theorem 2 = Theorem 1

= The no-superposing Theorem,
Theorem 2 = The no-cloning Theorem,
Theorem 2 =- The no-deleting Theorem,
Theorem 3 = Theorem 1

= The no-superposing Theorem,
Theorem 3 = The no-cloning Theorem,

Theorem 3 = The no-deleting Theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2. Since Theorem 1 is a special case
of this Theorem, the proof of Theorem 1 for a general
fixed state p4 is included in the following proof.

When g = 0 and F is restricted to the unitary map,
Theorem 2 reduces to the no-deleting theorem. When
B =0, Theorem 2 reduces to the no-cloning theorem for
n > k. In the following, we only need to prove the result
for 0 < |5] < 1.

The proof of Theorem 1 suggests a method to prove
this theorem. Now, we present another proof with simple
evaluations. Assume that there exists a unitary map U

No-cloning
Theorem

No-deleting
Theorem

Theorem 2 Theorem 3

Theorem 1

No-superposing
Theorem

FIG. 1: (Color online) Schematic relationships of different no-
go theorems. The set bounded by the black line denotes the
results ensured by Theorem 2. The set bounded by the red
line denotes the results ensured by Theorem 3.

with the matrix representative U for all the states py, on
H such that

Uli)®* )| Po)
o /pol)[0) NP + /pr|@),  (10)

where the vector representative of py is given by |¥)
VT(al)®™ + B|®)) and r is a normalization constant.
|¥) is the vector representative of an ancillary state py
on Hilbert space Hy = HY with N > n, and |F), |P;) are
the respective vector representative of orthogonal states
pp, and pp, on probe space Hp with dim(Hp) > 2.
|®) is the vector representative of the failure state pg
that should be annihilated by the projector |Py)(Py, i.e.,
tw(pg | PP = 0.

For any state with the vector representative e?|y), it
follows from Eq.([I0) that

U(e?|0)415) | Fo))
oc /Pl U0y N Py /@), (11)
where the vector representative of py- is given by |¥’)
Vi (ae™|p)®" 4 B|®)) and 7’ is a normalization con-
stant. |<i>’ ) is the vector representative of a general fail-
ure state pg, that should be annihilated by the projector
|Py)(P1].
Note that |p) o< ?|¢), i.e, the pure state peio , is Phys-
ically undiscriminating from the pure state p,. From
Eq.([I[0d) we obtain

U(e”|p)®*[T)| Po)) o Ulip)®*|5) | Py). (12)
From Eqs. () and (I2)) we obtain 8 = 0 which is a con-
tradiction to the assumption of 3. O

The proof of Theorem [3 is shown in Appendix B.

III. QUANTUM TRANSFORMATION OF PURE
STATES IN A FINITE SET

Although the no-cloning theorem forbids perfectly
cloning unknown states, Buzek and Hillery [20] pro-
vided a cloning transformation for unknown qubit states



such that the partial traces on the original qubit and
on the cloned qubit have the same density matrix as
p=fpy+ (1= f)pyr with the optimal fidelity f = 5/6.
Here, p,. is the orthogonal state of the input state py,.
The cloning transformation of Buzek-Hillery triggered
lots of investigations on the imperfect quantum cloning,
see reviews 45, |46].

Similar results hold for cloning pure states in a fi-
nite set. In fact, let S = {py,, -+, py,, }, where py, is
on Hilbert space H with dim(H) > m. There exists a
CP map F € CP(S ® Hy,S?) [47, 48] for all the states
in S such that F(py,ps) = py,py, if the vector repre-
sentatives of py,, Py, -+, Py, are linearly independent,
where py is an ancillary state on Hilbert space H4 with
dim(H4) > m. Note that a CP map may be represented
by a unitary evolution and post-selection of projective
measurement. So, the cloning transformation F may be
viewed as an imperfect cloning before performing the pro-
jective measurement. This scheme has been extended to
probabilistically recover pfff, pff?, N pffiM for a large
integer M from the input states py,, ¢ = 1,2,--- ,m [53)].
Moreover, combined with the quantum deleting machine,
i.e., Py, Py — Py, Feng et al. [54] proved that there ex-
ists a CP map F* for the same goal using the input states
p%f, t=1,2,---,m. These optimal schemes are related
to the quantum state discrimination [49-52]. In compari-
son to the imperfect cloning scheme [20], the error terms
induced by these CP maps on a finite set are not re-
stricted to the orthogonal states of the input states. The
general transformation of the pure states in a finite set
depends on the linear independence of the input states.
The success probability is determined by a proper metric
inequality |48, |53, 154].

In this section, our goal is to present the general trans-
formations of a finite set of the pure states beyond pre-
vious probabilistic cloning or deleting [47, 48, 53, [54].

A. Hadamard product of matrices

For completeness, some necessary definition and
propositions of Hadamard product (Shur product) of ma-
trices are firstly presented as follows [57].

Definition 1 Let A = [aij]mxn and B = [bijlmxn be
matrices in matrixz space C™*". The Hadamard product

of A and B is defined as Ao B = [a;;bij]mxn € C™*™.

Proposition 1 The Hadamard product of matrices is
commutative, associative and distributive.

Proposition 2 The Hadamard product of two symmet-
ric (Hermite) matrices is symmetric (Hermite).

These Propositions may easily follow from their defi-
nitions. Moreover, the Hadamard product maintains the
positive semidefinite property as the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Schur Product Theorem) [57].  The
Hadamard product of two positive-semidefinite matri-
ces (or positive-definite) is also positive-semidefinite (or
positive-definite).

Lemma 1 Let A be a positive definite matriz in matriz
space C"*™ and B be a Hermite matriz in the same space.
Then A — B is positive definite if

1Bz < IA72 (13)

where || - ||2 is the induced norm from the Euclidean met-
Tic.

Proof of Lemma 1. For a positive definite matrix
A |51], all the eigenvalues Ai, Ao, -+, A, are positive
constants. From the definition of the induced norm,
we have ||Alls = max{\;,Xa,---,A\,} and ||[A"Y5! =
min{\;, Aa, -+, A\, } where A~! denotes the inverse ma-
trix of A. For a Hermite matrix B, all the eigenval-
ues Aj, Ay, -+, N, are nonnegative and satisfy ||Bllz =
max{A}, A\, -+, N\ }. If A — B is negative semi-definite,
there exists a nonzero vector v € C™ such that v(A —
B)v' <0. It means that

A7t < vAvT <wBof <|Bll2,

which contradicts the inequality of (I3]). O

B. General quantum transformation of finite set

In this section, the imperfect and perfect transfor-
mation of the pure states in a finite set will be uni-
fied. In detail, let S be a finite set defined by S =
{p3F P35k, -+ p5F} C H*, where dim(H) > 2 and k
is a positive integer.

