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A bstract

W e critically analyze the problem ofform ulating duality between fringe visibility and

which-way inform ation,in m ultibeam interference experim ents. W e show thatthe tradi-

tionalnotion ofvisibility isincom patible with any intuitive idea ofcom plem entarity,but

for the two-beam case. W e derive a num ber ofnew inequalities,not presentin the two-

beam case,one ofthem coinciding with a recently proposed m ultibeam generalization of

the inequality found by G reenberger and YaSin. W e show,by an explicit procedure of

optim ization in a three-beam case,thatsuggested generalizationsofEnglert’sinequality,

do notconvey,di�erently from thetwo-beam case,the idea ofcom plem entarity,according

to which an increaseofvisibility isatthecostofa lossin path inform ation,and viceversa.

1 Introduction

Interferom etric duality,ascom plem entarity between fringe visibility and which-way inform a-

tion iscalled today,hasalong,perhapsasurprisingly longhistory (forarecentreview,see[1]).

Itwasthecentralissueofthefam ousdebatebetween Einstein and Bohr,on com plem entarity.

Even if,already atthattim e,in defending com plem entarity againstEinstein’scriticism ,Bohr

pointed out that not only the system under observation,but also the m easuring apparatus

should beregarded asa quantum object[2],thediscussion wasessentially sem iclassicalin na-

ture.Asitwasbased essentially on theposition-m om entum Heisenberg uncertainty principle,

itconsidered only the two extrem e cases,ofeithera purely particle-like ora purely wave-like

behavior ofthe system . It was only in 1979 that W ootters and Zurek,[3]gave the �rst full

quantum m echanicaltreatm entofYoung interference,in thepresenceofa which-way detector.
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They recognized that "in Einstein’s version ofthe double-slit experim ent,one can retain a

surprisingly strong interference pattern by not insisting on a 100% reliable determ ination of

the slitthrough which each photon passes".

By now,a consistentand sim ple form ulation ofinterferom etric duality hasbeen achieved

in the case oftwo interfering beam s. In the absence ofa which-way detector,G reenberger

and YaSin [4],showed thatitwaspossibleto convertthebasicquantum m echanicalinequality

Tr�2 � 1,into one connecting the fringe visibility to the predictability ofthe path,based on

unequalbeam populations.Thisisan experim entally testable inequality,asitinvolvesphysi-

cally m easurable quantities.Forpurestates,when the inequality issaturated,thisstatem ent

becom esa form ulation ofinterferom etric duality;any increase in predictability isatthe cost

ofa decrease in visibility,and vice versa.

In the case ofan interference experim ent perform ed in the presence ofa which-way de-

tector,in order to gain inform ation on the path,one needs to carry out a m easurem ent on

the detector,after the passage ofeach quanton. Since,in general,no m easurem ent ensures

an unam biguouspath reconstruction,thedeterm ination ofthebestpossiblem easurem entisa

m atterofstatisticaldecision theory,thatrequiresan a priorichoiceofan evaluation criterion.

In their pioneering work,W ootters and Zurek,[3],used Shannon’s de�nition ofinform ation

entropy [5]in orderto evaluatethewhich-way inform ation gained afterthem easurem ent.Fol-

lowing this suggestion,Englert [6],by using a di�erent criterion for evaluating the available

inform ation,was able to establish an inequality,stating that the sum ofthe square ofthe

distinguishability,thatgivesa quantitative estim ate ofthe way�,and the visibility squared,is

bound by one. Again,the inequality issaturated forpure states,turning into a statem entof

interferom etric duality: any gain in distinguishability is paid by a loss in visibility and vice

versa.

In thepresentpaperwediscusstheissueofform ulatinginterferom etricduality,in thecaseof

m ultibeam experim ents.Asan exam pleoftheproblem sarising,wem ay refertoan experim ent

[7]with fourbeam s,in which thesurprising resultisfound thatscattering ofa photon by one

ofthe beam s,m ay lead to an increase ofvisibility, rather than to an attenuation. (For a

com m ent see [8]). To get a better understanding ofthis experim ent,we build an analytical

three-beam exam ple,which shows that,di�erently from the two-beam case,the traditional

visibility m ay increase,afteran interaction ofthe beam swith anotherquantum system .This

pointstowardstheneed fora di�erentnotion ofvisibility,and onepossibility iso�ered in [9],

wherethevisibility isde�ned astheproperly norm alized,rm sdeviation ofthefringesintensity

from its m ean value. W e brie
y review D �urr’s [9]derivation,for the m ultibeam case,ofan

inequality sim ilar to the one ofG reenberger and YaSin [4],that relates this new notion of

visibility,to a corresponding newly de�ned predictability.Again,in thecase ofpurestate the

inequality issaturated and,then,in analogy with thetwo beam case,m ay betaken asa form al

de�nition ofinterferom etric duality. However,as we willdiscuss later,this is at the cost of