Theorem 5 Let oy; and (B;; be complex constants satis-
. M+k

fying o |* + 181> = 1 and 32321 il # 0, and pa,,

be a known pure state on Hilbert space H?, then there ex-

ists a CP map F; € CP(HF,HY) for all the states on S
such that

Fj (pflk) = Pyij (14)

iff the vector representatives of Py, Pwss " s Pw,, OTE
linearly independent, where the vector representative of
Ppy; B8 given by |pij) o< \/Fij(eusi)® + Bij|®i;)) and
T3 15 a normalization constant, i = 1,2,--- ,m; j =
1,2,--- .M+ k, and M is a positive integer.

In Theorem 5, the CP maps exist for S when the vec-
tor representatives of S are linearly independent. If S is
known, a CP map [14] exists for recovering the states in
S from a new set {py,, Puss s Py, ;- Hence, our con-
dition will be replaced by the linear independence of the
vectors [1)1), [12), - -+, |¢m) for a large k. This is because
that the vector representatives of S should be linearly



independent when k is large using the Gershgorin circle
theorem [58] for its Gram matrix A°F.

Before we present the proof, some useful results may
be firstly followed from Theorem 5. When f3;; = 0 for all
i=1,2,--- ,mand j =1,2,--- , M + k, the general map
in Eq.(I4) reduces to the unified cloning [54]. If 5;; =0
holds for all ¢ = 1,2,--- ,m and 7 = 1,2,--- , k1 with
1 < ki < M + k, Theorem [5] reduces to a simultaneous
perfect and imperfect cloning as follows.

Corollary 1 Let a;j, B;; be complex constants satisfying
lovij |2+ (85> = 1 and ZM'HC |ovij|? # 0, k1 be an integer
satisfying 1 < k1 < M —|— k, and pe,; be a known pure

state on Hilbert space HY, then there exists a CP map
Fj € CP(HF,H**7) for all the states in S such that

Fi(p3F) = p5F py., (15)

iff the vector representatives of py, , Puwss =+ > P, aT€ lin-
early independent, where the vector representative of p,,,
is given by |@i;) o< \/Tij(qij|i)®T + Bij|®i5)) and rij is a
normalization constant, 1 = 1,2,--- ,m; 3 =1,2,--- , L,
L=M+k—Fk and M 1is a positive integer.

From Eq.(IH), one may simultaneously produce k; per-
fect copies and j imperfect copies of py, when ki > k.
Moreover, one may delete k — ki copies and clone j im-
perfect copies of p,, when ki < k. The imperfect terms
|®;;) (i =1,2,--- ,m;j=1,2,---, L) are independent of
the input states. When k1 < k, one may keep k; copies
of py, being unchanged and perform a CP map F on the
remained k — k1 copies from Theorem

Note that for arbitrary complex constants &;;, Bij
satisfying |aq;]2 + |32 = 1, and normalized vectors
[¥i), |¢ij) € CK with K > 2, there exist complex con-
stants a;;, B;; and a normalized vector |®;;) € C"¥ such
that_a;[1i)®" + Bij|®iz) oc (Gijlhi) + Bijlei))®" with
|ovij|* + |Bij1? = 1. From similar proof, this fact may be
generally reformed as follows.

Corollary 2 Let ayj, B;; be complex constants satisfying
lovii |2+ 185> = 1 and EM+k |ovij|* # 0, k1 be an integer
satisfying 1 < ky < M—|—k and pg,; be a known pure state
on H, then there evists a CP map F; € CP(HF, HF 1)
for all the states in S such that

Fi(p5F) = o5k p% (16)

iff the vector representatives of py., , Pys, - 5 Py, ar€ lin-
early independent, where the vector representative of p,,,
is defined by |piz) o< /Tij(cuj|vi) + Bij|dij)) and rij is a
normalization constant, 1 = 1,2,--- . m, j =1,2,--- | L
and L =M + k — k.

The no-superposing theorem [19] forbids superposing
an unknown state and its orthogonal state in Hilbert
space of a finite dimension. However, Corollary 2 sug-
gests a perfect superposing for unknown states in a fi-
nite set. If we choose complex constants «;j, 3;; and a

normalized vector |¢;;) € CX with K > 2 such that
ijli) + Bijldij) o< [¢i) which is the orthogonal to |1;),
the Corollary [2leads to the following result with similar
proof.

Corollary 3 Let py,; be a known pure state on H, then

there exists a CP map F; € CP(HF,H*7) for all the
states in S such that

Fio5F) = 052 (17)

iff the vector representatives of py, , Pyy, -+ 5 Py, aT€ lin-
early independent, wheret=1,2,--- m;j7=1,2,--- L,
L=M+k—Fky and M is a positive integer.

Proof of Theorem The proof consists of two
parts. First, we prove that if there exists a CP map
F; satisfying Eq.([)), then the vector representatives of
Piis Piayr”** 5 Py, ar€ linearly independent. These CP
maps will be presented in a unified form with a nontrivial
probability in the following. In fact, from Stinespring’s
Theorem [56], assume that there exists a unitary map
U with matrix representative U, an ancillary state with
the vector representative |3) on Hy, N + 1 orthogonal
states with the vector representatives |Py), |P1), - - , | Pn)
on Hp such that

M+k

Z VPijles) |O>®M+k J|P>

>

s=M-+k+1

Ul)®*|5) | Po)

Vis|®is)|Ps) - (18)

where Hy = HM be an ancillary Hilbert space with
M > k, and Hp be a probe space with dim(Hp) >
N+1> M+ k. |®;;) is the vector representative of
normalized state pg,, that is independent of the input
states, ¢ = 1,2,--- ,m;j = 1,2,--- M + k. p;; is the
success probability of producing n imperfect copies of
Py |Pis) is the vector representative of a general failure
state pg, on H* ® H 4 with the probability ¢;s that satis-
fies ZMM Pij +Ziv:M+k+1 Gis=1,1=1,2,--- , M +k,
and s=M+k+1,M+k~+2,---,N. Each CP map
Fj is defined by F; = |0)M+k=i(0|M+k=i o |P;)(P;| o U,
j=1,2,--, M +k.

Assume that there exist a vector [1;)®* and constants
C1j,C2j, 0, Cmj such that [¢)®F = 3T el @F
From Eq.([I8) we have

M+k

U5 o Y /Brsles)0) M5 P)
s=1

>

t=M+k+1

V@il ®je) | Pr) (19)

where the vector representative of p,_  is given by
los) o< /Tis(is|1hi)®% + Bis|®is)) and the vector |¥;) =



[9;)©F|X) | Py). Moreover, from the linearity of quantum
operations, we obtain that

M+k m

UIE)) oo D > eigy/Pisles)0) 20 Ry

s=1 i=1

N m
+ > N vEa®a) Py (20)
t=M 1

+k+1 i=1

Note that Egs.(I9) and (20) must be equal to each
other for all the states py, (up to a phase factor), ¢ =
1,2,---,m. It follows that Y°" | | /CijPis|0s) X \/Djs|®s)
for all the integers s satisfying 1 < s < M + k. These
equalities imply that c¢;; = 1 and ¢;; = 0 for ¢ # j be-
cause the vector |®;;) is independent of input states. So,
the vector representatives of py,, Pys, ", Py, are lin-
early independent.

Now, we need to prove the existence of the unitary map
satisfying Eq.(I8). For the input states pfff and pfff,
taking the inner product of the representative vectors of
the output states [60], from Eq.([I8) we have

M+k

Z \/pis(\/ﬁsazs@”a]s\/ js
+azs 7, sﬁjs + st ji,8 gs + BZSBJS)ijs

>

{=M+k+1

Vi qje, (21)

where a;; 1= (¢;|1;) and N;j s := (¢;|®|®;5). Briefly, we
obtain a matrix equation using Definition 1 as follows:

M+k

=) Gi(A
s=1

where A°! denotes the t-fold Hadamard power of ma-
trix A = [aij]mxmu Cs = [azs z],sﬁ + ﬁzs)\;zs js +
BisBislmxms Qe = [\/TitQitlmxm, and diagonal matri-
ces Gy = GI = diag(\/P1s, /P25, »1/Pms) and Ay =
diag(als\/my 0425\/@, co ;ams\/m)-

From Lemma 1 [48], it is sufficient to prove
Eq.@2) with physically available matrices @Qnr4g+1,
Qrtkt2, -, QN for the existence of the unitary map in
Eq.([I8). The matrix A°* is positive definite from The-
orem 4 because the vectors |1)1), |12}, -+ ,|tm) are lin-

The matrices EM+kA A°sAT and
From Lemma 1, when the eﬁimency
, M + k) satisfy the following

N
AN )G+ Y Qo (22)
{=M+k+1

early independent.
C, are Hermite.
matrices Gy(s = 1,2,---
inequality

M+k
1Y GsBGlllz < (A°) 715, (23)

s=1

the matrix A°% — ZM+kG B,G1 is positive definite,
where By, = A, AOSA‘tq + Cs. So, the Hermite matrix

7

Ak — Zi\f{k GBsG! can be diagonalized by a unitary
matrix V as follows:

M+k
V(A%* = 3" GB.GHVT = diag(v1, 72, ym) (24)
s=1

where 71,72, -+, Ym denote all the eigenvalues of A°% —
M G B.GEand ;> 0,5 = 1,2, - ,m. Define Q; =
Vleag(;vlg, Tog, - - ;Emg)V where ¢ is nonnegative and
satisfies ZZ:MJrkJrl Zje =4,7 =1,2,---,m. Hence, the
matrices Qnaryx+1, @rrk+2, - , QN are positive definite
from Theorem [ and then physically realizable.

Before completing the proof, we need to prove the in-
equality ([23). Using the triangle inequality, it easily fol-
lows that | XM G B.Glla < SSMH1GL|12 % || Bs)la.
So, there exist nonzero matrices G5 (s =1,2,--- , M +k)
satisfying Eq.23) when they satisfy the following in-
equality

M+k
D IGIIE > IBsllz < [[(A°F) I3 (25)

s=1

which is easily guaranteed. This completes the proof. [J

The inequality (23] or its weak form (25]) has presented
an implicit bound of the efficiency in terms of the matrix
norm. An entry-pair inequality is obtained from Eq.([22)
using the state metric [19] as follows

M+k
z]k = Zpljsaz]s Tz]sD 2le5+2)
—2 max{|)\ij,5|,| Njiys|}) (26)

where p;;s = (pis +pjs)/2, Qjjs = |05i505js|7 Bij,s =
BisBis|s Tij.s = \/TisTjs, and Djjp = 2(1 — |ag;|") with
t = k or s. The proof is shown in Appendix C. This
inequality has generalized the bound of the probabilis-
tic cloning [14] or the state discrimination [49]. It also
reduces to the bound of the probabilistic cloning in a uni-
fied form |19, 148, 153, 54] for special constants of A;; s, cvi;
and ﬂlj

Remark. From the cloning scheme [48], the final
states belong to a finite set of UM+kSJ, where S; =

{pwl,pw2 ,pwj} Similar results hold for S, [54].
Moreover, frorn Theorem [l the final states belong to a
new set Uj\f{ij, where S; denotes an infinite vector set
{aij|9i)®7 + Bij| ®ig), |04ij|2 + 182 =1,i=1,2,--- ,m}
with fixed vectors |®;;) € H’. In geometry, each subset
Sj may be viewed as a “compressed unit sphere” with
two axes of [¢;)®7 and |®;;), see a schematic example
shown in Fig.2.

IV. SUPERPOSITION OF PURE STATES IN
RESTRICTED SETS

Recent schemes show that one may superpose unknown
states with a fixed projector onto a known state |[17]. Our
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Schematic representatives of S; and
Sy in C2. Here, the vectors [11) = |0) and |®;) = %(|0> +

1)), [62) = /210) + /311) and [@2) = J(10) — [1)). S =
{pwy, Pus } is aset of two points. S1 = {oui|i) + Bi|®:), |as)® +
|B:|* = 1,i = 1,2} is a set consisting of all the points on two
circles.

goal in this section is to propose new superposing schemes
for the input states in different restricted sets.

A. Pure states in a finite set

In this subsection, we investigate the superposed states
belonging to a finite set S = {py,, Pysr - Py} C H
with dim(H) > m. Note that the linear independence
of the input states is a special case of the fixed overlap
[17, 59]. Unfortunately, the scheme proposed by Osz-
maniec et al [17] is only sufficient. New schemes present
the necessity of the superposition scheme when the input
states belong to a finite set.

Theorem 6 Let «;j;,3;; be nonzero complex constants
satisfying |aij|? + |Bij|* = 1, then there exists a CP map
F € CP(H?,H) for all the states in S such that

]:(p'l,bip'l,bj) = Pyij (27)

iff the vector representatives of py, , Puss =+ > P, aT€ lin-
early independent, where the vector representative of p,,,
is defined by |@i;) & \/Tij (i) + Bij|v;)) and rj is a

normalization constant, i,7 =1,2,--- ,m.