�
In Ref.[6]thedistinguishability isexpressed in term softheoptim um likelihood Lopt for"guessing theway

right".Thisoptim um likelihood isone m inusthe optim um average Bayescost �C opt
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using a de�nition ofpredictability thathassom ehow lostcontactwith theability ofguessing

theway right.Furtherm oreweshow how,in them ultibeam case,itispossibletoconstructnew

inequalities,resulting,liketheoneofG reenbergerand YaSin,from basicquantum m echanical

properties ofthe density m atrix. Each ofthem can be written in term s ofquantities that,

in principle,m ay bem easured in interference experim ents,such ashigherm om enta offringes

intensity. The new inequalities then provide,exactly as the originalone,independent tests

on the validity ofquantum m echanics in m ultibeam interference experim ents. They also are

saturated for pure states,but,atleast at �rstsight,they do notseem to convey any sim ple

relation with the principleofcom plem entarity.

Then we turn to the m ore interesting problem ofcom plem entarity in the presence ofa

which-way detector. By introducing two alternative de�nitions of distinguishability, D �urr

constructed a generalization ofEnglert’sinequality to the m ultibeam case,proposing to look

atitasa form alde�nition ofinterferom etricduality.W eshow that,apartfrom thetwo beam

case, the new inequality holds as an equality only for the extrem e cases where either the

visibility or the distinguishability vanishes,even when the beam s and the detector are both

prepared in pure states. Then,there m ay be cases in which the distinguishability and the

visibility both increaseordecreaseatthesam etim e.Thisisin sharp contrastwith theidea of

com plem entarity,according to which "...the m ore clearly we wish to observe the wave nature

...the m ore inform ation we m ust give up about... particle properties" [3]. In a recent paper

[10],an exam plein which thissituation occurswasconstructed.However,weconsidered there

an extrem ely sim pli�ed m odelfor the detector,having a two-dim ensionalspace ofstates. A

realistic m odelrequires an in�nite Hilbert space ofstates,and we analyze it in this paper.

This is a m uch harder problem ,because the task ofdeterm ining the path distinguishability

im pliesthe solution ofan optim ization problem ,thathasto be perform ed now in an in�nite

dim ensionalspace.W ereportthefullproofin thispaper,notonly forthesakeofcom pleteness,

butalso becauseitprovidesan exam plein quantum decision theory,which isa subjectwhere

few generalresultsareknown,and few casescan beactually treated.Surprisingly,in thecase

weexam ined,thedistinguishability ofthein�nite-dim ensionalproblem coincideswith theone

found in [10],forthesim pli�ed m odel.Thisshowsthattheconclusionsdrawn in [10]havefull

generality,showing that the notion ofinterferom etric duality in the m ultibeam case has not

been yetproperly form ulated.

The paper is organized as follows: in Sec. IIwe discuss interferom etric-duality schem es,

notinvolving which way detectors.In Sec.IIIwe derivea new setofinequalities,notpresent

in thetwo-beam case,and wecom m enton them .In Sec.IV,which-way detection schem esare

treated,whilein Sec.V,we discussthe optim ization problem fora three-beam exam ple.Sec.

VIisdevoted to ourconcluding rem arks.
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2 V isibility and Predictability.

W econsideran n-beam interferom eter,in which a beam splittersplits�rsta beam ofquantum

objects("quantons",in brief)inton beam s,thatafterwardsconvergeon asecond beam splitter,

wherethey interfere,giving riseto n outputbeam s.W eim aginethat,atsom einstantoftim e,

the(norm alized)wave-functionsj i> i= 1;:::;n fortheindividualbeam sarefully localized

in theregion between thetwo beam -splitters,and arespatially wellseparated from each other,

so that<  ij j > = �ij.Thestateofthequanton,in frontofthesecond beam -splitter,isthen

described by a density m atrix � oftheform :

� =
X

ij

�ij j i> <  jj: (2.1)

Thediagonalelem ents�iirepresentthepopulations�iofthebeam s,and obviously they satisfy

the condition:
X

i

�i= Tr� = 1: (2.2)

The o�-diagonal elem ents of �, that we shalldenote as Iij, are instead related to the

probability I of�nding a quanton in one ofthe n outputbeam s,according to the following

equation:

I =
1

n

0

@ 1+
X

i

X

j6= i

e
i(�i� �j) Iij

1

A : (2.3)

Here,�i� �j isthe relative phase between beam siand j. In this paperwe consider exper-

im entalsettings,such thatallthese relative phasescan be adjustable at will. However,this

isnotthecase in a num berofexperim entalsettings,wherethefeaturesoftheapparatusm ay

lead to relations am ong the relative phases ofthe beam s. W hen this happens,the output

beam intensity Eq.(2.3) m ay be rewritten,by expressing the relative phases in term s ofthe

independently adjustableones.An analysisofcom plem entarity tailored on speci�cexperim en-

talsettings,involving de�niterelationsam ong thephases,m ay turn outto beinteresting and

useful. However,the purpose ofthe presentpaperisto study the problem sarising when the

fullfreedom allowed by an n-beam setting istaken into account.