Proof of Theorem Note that the vector represen-
tatives |¢1)[Y1), [1)12), -+, [¢m)|tm) are linearly de-
pendent iff the vectors |i1),|v2),- -, |tm) are linearly
dependent. Similar to the proof of Theorem 5, the ne-
cessity is easily followed from the linearity of quantum
operations. Now we need to prove the existence of the
CP map. Assume there exists a CP map F satisfying
Eq.([210). From Stinespring’s Theorem [56], there exists a

unitary map with the matrix representative U, an ancil-
lary state with vector representative |2) on Hilbert space
Hy = HM with M > m, 3 orthogonal states with the
vector representatives |Pp), |P1),|P2) on Hp such that

Ulthi) |15) 1) Po)
o< /Pijleig) )| P1) + /Gij|®ij) | P2) (28)

Here, p;; is the success probability of recovering a super-
posed state p,,, with the vector representative |¢p;;) o
VTij(aij|vi) + Bijlibs)), and satisfies p;; = p;; which cor-
responds to the swapping of the input states. |®;;) is the
vector representative of a normalized failure state pg,; on
H®H 4 with the probability g;; that satisfies g;; +p;; = 1,
i,j=1,2,--- m.

For the input states py, py,, and py;, py,,, taking the
inner product of the vector representatives of the output
states from Eq.(28)), we can obtain

Qi1 j1 Qigje = /PiripTivio hiliz J1d2 VPi1j2 152
+ V Qiviz 441 j2 bi1i27j1j2 (29)
where ars = (Vkl¥s); hirisjij (®ij]®;,5,), and
hi1i21jlj2 O‘Z Qi @y 5, + B;;ﬂjéaiwé + o‘rlﬂjzailjz +
B, 0y @iy - It may be briefly described as a matrix equa-
tion as follows
A=AHA +Q, (30)
where the matrices A, H, Q) are respectively defined by

A = [ai,5, Qigja] 2 s

A = diag(\/Pi1, VP12, s V/Pmm)m2 xm?,
H = [ FiiaTisNivizgijz |z sme »

Q = [V 411212 biria,jrjolm2 xm2,

and the rows or columns of the matrices A, H, Q) are rep-
resented by two-bit series 142 and jjj2, respectively.

It is sufficient to prove Eq.([B0) with physically realiz-
able matrix @) for the existence of the unitary map in
Eq.@8). A is positive definite and AHAT is Hermite.
From Lemma [l A — AHAT is positive definite when A
satisfies

IAHAT, < A7H (31)
Therefore, there exists a unitary matrix V such that

V(A—AHANYVT = diag(\i, Ao, -+, Az),  (32)

where A1, g, -+, \,,2 denote all the eigenvalues of A —
AHA' and are positive. Denote @Q = Vidiag(\,
A2y, Am2)V. So, Q is positive from Theorem Ml and
then physically realizable. This completes the proof. [

The bound of the efficiency may be proved from
Eq.([29) as follows

2

Diljl Di2j2 < gpi1i21j1j2 [Ti1i21j1j2 (16 - Di1j1
_Dizjl - Diljz - Dizjz) - 6]
+4Di1j1 + 4Di2j27 (33)



where Tiviz,jije = \/m7 Piyigjrjs = (piliz +pj1j2)/2
and D;; = 2(1—/|a,;|). This is a new bound of the average
efficiency pi, s, ;1 ;, in comparison to the bound in Eq.(26])
because Theorem 6 cannot be proved from Theorem 5.
Combined with the probabilistic cloning or deleting of
Theorem [5 we obtain a general theorem as follows:

Theorem 7 Let a;j;,;; be nonzero complexr constants
satisfying |au;|* + |Bij|* = 1, then there exists a CP
map F € CP(HF @ H* H*) for all the states in S =
{pfflk,pffzk, e ,pff:z} C H* such that

k @k
F(oplpgr) = P (34)
iff the wvector representatives of pwlk,pfff, e ,pffi are

linearly independent, where the vector representative of
Pe.;.. 18 defined by [pij,s) oc \/Fijs (s i) 2 + Bijl)®°)
and r;j,s 15 a normalization constant, i,j = 1,2,--- ,m;
s=1,2,--- M + 2k and M is an integer.

The proof is shown in Appendix E.

B. Pure states in a restricted set

In this subsection, we generalize a previous overlap
condition [17] and obtain new superposing schemes of
unknown states when multiple copies of the input states
are available.

Theorem 8 Let a, 8 be nonzero complex constants satis-
fying |a|> +|B8|> = 1, px be a known pure state in Hilbert
space H3 with dim(H) > 2, and p,, be an unknown qubit
state with vector representative |pu) = «|0) + SB|1).

(i) There exists a CP map F € CP(C*@H2®@H?, H) for
all the states py,py on H satisfying the following
inequalities

tr(px ® py @ pp @ py) = c1 > 0,

tr(pX R Py Q Py & p¢) =c3 >0, (35)
such that
Fpup3?p3?) = py, (36)

where the vector representative of p, s defined

by lp) o r(ae®y) + Be®|p)) with ¢ =
(X[$)|¥)|4) 0 _ (X|¥)|®)|¢) ,
W(lnde2—w and r 18 a nor-

malization constant.

(ii) There exists a CP map F' € CP(C? @ H? ® H?, H)
for all the states py, py in H satisfying

tr(px ® py @ py @ pgy) = 1 > 0,
tr(px ® pg @ pp ® py) = c5 > 0, (37)

such that

F'(pup3?05?) = per, (38)

0.9

0.8

048,

FIG. 3: (Color online) Schematic figure of ¢; vias the z-axis
component ai. Here, the vector |X) = |z1)|x2)|z3), we get
that a1asfB2 = c1,B183a2 = c2, where oy = |(z4|¢)| and
Bi = [{mi|$)], i = 1,2,3. The blue line denotes the graph of
{(en, e1)lan € [0, 1]} with |z1) = |0), |2) = J5(/0) +[1)) and
|zs) = |1). The red line denotes the graph of {(au1,c1)|a1 €
[0, 1]} with |z1) = [0), |z2) = Z5(10) +[1)) and |zs) = 5(|0) +
V/3]1)). The green line denotes the graph of {(a1,c1)|ar €
[0,1]} with |z1) = [1), |z2) = Z5(10) +[1)) and |zs) = 5(|0) +
V3|1)).

where the vector representative of p, is defined

by @) oc Vi'(ae®|yp) + Beift|p)) with e =
(X|) ) [) 0y _ (X[¥)P)|)
X[ [#)[4)] (X[} |¥)|9)]
malization constant.

and e and r' is a nor-

Before proving this theorem, we want to present com-
parisons of the condition in Eq.([3H]) to the fixed overlap
condition of Theorem 2 [17]. It can be easily shown that
the new condition in Eq.([35) holds for the fixed over-
lap condition [17]. However, the converse is not true.
In particular, taking |X) = |z1)|z2)|z3) as an example,
we obtain that ¢y = ajaszfs and co = (1630, where
a; = [{x;|v)] and B; = [(z;]d)], i = 1,2,3. An evaluated
example is shown in Fig.3. There exist superposed states
that satisfy Eq.[33) with the fixed state px while they
do not satisfy the condition of Theorem 2 [17] with the
fixed state p.,. It is because that there are two different
values of « for some c;.

Proof of Theorem[8 The proof procedure is similar to
that of the superposing scheme [17]. Define an auxiliary
normalized vector |v) = \/c(y/c1]0) + \/¢2|1)), where c is
a normalization constant. Let F = F5F4F3FoF1, where

Fiip — VipVy,
Foip = VapVy,
Fsip = VapVy,
Fiip v VipVy,
Fs:p — trisas(p), (39)



P @ P, '
p, — =
! Sya
Py — ./\,
£, Py ',—\
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Schematic circuit of CP mapping F.
Here, Px and P, denote the measurement induced by the
operator |X)(X| and |v)(v|, respectively. e denotes the con-
trolling system.

where

Vi = 000 @IRIRIRT+1)(1|®I®1® Sy,
Vo =1000@IIQII+|1)(1]®S30IR1,
Vo = I®I® Px,

Vi =PoIIelIxl. (40)

Here, P, = |v)(v|, Px = |X)(X]|, I denotes the identity
operator, \S; ; denotes the swapping operator of two pure
states in the i-th and j-the subsystems, and trizss(-) is
the partial trace over all the factors except the second. Its
schematic circuit is shown in Fig.4, where one swapping
operation S3 4 is firstly used to obtain p,pyp¢pype from
Pv @ prQ ® p%Q. F is completely positive and trace nonin-
creasing. The final state may be evaluated forward. The
uniqueness is similar to that in Ref.[17] except some dif-
ferent constructions, see Appendix E. The success prob-
ability is given by

ps = tr[Flp, ® p? @ pg?)]

= tr[F(pupypopype)]
C1C2 2

— _ 41
. (41)

The map F cannot be rescaled to increase the
success probability because of operator inequality
(VuVsVaV) T (Vi VsVa V) < I®5. If coefficients o and j3
are fixed, one may construct a new CP map with a higher
probability, see Appendix F. O

It is possible to generalize the superposing map F for
k copies of the superposed states. The fixed state is de-
fined in Hilbert space H?*~!. For convenience, we make
use of the permutation group Pog_1 consisting of all the
permutation operations on a finite set with 2k — 1 ele-
ments. For each permutation g € Pyr_1, there exists a
general swapping operation S, induced by the permuta-
tion g such that S, € CP(H?**~1 H?*~!). In particular,
let Pox_1 be a permutation operated on the index set
{1,2,---,2k — 1}. For each state pg, , ., € H*!
(where subscripts 1,2,---,2k — 1 denote the indexes of
subsystems), then we define

S!] : p¢1,2,m 2k—1 — p¢7g(1,2,~- ,2k—1)) (42)
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where ¢(1,2,---,2k — 1) denotes the permutation of in-
dex pairs (1,2,---,2k — 1) according to the permutation
operator g € Pog_1. Let py, , .. 4, = p%’“l ®p§k and
POy 2. ok—1 T p%k ® pgkil'

Theorem 9 Let o, 8 be nonzero complex constants sat-
isfying |a|® + |B]> = 1, px be a known pure state in
Hilbert space H**~1 with dim(H) > 2, and p, be an
unknown qubit state on C? with vector representative
|p) < a|0) + BI1). For 11,72 € Pog_1. Then there ex-
ists a CP map Fr, -, € CP(C?@H* @ H* H) for all pure
states pfk,pfk in H* satisfying

tr(px ® Pu, o anyy) = €1 >0,

tr(pX X p<I>7_2(112,,., y2k71)> =C2 > 07 (43)
such that
T o (pupS"p3*) = pe, (44)

where the vector representative of p, is defined by |p) o

i0 i0 . 0, _  (XI|®ra2,. 2k-1))
Vr(ae™ ) + Be2|¢)) with 7 = e o=l
(XY, 1,2, 26—1))
(XY 1,2, 26—1))]

and %2 =

and r is a normalization
constant.

In Theorem [@ [¥,, (12,... 2k—1)) is the vector rep-
resentative of the pure state pw_,,  ,. ., and
|‘1’7-1-(1,2,-~,2k71)> is the vector representative of the pure
state po_ 5 o1y The proof of this theorem is similar
to that of Theorem [d see Appendix G.

In general, we can superpose n independent states as

‘ . ®k;jt o
follows. Let Py, = ®i1p,, » where kj is an

2, nk—1
integer satisfying k;; = k for j # ¢t and kj; = k — 1 for
j=t.

Corollary 4 Let px be a known pure state on Hilbert
space H" =1 with dim(H) > 2, and p, be an unknown
state in C™ with vector representative |p) = 27:01 a;lj).
For any permutations 11, Te, -+ ,Tn € Ppi_1, there exists
a CP map Fr\ ry.... -, € CP(C" @ H"* HF) for all pure
states pfflk, pffzk, e ,pfff in H* satisfying
)=¢;>0,i=1,2,--- ,n (45)

1,2, ,nk—1)

tr(px ® Pwi
such that
F. (P ® (®F_1p5F)) = (46)
T1,T250 T \Pp z:1p'¢vi Pes
where the vector representative of p, is defined by |p) o

n—1 i0; - 0. (X‘WT-(1,2,~~,711€71)>
Ty . " | ith €% = z and
VT Ym0 @€ ;) with e [E P —

r 18 a normalization constant.

In this corollary, |<ij(112)...)”;€,1)> is the vector repre-
sentative of the pure state Por 12 k1) ji=12- n.

The proof is similar to that of Theorem []] see Appendix
H.



V. CONCLUSIONS

We have firstly presented one theorem that may ex-
tend the no-superposing theorem to forbid superposing
of an unknown state and a fixed state. This theorem has
been generalized for multiple copies of the input states.
The new no-go theorems include the no-cloning theorem,
no-deleting theorem and no-superposing theorem as spe-
cial cases. And then, we presented unified schemes of
imperfect and perfect transforming (cloning and delet-
ing) of the pure states in a finite set. Similar to the
unambiguous state discriminations, all the schemes are
completely characterized with the linear independence of
the input states. Finally, new schemes are constructed to
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superpose unknown states. These superposing schemes
are completed when some permutations of input states
have fixed overlaps with a fixed state.
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[59] For linearly independent vectors |i1),|1), - ,|tm),
there exists a vector [¢) such that (Yi|Y) = ¢, i =
17 27 ceeum

[60] It can be equvilently obtained from tr(U(pe,)U(pa;) =

k ok k
tr(p3*p® , where po, = pffi pPspPy, PQ; =

Pw por) = lai**
pw], pspp, and ai; = (Vily).