G oing back to Eq.(2.3),one notices that I does notdepend at allon the populations �i.

In the standard case ofan interferom eter with two beam s ofinterfering quantons,a typical

m easure ofthe fringecontrastisthe traditionalvisibility V,de�ned as:

V �
Im ax � Im in

Im ax + Im in
; (2.4)

where Im ax and Im in are,respectively,the m axim um and m inim um ofI. Itiseasy to verify,

using Eq.(2.3)with n = 2,that

V = 2jI12j: (2.5)
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A few years ago,G reenberger and YaSin [4]noticed that the generalrules ofQ uantum M e-

chanicsim ply theexistenceofa sim plerelation connecting thevisibility V,to thepopulations

�i ofthe beam s.They considered theso-called predictability

P := j�1 � �2j; (2.6)

which can beinterpreted asthea-prioriprobability for"guessing theway right",when onehas

unequalpopulationsofthebeam s.Itiseasy to verify thatthe generalcondition

Tr�2 � 1 ; (2.7)

turnsinto thefollowing inequality

V
2 + P

2
� 1 : (2.8)

W hen it is saturated,nam ely for pure states,one can recognize in Eq.(2.8) a statem ent of

wave-particle duality,becausethen a largepredictability oftheway followed by thequantons,

im pliesa sm allvisibility oftheinterference fringes,and viceversa.

Independently on any interpretation, the inequality (2.8) represents a testable relation

between m easurable quantities, that follows from the �rst principles ofQ uantum M echan-

ics. Indeed,the experim ents with asym m etric beam s ofneutrons m ade by Rauch et al.[11]

are com patible with it. It is interesting to observe that Eq.(2.8) provides also an operative,

quantitative way to determ inehow farthebeam isfrom being pure.

O ne m ay ask whether an inequality analogous to Eq.(2.8) holds in the m ultibeam case.

Here, one’s �rst attitude would be to keep the de�nition of visibility, Eq.(2.5), unaltered.

However,thischoice hasa severe fault,aswe now explain.Supposethatthebeam sarem ade

interactwith anothersystem ,thatwecallenvironm ent,and assum ethattheinteraction does

notalterthepopulationsofthe beam s.Ifthe interaction isdescribed asa scattering process,

itse�ectisto give rise to an entanglem entofthe beam swith theenvironm ent,such that:

j�0 > < �0j
 � ! �b& e =
X

ij

�ij j�i> < �jj
 j i> <  jj: (2.9)

Here,j�0 > and j�i > are norm alized environm ents’states (we have assum ed for sim plicity

thattheinitialstatej�0 > oftheenvironm entispure,buttaking a m ixturewould notchange

theresult).Theentanglem entwith theenvironm entalterstheprobability of�ndingaquanton

in the chosen outputbeam . Indeed,the state �0 ofthe beam s,afterthe interaction with the

environm ent,isobtained by tracing outtheenvironm ent’sdegree offreedom from Eq.(2.9):

�
0=

X

ij

�ij < �jj�i> j i> <  jj: (2.10)

By plugging �0into Eq.(2.3),we obtain the new expression forthe probability I0of�nding a

quanton in theselected outputbeam :

I
0=

1

n

0

@ 1+
X

i

X

j6= i

e
i(�i� �j) Iij < �ij�j >

1

A : (2.11)

5



Ifweagreethatthevisibility V should befully determ ined by theintensity oftheoutputbeam

I0,werequirethatitshould bede�ned in such a way that,forany choice oftheenvironm ents

states j�i > ,V
0� V . Itiseasy to convince oneselfthatthe standard visibility V ful�llsthis

requirem entfor two-beam s,while itdoes notfora larger num berofbeam s. Indeed,for two

beam s,V 0 � V is a direct consequence ofEq.(2.5). Things are di�erent already with three

beam s.Considerforexam ple thethree-beam state,described by the following density m atrix

�

� =
1

3

0

B
B
@

1 � � �

� � 1 � �

� � � 1

1

C
C
A : (2.12)

Itcan bechecked that� ispositivede�niteif0 � � < 1.A directcom putation ofthevisibility

V,for� > 0,givesthe result:

V =
3�

2+ �
: (2.13)

Supposenow thattheinteraction with theenvironm entissuch thattheenvironm ent’sstatesin

Eq.(2.9)satisfy the conditions:j�1 > = j�2 > and < �1j�3 > = < �2j�3 > = 0. Thiscondition

istypically realized ifthe environm entinteractsonly with the third beam ,asithappens,for

exam ple,ifone scatters lighto� the third beam only. Thisisprecisely the type ofsituation

thatisrealized,in a fourbeam context,in the experim entofRef.[7].W ith thischoice forthe

statesj�i> ,thedensity m atrix �
0in Eq.(2.10)becom es:

�
0=

1

3

0

B
B
@

1 � � 0

� � 1 0

0 0 1

1

C
C
A : (2.14)

Itcan beveri�ed thatthenew value ofthe visibility V 0is:

V
0=

4

3
� : (2.15)

W e see that,for 1=4 < � < 1,V 0 > V. W e believe that these considerations lead one to

abandon V as a good m easure ofthe visibility,in the m ultibeam case,and to search for a

di�erentde�nition.

Thuswe need m ultibeam generalizationsofthe above de�nitionsforthe visibility and the

predictability. O fcourse,this is a m atter ofchoice,but it is clear that the choices for the

de�nitions ofthe two quantities are tied to each other,ifthey are eventually to satisfy an

inequality like Eq.(2.8). Indeed a sim ple reasoning provides us with a possible answer. O ne

observes that,for any num berofbeam s,it is stilltrue that Tr�2 � 1. Upon expanding the

trace,one can rewrite thiscondition as:

X

i

�
2
i +

X

i

X

j6= i

jIijj
2
� 1: (2.16)

O ne observesnow thatthe �rstsum dependsonly on the populations�i ofthe beam s,which

should determ ine the predictability,while the second sum dependsonly on the non diagonal
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elem entsof�,which aretheonesthatappearin theexpression oftheintensity I oftheoutput

beam ,Eq.(2.3),and thusdeterm inethefeaturesoftheinterferencepattern.Eq.(2.16)suggests

thatwe de�nethegeneralized visibility V as:

V
2 = C

X

i

X

j6= i

jIijj
2
; (2.17)

where C is a constant,chosen such that the range ofvalues ofV is the interval[0;1]. O ne

�ndsC = n=(n � 1),and so we get:

V =

s
n

n � 1

X

i

X

j6= i

jIijj
2 ; (2.18)

which isthechoice m adein [9].Itisclearthatthisde�nition ofV satis�estheaboverequire-

m ent,thatany interaction with theenvironm entshould m ake V decrease,because,according

to Eq.(2.9),them odulijIijj
2 can nevergetlarger,asa resultoftheinteraction with theenvi-

ronm ent.M oreover,wesee thatfortwo beam sV = 2jI12j,which coincideswith Eq.(2.5),and

so V = V.Itiseasy to check thatV can beexpressed also asa rm saverage,overallpossible

valuesofthe phases�i,ofthe deviation ofthe intensity I ofthe outputbeam from itsm ean

value:

V =

s

n3

n � 1
< (�I)2 > � : (2.19)

Herethe,bracket< > � denotesan averagewith respecttothephases�iand �I = I� < I > �.

O neproceedsin a sim ilarm annerwith thegeneralized predictability P .Eq.(2.16)suggests

thatwe de�neP as:

P
2 = A

X

i

�
2
i + B ; (2.20)

where the constantsA and B should be chosen such thatthe range ofvaluesofP 2 coincides

with the interval[0;1]. It is easy to convince oneself that this requirem ent uniquely �xes

A = n=(n � 1),B = � 1=n,and so we obtain:

P =

v
u
u
t

n

n � 1

 

�
1

n
+
X

i

�2i

!

; (2.21)

which isthe choice of[9]. Itiseasy to check thatthisexpression coincides with P,Eq.(2.6),

when n = 2.O nem ay observe thatthisde�nition enjoysthefollowing nice features:

i)P reachesitsm axim um value ifand only ifeitherone ofthepopulations�i isequalto one,

and the othersare zero,which correspondsto fullpredictability ofthe path;

ii) P reaches its m inim um ifand only ifallthe populations are equalto each other,which

m eanstotalabsence ofpredictability;

ii) P and P 2 are strictly convex functions. This m eans that,for any choice oftwo sets of

populations~�0= (�01;:::;�
0
n),and

~�00= (�001;:::;�
00
n)and forany � 2 [0;1]onehas:

P (�~�0+ (1� �)~�00)� �P (~�0)+ (1� �)P (~�00); (2.22)
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wheretheequality sign holdsifand only ifthevectors~�0and ~�00coincide.A sim ilarequation

holds for P 2. This is an im portant property,because it m eans that the predictability (or

its square) ofany convex com bination ofstates is never larger than the convex sum ofthe

corresponding predictabilities(ortheirsquares).

O necan check now thatP 2 and V 2 satisfy an inequality analogousto Eq.(2.8):

V
2 + P

2
� 1; (2.23)

where the equalsign holdsifand only ifthe state is pure. Thisresultdeserves a num berof

com m ents:

1)Asin the two beam scase,the above inequality providesa testable relation between m ea-

surablequantities,and itwould beinteresting to verify it.

2)O n the levelofinterpretations,when saturated,Eq.(2.23)can be regarded asa statem ent

ofwave-particle duality,in analogy with the two-beam relation,Eq.(2.8). In fact,since the

quantity P dependsonly on thepopulations�i,P m ay beinterpreted asaparticlelikeattribute

ofthe quantons. O n the other side,since the quantity V dependsonly on the num bers Iij,

thatdeterm ine the interference term sin the expression ofI,itislegitim ate to regard V asa

m easure ofthe wavelike attributesofthequanton.