Appendix A. Completing Proof of the Theorem 1

Assume that there exists a unitary map U with the
matrix representative U satisfying Eq.(3) for all the un-
known states pp on H. For two basis states pg and pq, it
follows that

Ul0)[% >| > o< /P0l0)[X0)|Pr) + /P1|Po), (47)
Ul)|s < /DHIX)Z1) P + VP B,

where the vector representative of p, is defined by
X"} o< a|1) 4+ B|0). ps, and px, are the output states
of the ancillary system, and generally depend on the in-
put states.

For each pure state p, with the vector representative
|h) o< a|0) + b|1) satisfying |a|? + [b]? = 1, we obtain

o Vpglen)[E2) | Pr) + Vo[ @) (49)

where the vector representative of p,, is defined by

lp1) o< Vr'(alh) + B]|0)) and ' is a normalization con-
stant, and ps, is the output state of the ancillary system.
Moreover, from the linearity of quantum operations and

Eqs.M) and [8)), we obtain
Ulp) ) Fo) o< [W)[P1) + ay/pi|®o)
+b/p}|®1), (50)
where the vector |¥) = a,/po|0)|X0) +b+/pplXx")[X1). Let
|Ez> = a1|0>+b1|1> with |az|2—|—|bz|2 = 1, 1= 1,2,3. From

Eqs.([#9) and (B0), we get a = 0, which is a contradiction
to the assumption of py,.

Uh)|%)|Py)
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Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 3

Similar to the proof of Theorem 2, we only need to
prove the result for 0 < |3 < 1. Assume that there
exists a unitary map U with the matrix representative U
for all the states py in H such that

Vo) "0y N Py
+vD1|®), (51)

where the vector representative of p,, is defined by |¢)
Vr(aly) + B|¢)) and r is a normalization constant. |X)
is the vector representative of an ancillary state py on
Hilbert space Hy = HY with N > n. |F) and |P;) are
the respective vector representative of orthogonal states
pp, and pp, on probe space Hp with dim(Hp) > 2. Let
peio, be a new state. From Eq.(5I)) it follows that

U(e[9)*F )| Po)) oc v/pole) " 0)*N 7 | By)
+vp1|®) (52)

where the vector representative of p, is defined by

l¢") o< V1 (Vae?|p) + /B|¢)) and ' is a normaliza-
tion constant. Note that |1)) o< e |¢)), i.e., the pure state
Peioy is physically undiscriminating from the pure state
py. From Eq.(EI) it follows that

Ul)®*[5) | Po)

U(e” 1) #*[)[Po)) o Uw)*2)| o). (53)
Egs. (B2) and (B3)) lead to 8

to the assumption of 3.

= 0, which is a contradiction

Appendix C. The proof of inequality (26

From Eq.(22) and the triangle inequality, we obtain

M+k

Z VPisPjs (TisTjs s s | X |ag|®
s=1
s BisAij,s| + |BistisNji,s| + 1BisBis|)

N
Y @ (54)

L=M+k+1

lai;|* <

Note that for all the complex constants o, ;s with
lovis|, |Bjs] < 1, we have [aysBjsij,s| + |Bis@jsAji,s| <
max{|/\ij-,5|a |)‘ji,s|} X (|04isﬂjs| + |/Bisajs|); and |04isﬂjs| +
|ﬂ150@s| < é(|0415| + |ﬂ]5|2 + |BZS| + |a35| ) = 1 from the
equalities |5+ 8is|* = |ojs|?+8)s|* = 1. Hence, from
the arithmetic-geometric average inequality, Eq. (IEI) re-
duces to

Mk
lagl* < > pijs(max{|Aij o], i}
s=1

+aijsrijs|ai]® + Bijs — 1) + 1, (55)

where p;;s = (pis +pjs)/2, Qjjs = |04i504js|7 Bij,s =
|BisBis| and ri;s = /TisT;s, and we have taken use



of the equalities Zi\f{k Dis + ZéV:MJrkH»l ge = 1,1 =
1,2,---,m. Denote D;;; := 2(1 — |a;;|*) with ¢t = k or s.
Since 1 —Bij,s > ij,s for s | +Bis|* = |ays|* +18;s]* =
1, Eq.(55) yields to inequality (28]).

Appendix D. The proof of inequality (33)

From Eq.(29) we obtain

|a‘i1j1ai2j2| < \/pi1i2pj1j2\/Ti1i2Tj1j2

X (|ai1 Ay Ay 5y | + |Bi2ﬁj2 iy o |
+|ai1ﬁj2ai1j2| + |Bi2aj1 iy 1 |)

+\/ i;i2451 52

1

3VPiiaPirja/Tiria T jo

X (2|ai1 |2 + 2|O‘j1 |2 + 2|Bj2 |2 + 2|ﬂ12 |2
+|@i1j1| + |ai2j2| + |@i2j1| + |ai1j2|)

T/ isia @i gz

1

g\/pi1i2pj1j2 \/rilizrjljz

X (|ai1j1| + |ai2j2| =+ |@i2j1|

+|ai1j2| + 4) =+ vV QiiiaQj1j25 (56)
where the second inequality is derived from the inequality
x2+y2—|—z > x3+y3+z3 > 3zyz for 0 < x,y,2 <
1, and the last equality is derived from the equalities
la; |2+ 18> = 1,4 =1,2,--- ,m. By using the arithmetic

inequality for pi,i,pji . and ¢ii,45, 5., Eq.(G6) yields to
inequality (33).

IN

IN

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 7

Note that the vector representatives [t)1)®¥|¢p;)®F
1) [2)E, - [th) ©F]0h) ©F are linearly dependent
if and only if the vectors [1)1)®%, [1)®F - .. |1, )®F are
linearly dependent. Similar to the proof of Theorem 5,
the necessity is easily followed from the linearity of quan-
tum operations and the superposition principle. Now, we
prove that these CP maps will be presented in a unified
form with a nontrivial probability in the following. In
fact, from Stinespring’s Theorem [56], assume that there
exists a unitary map with matrix representative U such
that

Uiy ®* ;) ©F 1) | Po)
M+2k

5 Y Pl [0)M T Py
s=1

N

DY

=M+2k+1

Vije|Pije) | Pr) (57)

Here, |X) is the vector representative of an ancillary
state py on Hilbert space Hy = HM with M >
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max{k,s}. pijs is the success probability of producing
Poi;o- |P0)s|P1), -+ ,|Pn) are the vector representatives
of orthogonal states pp,, pp,, - -+ , ppy On probe space Hp
with dim(Hp) > N + 1. |®;;,) is the vector represen-

tative of a normalized failure state pg, , on HF @ HM

with the probability g;;, which satisfies S M1 p.. . +

ij, L

ZIZZ\’:MJF%H Gije = 1,47 =1,2,--- ;m. Each CP map
Fj is defined by F; = |0)MTk=i(0|M+k=i o |P;)(P;j| o U,
i=12--- M+k.