3) However,the quantity P doesnotcarry the sam e m eaning as the quantity P used in the

two-beam case,and the nam e "predictability" given to itin Ref.[9]isnotthe m ostappropri-

ate.Indeed,from thepointofview ofstatisticaldecision theory [12],thenaturalde�nition of

predictability would notbe thatin Eq.(2.21),burrather the following. Ifone interprets the

num ber�iastheprobability fora quanton to bein thebeam i,and ifonedecidesto betevery

tim e on the m ostpopulated beam �i,the sum
P

i6=�i�i representsthe probability ofloosing the

bet.Then,itisnaturalto de�nethepredictability P n as:

Pn = 1�
n

n � 1

X

i6=�i

�i; (2.24)

where the norm alization is �xed by the requirem ent that P n = 0,ifthe beam s are equally

populated,and Pn = 1,ifany ofthe populations is equalto one. For n = 2,this de�nition

reducesto thatused by G reenbergerand YaSin,in Eq.(2.6),and in factitwasproposed asa

generalization ofitin Ref.[13]. Itissurely possible to write inequalitiesinvolving Pn and V ,

but,as far as we know,none ofthem is saturated by arbitrary pure states,di�erently from

Eq.(2.23).So,oneisfaced with asituation in which thelessintuitivenotion of"predictability",

given by Eq.(2.21),entersin a sharp relation with the visibility,while the m ostintuitive one,

given by Eq.(2.24),entersin a relation with the visibility,thatisnotsaturated even forpure

states.

3 H igher order inequalities.

In a m ultibeam interferom eter a new interesting feature is present,which is absent in the

two-beam case,and putsEq.(2.8)into a new perspective. In fact,Eq.(2.23),thatrelatesthe
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populations ofthe beam s �i to the features ofthe interference fringes,is only the �rst ofa

collection ofinequalities,that we now discuss. The new inequalities,exactly like Eq.(2.23),

reston the �rstprinciplesofQ uantum M echanics and can be derived along sim ilar lines,by

considering higherpowersofthedensity m atrix �.Indeed,forn beam s,onehasthefollowing

n � 1 independentinequalities:

Tr�m � 1 m = 2;:::;n : (3.1)

Forexam ple,with threebeam s,ifwe take m = 3 we obtain:

0<
X

i

�
3
i + 3

X

i

�i

X

j6= i

jIijj
2 + 3(I12I23I31 + h:c:)� 1 : (3.2)

Thisinequality,likeEq.(2.23),m ay betranslated in term sofphysically m easurablequantities,

although in a m ore elaborate way. First, we notice that the com bination of non-diagonal

elem entsofthedensity m atrix,thatappearsin thelastterm ofther.h.s.oftheaboveEquation

representsthethird m om entofthe intensity I ofthe outputbeam :

(I12I23I31 + h:c:)=
< (�I)3 > �

< I > 3
�

: (3.3)

O n the other side,the quantities jIijj
2 that appear in the m iddle term s,are related,as in

Eq.(2.5),to the visibilitiesVij ofthe three interference patterns,thatare obtained by letting

thebeam siand jinterferewith each other,afterintercepting therem aining beam .Therefore,

we m ay rewrite Eq.(3.2)as:

0<
X

i

�
3
i +

3

4

X

i

�i

X

j6= i

V
2
ij + 3

< (�I)3 > �

< I > 3
�

� 1; (3.4)

which showsclearly thatthenovelinequality isatestablerelation,tobechecked byexperim ent.

Thisexam ple illustratesthe generalstructureofthenew higherorderinequalities.Asthe

num ber n ofbeam s and the power ofm in Eq.(3.1) increase,higher and higher m om ents of

the intensity I willappear.Furtherm ore,data related to the interference patternsform ed by

allpossiblesubsetsofbeam sthatcan besorted outofthen beam s,willappear.

A few com m ents are in order. O n one side,the higher order inequalities are sim ilar to

Eq.(2.23),in thatthey arealltestable in principle,and becom eequalitiesforbeam sin a pure

state. O n the other side,di�erently from Eq.(2.23),they do not exhibit a naturalsplitting

ofthe particlelike quantities �i from the wavelike quantities Iij,into two separate,positive

de�nite term s.

The existence of this sequence of inequalities suggests that, from the point of view of

com plem entarity, the two-beam and the m ultibeam case are di�erent. For two-beam s,the

basic properties ofthe density m atrix are com pletely expressed in term s ofa single duality

relation,like Eq.(2.8).In the m ultibeam case,a wholesequence ofindependentinequalitiesis

needed,ifoneisto fully expressthebasicpropertiesofthedensity m atrix.Exceptforthe�rst
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one,none ofthese inequalitiesseem sto be related in any sim ple way to the intuitive concept

ofwave-particle duality.Itseem sthan thatthe lowest-orderinequality,Eq.(2.23),stillcarries

an idea ofwave-particle duality,but only at the cost ofaveraging out the e�ects related to

higherorderm om ents.

4 W hich-way detection.

The notion ofpredictability,introduced in Sec.II,doesnotexpressany realknowledge ofthe

path followed by individualquantons,butatm ostoura-prioriability ofpredicting it.A m ore

interesting situation arises ifthe experim enter actually tries to gain which-way inform ation

on individualquantons,by letting them interact with a detector,placed in the region where

thebeam sarestillspatially separated.Theanalysisproceedsassum ing thatthedetectoralso

can betreated asa quantum system ,and thattheparticle-detectorinteraction isdescribed by

som eunitary process.A detectorcan beconsidered asa partoftheenvironm ent,whosestate

and whoseinteraction with thebeam scan,to som eextent,becontrolled by theexperim enter.

Ifweletj�0 > betheinitialstateofthedetector(which weassum eto bepure,forsim plicity),

the interaction with the particle willgive rise to an entangled density m atrix �b& e,ofthe

form considered earlier,in Eq.(2.9). This tim e,however,we interpret the states j�i> as n

norm alized (butnotnecessarily orthogonal!) statesofthewhich-way detectors.Theexistence

ofa correlation between the detector state j�i > and the beam j i > ,in Eq.(2.9),is at the

basisofthedetector’sability tostorewhich-way inform ation.W eobserved earlierthatthevery

interaction ofthe quantons with the detector,causes,as a rule,a decrease in the visibility.

According to the intuitive idea ofthe wave-particle duality, one would like to explain this

decrease ofthe visibility as a consequence ofthe fact that one is trying to gain which-way

inform ation on the quantons. In orderto see ifthisisthe case,we need read outthe which-

way inform ation stored in thedetector.W ethusconsiderthe�naldetectorstate�D ,obtained

by taking a trace ofEq.(2.9)overtheparticle’sdegreesoffreedom :

�D =
X

i

�ij�i> < �ij: (4.1)

Aswe see,�D isa m ixture ofthe n �nalstatesj�i> ,corresponding to the n possible paths,

weighted by the fraction �i of quantons taking the respective path. Thus the problem of

determ ining the trajectory ofthe particle reduces to the following one: after the passage of

each particle,is there a way to decide in which ofthe n states j�i> the detector was left?

Ifthe states j�i > are orthogonalto each other,the answer is obviously yes. If,however,

the states j�i > are not orthogonalto each other,there is no way to unam biguously infer

the path: whichever detector observable W one picks,there willbe at least one eigenvector

ofW ,having a non-zero projection onto m ore than one state j�i > . Therefore,when the

corresponding eigenvalue isobtained astheresultofa m easurem ent,no uniquedetector-state

can be inferred,and only probabilistic judgm ents can be m ade. Under such circum stances,

thebesttheexperim entercan do isto selecttheobservablethatprovidesasm uch inform ation
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aspossible,on the average,nam ely afterm any repetitionsofthe experim ent. O fcourse,this

presupposes the choice ofa de�nite criterion to m easure the average am ount ofwhich-way

inform ation delivered by a certain observable W .

Let us see in detailhow this is done. Consider an observable W ,and let � � the projector

onto thesubspaceofthedetector’sHilbertspaceH D ,associated with theeigenvalue w�.The

a-prioriprobability p� ofgetting the resultw� is:

p� = TrD (� � �D ) =
X

i

�iPi� ; (4.2)

where TrD denotesa trace overthe detector’sHilbertspace H D and Pi� = j< �ij� �j�i> j2.

Thequantity �iPi� coincideswith theprobability ofgetting thevaluew�,when allthebeam s,

exceptthe i-th one,are intercepted before reaching the detector,and indeed thisprovidesus

a way to m easurethenum bers�iPi�.W hen theinterferom eterisoperated with n-beam s,one

m ay interpretthe norm alized probabilitiesQ i�:

Q i� =
�iPi�

p�
(4.3)

asthea-posteriorirelative probability,fora particleto bein thei-th beam ,provided thatthe

m easurem entofW gave the outcom e w�.

O n the other side, if W is m easured after the passage of each quanton, one can sort the

quantons in the output beam into distinct subensem bles,according to the result w� ofthe

m easurem ent. The subensem bles ofquantons are described by density m atrices �(�) ofthe

form :

�(�) =
1

p�
TrD (� � �b& e):=

X

ij

�(�)ijj i> <  jj; (4.4)

wherewe de�ned:

�(�)ij =
1

p�
< �jj� �j�i> �ij : (4.5)

W e see that the a posterioriprobabilities Q i� coincide with the diagonal elem ents of the

density m atrices �(�)ij,and thus represent also the populations ofthe beam s,for the sorted

subensem blesofquantons.