For the input states pffikl pffi’z and pi%jkl pi%jkz , taking the
inner product of the vector representatives of the output
states, it follows that

M2k
k k _ — — — — (s)
i1y Viggo = E: \/pzm,spamz,srnm,sﬁumshilig,jgjg
s=1
N
+ § qi1i2alqjlj21lbi1i27j2j27e7 (58)
f=M+2k+1
where a;; = (Vilthj), bisi jaja.t (Piyin,e|Pjrja,0)s
(8) _ * . .S * . .8
and h; = 05,505 5 BB, T+

i112,52J2 .
Al i, B31j207 5, T Briin®iija0i,y, for all integers 1 <
i,j,il,iQ,jl,jQ S m and M—|—2k—|—1 S Y4 S N. Eq(m)
may be briefly represented by a matrix equation:

M+2k N
A% = 3" ABAT+ D> Qu (59)
s=1

L=M+2k+1

where
— L *
A= I:azljlaigjg}m2><m2 )

A = diag(p11,s, p12,s, -
B R rra Crry AC))

Hs = { Tlllz’srjlj2’shi1i27j2j2 m2xm?2

Qe = [V Qiliz14q3'1j214bi1i27j2j275} m2xm2

Here, the rows or columns of these matrices are repre-
sented by two-bit series i1i5 or jijo, respectively. It
is sufficient to prove Eq.(B9) with physical realizable
matrices Qg, £ = M + 2k + 1,---,L. In fact, A°F
is positive definite from Theorem 4 because A is posi-
tive definite from the linear independence of the vector

representatives [11)®F |19)®F ... [1h,,)®F. The matrix
Zi\f{% AsH Al is Hermite. From Lemma 1, the matrix
Ak — ESIVQ;% AsBsAl is positive definite when matrices

A1, Ao, -+ ) Aprqok satisfy the following inequality

7pmm,s)m2 xXm?2 s

M2k
I ABoAlllz < [1(A%) I3 (60)

s=1
Therefore, there exists a unitary matrix V such that

M+2k
V(A%* = 37 ABADVT = diag(h, Aa, - A2 ) (61)

s=1



where A1, A2, -, A2 are all the eigenvalues of A°F —
253:1 AsHAL, and satisfy A; > 0,5 = 1,2,--- ,m>
Define Q, = Vidiag(A\1, Az, s Am2.0)V, where
ALe, A2, 0, Ap2 ¢ are positive constants and satisfy

Zév:M+2k+1 Q¢ = diag(A1, A2, -+ , Apz). So, Q is posi-
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tive definite and then physically realizable, £ = M + 2k +
1,M +2k+2,--- ,N. This completes the proof. O

In the following, the bound of the success probability
is proved in terms of the state metric [48]. In detail, from
Eq.([8) we obtain

Z \/pi1i2x5pj1j2,S\/Tiliz,srjljz,s(|ai1i2aj1j2| ’ |ai1j1 |S + |Bi1i2ﬁj1j2| ’ |ai2j2|S

N
+|ﬁi1i2aj1j2| ’ |a’i2j1 |S + |ai1i26j1j2| ’ |ai1j2 |S) + Z V Qiriz,095152,¢

£=M+2k+1

M+2k
k
iy j1 Qig o | <
s=1
M2k
<

s=1

§ Z \/pi1i275pj1j215\/Ti1i275Tj1j2,S[2|ai1i2|2 + 2|O‘j1j2|2 + 2|ﬂi1i2|2

N
+2(Bj14 |2 +lai |° + @i o |* + [@igs [* + @iy + Z VQiviz 951 52,0

{=M+2k+1

= g Z \/pi1i2pj1j2 \/ri1i2rj1j2(|ailjl |S + |ai2j2 |S + |a’i2j1 |S + |ai1j2 |S + 4)

M2k
s=1
N
+ E vV Qiviz €951 52,65
C=M+2k+1

where the second inequality is derived from the inequality
x2+y2—|—z > x3+y3+z3 > 3zyz for 0 < x,y,2z <
1, and the last equality is derived from the equalities
lovij|* + [Bi;|> = 1 for any integers 1 < 4,7 < m and
1<s< M+ 2k.

By using the arithmetic inequality for p;, i, .sPjijs,s

. M+2k
and @i iy,5G5, 40,5, and the equality ZS:J{ Dij,s +

ZéV:M—i-%—i-l qije = 1 for all i,j = 1,2,---,m, Eq.([62)
leads to

9 M+2k
Dijr i Digja ke < 3 D" PirisujaslTiria.giin (16 = Diyj, o
s=1
_Di1j2,8 - Dizjz,s - Dizth) - 6]
+4Di1j1,7€ + 4Di2j2,7€7 (63)

where Tiyiy jijs = \/Tiria,sTi1ja,ss Pivizgijess = (Pivia,s +
Djija,s)/2 and Dy; s = 2(1 — |a;;|®). The inequality has
generalized the bound in Eq.(B3]).

Appendix F. Proof of the uniqueness of Theorem 8

In this appendix, we complete the proof of Theorem
8 according to the proof [17]. Let |v) = /e(/c1]0) +
V/€2|1)) be an ancillary vector and py, and pg be states
on H, px € H3 satisfy the conditions

tr(px pyppopy) = c1 > 0,tr(px pepypy) = c2 > 0. (64)

Let F € CP(C? ® H? ® H?,H) be a CP map satisfying

FlpupS?p5?) = pe, (65)

where the vector representative |¢) is given by

o) o< /(™ ) + Be'®?|¢))

and 7 is a normalization constant dependent of «, 3, 1)

0 (X[6)%)]0) 8y (X[0)[6)[¥)
and |9), e = prpgyey and € = pxpmTey- Let

{F;|F; : C?@H* — H};c, form the Kraus decomposition
of F. Using the analogous procedure to Theorem 1 [17],
we get

Fi(pupSpS*)F] = py, foralli € J (66)

up to a global normalization factor. Now consider the
single Kraus operator F;. It follows that

Fi|p)[)2?|¢)®? = a(ae™ [0) + Be®|¢))  (67)

for all vectors |9}, |¢) € H satisfying the condition in
Eq.([@4) and a constant a which is dependent of «, 3, |¢))
and |¢). This definition is unique up to a global factor.
In detail, from the linearity of the left side of Eq. (@1), a
is independent of o and 3. Moreover, from the linearity
of F; and Eq.(67), it follows that

a([$)®2,|6)%?) = a(e™1]1)®2,e%2(9)®?)  (68)



for arbitrary phases 6. Hence, we can assume the fol-
lowing form

D)) |6) = Ve X) + Vidi|et), (69)
[W)O)Y) = ezl X) + Vo |P), (70)

where |X) is the vector representative of the state px
and ¢;+d; = 1, |®1) and |¥1) are normalized orthogonal
complements of |X). From Eq.(@1) we obtain

ol Ip) (Ve X) +di|dh)) (Ve X) + da|IH))]

= al(ayer + Bye)|X) + ay/di|¥t)
+BV/da|@4))[0)[1),

where the vectors |X) = (S12 ® I)|X), |®+) = (S12®

I)|®*1) and |¥) = (S12 ® I)|¥+). For normalized vec-
tors [U1) and |®1), the function

(71)

(01,62) = (e [I), %[ @) (72)
is a smooth function on S; x Sy, Wherg S1 denotes the
complex circle on C2. By inserting %1 |U+) and e?2|dL)
in Eq.([2), from the Fourier transformation and the lin-
earity of Fj, it follows that

a(e [ Ut), e (@) = a(|it), |94)). (73)
Moreover, we obtain
(FoleD)|uwlX)X)= a(% %)IXH@IW( 4)
(F@I®I)|u)dh)¥t) =0, (75)
(Folel)u|eh)|X) = :}— D)), (76)
(Fole)|uw|X)|v) = —I‘i/l>|¢>|¢>- (77)

NG

From Egs.([68) and (1), a should be independent of

vectors |®1) and |¥1). It means that @ is a con-
stant. Similar proof may be followed for the conditions
tr(pxpypypps) = c1 > 0 and tr(px pypepy) = c2 > 0.
This completes the proof. ([l

The present proof also holds for py and pg satisfying
tr(pxpwpd,pw) = Ac1 and tr(pxpgpups) = Acz, where
A e (0 ,m]. The superpositions are then gener-
ated with a probability p’ = Ap. From the uniqueness
result, it is impossible to generate superpositions for all
input states with a nonzero overlap with px.

We now present an explicit protocol to generate the
superposition with a higher success probability [17]. Let
G(p) = GpGT, for a linear mapping G : H* — H defined
by G = G2G1, where

G, = iI®I®I®I+iS1,3®Sz,4v
Ve

NG
Gy = I®(X],
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S; ; denotes the swapping operation of the i-th and j-th
state in H and | X) is the vector representative of px. The
action of G2 on the tensor of |z1)|z2)|xs)|x4) is given

I® (Xl|ay)|ws)|ws)|wa) = |21) (X |22)|w3)]x4))
for all p,, € H. With forward evaluations, we can obtain
G([¥)#?[¢)%?) = ac™ 1)) + e’ | )

which shows that G(pypypeps)GT = P, up a global fac-
tor. G is trace non-increasing if and only if GGt < I ® I,
i.e,

(78)

(79)

lel® |2 L 18P

G'a = I®px +—px @I
C2
ozﬂ*
+m1 ® px(SLg X S214)

a*f
+
4/ C1C2

The maximal eigenvalue of G'G is given by

jaf? 4IB|2
+ e ( +1+1),

\/— \/—I }- (81)

The largest © € R* satisfying F = x - F being non-
increasing is 1/Apqz. The success probability is

(S1,3® 82.4)(I ® px) (80)

2
Az = maux{ﬂ

- N2
ps = 5(Flpypypsps)) = 3 (82)
Hence, ps > ps if and only if
1 1
— 4= > Anae (83)
C1 C2

(0,1] and Jaf? + |8]? = 1

for ¢; €

Appendix G. Proof of Theorem 9

Define |v) = /c(y/c1|0) + \/c2|1)), where ¢ is a nor-
malization constant. Given two permutations 71,72 €
Py 1, for all the states PU o ok satisfying tr(px ®
pq;ﬂ_l(mymy%il)) = ¢; > 0 and the states po
satisfying tr(px ®pa, ., .
a CP map F-, ;, such that

T2(1,2,-- ,2k—1)

i) = €2 > 0, we can define

®k ®k
Fr, Tz(pupw Py ) = P (84)
where vector representative |p) = /7r(aei|y) +
i0 : 0, _ (XI®ryae 2k 0> _
pet=|g)) with et = g STy and et =
X|w e . .
XIWryaacak-0) 5ng ¢ ig 8 normalized constant, and
KX 1,2, 2k—1))

the vector |p) is given by |u) = a|0) + S|1). Let

-7:7'1)7'2:-7:60'7:50'7:40'7:30'7:20.7:17 (85)



where F;(p) Fij},j = 1,2,
>nk+1(p)aand

757 ]:6(/))

tris.4,...

Fio= |0)(0] @ I** + [1)(1] @ Sy pya @ I*7F,
Fy = |0){0|®I®S,, +|1){1| @ I?*,

F o= 00|+ 1)1l S5,

Fy = Lele|X)(X|,

Fs = |v){v| © I,

where [/ denotes the identity operator on H/(j =
1,2,---,nk), Iy denotes the identity operator on C2, S,
is a swapping operator induced by the permutation 7;
in Py;_1 and performed on the last 2k — 1 subsystems,
i =1,2. It is easy to get the result by forward evaluations
from the input states p, ® pffk ® pfk.

Appendix H: Proof of Corollary 5

Define an ancillary vector

i), 86
S

where c is a normalization constant. Let

F=Fso0Fs0F30F0Fy, (87)
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where F;(p) FijJT,j = 1,2,---,4, Fs5(p) =
tr13.4, nknk+1(p), and
n—1
o= [0)0] ® I"" + )" i) (] ® Sz jks2,
j=1

!

n—1
ST ® Sy,
j=0

Fy = I,o1®|X)(X|,
Fy = |v)(v|® I,

where I/ denotes the identity operator on Hilbert
space Hi(j = 1,2,---,nk), I, denotes the identity
operator on C?2, S7, is a swapping operator induced
by the permutation 7; in P,,_; and performed on

the last nk — 1 subsystems, j = 0,1,---,n — 1. F
is used to change the vector [v)( n_|v:)®%) into
VX[ VNN o ke 1> Fy is used to

change the vector \/_E \/_|]>|1/)J>|\IJ
into Z \/_|j>|wj>|\1/-,—](1 2, 7nk_1)>a
1o k1) @1 [1hy)®kit with integers kj; sat-
isfying kj; = k for j #t and kjy = k — 1 for j =¢. From
forward evaluations, we can prove the results using the
followed measurements induced by the operators | X) (X|
and |v)(v| [17].

-gnk—1>
where