Let us consider now the case of two beam s. For each outcom e w�, one can consider the

predictability P�(W )and thevisibility V�(W ),associated with thecorrespondingsubensem ble

ofquantons:

P�(W )= j�(�)11 � �(�)22j= jQ 1� � Q 2�j; (4.6)

V�(W )= 2j�(�)12j: (4.7)

Notice that both quantities depend, of course, on the observable W . It is clear that an

inequality like Eq.(2.6)holdsforeach subensem ble,separately:

P
2
�(W )+ V

2
�(W )� 1 : (4.8)

The equality sign holds ifand only ifthe subensem ble is a pure state,which is surely the

caseifthebeam sand thedetectorareseparately prepared in purestates,beforethey interact.
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W hen the eigenvalue w� isobserved,itisnaturalto de�ne the average am ountofwhich-way

knowledge delivered by W as the predictability P�(W ) ofthe corresponding subensem ble of

quantons. In order to m easure the overallability ofthe observable W to discrim inate the

paths,one de�nes a quantity K(W ) y,which is som e average ofthe partialpredictabilities

P�(W ).Theprocedureim plicitly adopted by Englertin [6],isto de�neK(W )astheweighted

average ofthenum bersP�(W ),with weightsprovided by the a prioriprobabilitiesp�:

K(W )=
X

�

p� P�(W ): (4.9)

O ne can introduce also the "erasure visibility" [14],relative to W ,asthe weighted average of

the partialvisibilities:

V(W )=
X

�

p� V�(W ): (4.10)

Forany W ,these quantitiescan be shown to satisfy the following inequality,thatisa direct

consequence ofEq.(4.8):

K
2(W )+ V

2(W )� 1 : (4.11)

M oreover,one can prove that:

P
2
� K

2(W ); (4.12)

which givesexpression to theintuitiveidea thatany observableW ,thatwedecideto m easure,

providesuswith a betterknowledge ofthe path,than thatavailable on the basisofa m ere a

priorijudgem ent.O nehasalso the otherinequality

V
2
� V

2(W ): (4.13)

Fortheproofsofthese inequalities,we addressthereaderto Ref.([1]),wherethey arederived

in a num berofindependentways.In theso-called which-way sorting schem es,itisnaturalto

selecttheobservableW such asto m axim izeK(W ),and onethen de�nesthedistinguishability

D ofthepathsasthe m axim um value ofK(W ):

D = m ax
W

fK(W )g : (4.14)

It is easy to see that Eqs.(4.11),(4.13) and (4.14) together im ply the following inequality,

analogousto Eq.(2.8),�rstderived by Englertin Ref.[6]:

D
2 + V

2
� 1 : (4.15)

Thus,given thevisibility V,thereisan upperbound forthedistinguishability,setby theabove

relation. ButEnglertin factproves m uch m ore than this: he showsthat Eq.(4.15)becom es

an identity,when both the beam s and the detector are in a pure state. In our opinion,this

factisessentialto justify theinterpretation ofEq.(4.15)asa statem entofthecom plem entary

y
Indeed,Englert considers the "likelihood LW for guessing the way right. In our notation, LW = (1 +

K (W ))=2.
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character ofthe wave and particle attributes ofa quanton. In fact,this im plies that,when

the beam ofquantons and the detector are as noiseless as they can possibly be in Q uantum

M echanics,nam ely when they arein purestates,an increasein any ofthetwo term sisneces-

sarily accom panied by an exactly quanti�able corresponding decrease ofthe other.

A possiblegeneralization oftheabove considerations,to the m ultibeam case,isasfollows[9].

O ne sortsagain the quantons,into subensem bles,depending on the outcom e ofthe m easure-

m entofW .Foreach outcom e w�,one usesthe generalized predictability P in Eq.(2.21),and

the generalized visibility V in Eq.(2.18),to de�ne the "conditioned which-way knowledge"

K �(W ):

K �(W )=

v
u
u
t

n

n � 1

 

�
1

n
+
X

i

Q 2
i�

!

; (4.16)

and the "partialerasurevisibility" V�(W ):

V�(W )=

s
n

n � 1

X

i

X

j6= i

j�(�)ijj
2 : (4.17)

In view ofEq.(2.23),they satisfy an inequality analogousto Eq.(4.8):

K
2
�(W )+ V

2
� (W )� 1 : (4.18)

Again,as in the two beam case,the equality sign holds ifthe subensem bles are pure. The

author ofRef.[9]considers now two di�erent de�nitions for the "which-way knowledge" and

the "erasurevisibility",associated to W ,asa whole.The�rstoneiscloserto Eq.(4.9):

K (W ):=
X

�

p� K �(W ) ; V (W ):=
X

�

p� V�(W ): (4.19)

Thesecond one,inspired by the work ofBruknerand Zeilinger[15],isz:

~K 2(W ):=
X

�

p� K
2
�(W ) ; ~V 2(W ):=

X

�

p� V
2
� (W ): (4.20)

Thequantitiesintroduced above,arerelated by thefollowing chainsofinequalities,theproofs

ofwhich can befound in [9]:

V � V (W )� ~V (W ); P � K (W )� ~K (W ): (4.21)

Theseinequalitiesshow that ~K (W )and ~V (W )providem oree�cientm easuresfortheaverage

which-way inform ation,and for the erasure visibility,respectively. However,the author of

Ref.[9]observes that the quantities K (W ) and V (W ) are preferable to ~K (W ),and ~V (W ),

respectively,because they are the ones thatreduce,forn = 2,to the de�nitionsused in the

two-beam case. W e would like to point out that,since K �(W ) and V�(W ) are essentially

variancesofthe diagonaland non-diagonalelem ents,respectively,ofthe density m atricesfor

z
W e use here a notation di�erentfrom thatofRef.[9].O ur ~K

2
(W )and ~V

2
(W )correspond,respectively,to

n=(n � 1)IK W and n=(n � 1)IV W ,in [9].
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the subensem bles ofquantons,it appears m ore natural,from a statisticalpoint ofview,to

com bine them in quadrature,as done in Eq.(4.20). Thissuggests thatone should adoptthe

de�nition with the quadraturealso in the two-beam case.

By taking thesuprem a ofallthequantitiesde�ned above,overallpossibleobservablesW ,

onecan de�nea setoffourquantities,thatcharacterizethestate� ofthebeam s.Forexam ple,

upon taking them axim a ofK (W )and ~K (W ),weend up with two possiblede�nitionsforthe

which-way distinguishability,D and ~D ,respectively:

D = m ax
W

fK (W )g ; ~D = m ax
W

f~K (W )g : (4.22)

Sim ilarly,by takingthesuprem aofV (W )and ~V (W ),weobtain two de�nitionsoftheso-called

"coherence" ofthe beam s[16]:

C = sup
W

fV (W )g ; ~C = sup
W

f~V (W )g : (4.23)

(The readerm ay found in Ref.[1]an explanation ofwhy one hasm axim a,in the de�nition of

distinguishability,and only suprem a in thatofcoherence.)

The quantities introduced above, satisfy a set of inequalities, that all follow from the

chainsofinequalitiesEqs.(4.21),and from thefollowing inequality,thatcan beobtained from

Eq.(4.18),on averaging overallpossibleoutcom esw�:

~K 2(W )+ ~V 2(W )� 1: (4.24)

Itisclearthatthisinequality issaturated,regardlessofthe observable W ,when the state of

the com bined detector-beam system ispure.Thisisan im m ediate consequence ofEq.(4.18).

O neofthecentralresultsofRef.[9]isthe following inequality,generalizing Eq.(4.15):

~D 2 + V
2
� 1: (4.25)

Since ~D � D ,thisalso im plies:

D
2 + V

2
� 1 : (4.26)

Thusweseethatalsoin them ultibeam case,thevisibility V setsan upperlim itfortheam ount

ofwhich-way inform ation,irrespective ofhow one m easures it,via D or ~D . In Ref.[9]it is

suggested thatthe above two inequalitiesprovide m ultibeam generalizationsofthe two-beam

wave-particle duality relation Eq.(4.15).

Even ifEq.(4.26)and Eq.(4.25)representcorrectinequalities,thatcan betested in an ex-

perim ent,in ouropinion,theirinterpretation asan expression ofwave-particleduality appears

disputable. The root ofthe problem is that the above inequalities,di�erently from the two

beam case,cannotbe saturated,in general,even ifthe beam sand the detector are prepared

in purestates(in Appendix I,weactually provethatEq.(4.26),forexam ple,can besaturated

only ifD = P ,which m eansthatthe detectordoesnotprovide any inform ation). Therefore,
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one m ay conceive the possibility ofdesigning two which-way detectorsD 1 and D 2,such that

V1 > V2,while,atthesam etim e,D 1 > D 2.Thispossibility,which con
ictswith theintuitive

idea ofcom plem entarity,actually occurs,asweanticipated in Ref.[10],and aswereportin the

nextSection.

5 A three-beam exam ple.

The exam ple discussed in Ref.[10],was based on a three beam interferom eter with equally

populated beam s,described by thepurestate:

� =
1

3

X

ij

j i> <  jj: (5.1)

For the sake ofsim plicity,itwasassum ed there thatthe detector’s Hilbertspace wasa two-

dim ensionalspace H 2.Itsraysweredescribed via theBloch param etrization,such that:

1+ n̂� ~�

2
= j� > < �j; (5.2)

where n̂ isa unitthree-vectorand ~� = (�x;�y;�z)isany representation ofthePaulim atrices.

W edenoted by ĵn > < n̂jtheray correspondingtothevectorn̂.W erequired thatthedirections

n̂+ ;̂n� ;̂n0,associated with the states j�i > ,were coplanar,and such that n̂+ and n̂� both

form ed an angle � with n̂0 W e im agined that � could be varied at will, by acting on the

detector,and in Ref.[10]we obtained the following expressions for the visibility V and the

distinguishability D ,asfunctionsof�:

V (�)=

s

1+ cos� + cos2�

3
; (5.3)

D (�)=
1
p
3
sin� for 0� � � 2=3� ; (5.4)

D (�)=
2

3
sin2

�
�

2

�

for 2=3� � � � � : (5.5)

ThevaluesofV and D areplotted in the�gure.By looking atit,onerealizesthatsom ething

unexpected happens: while in the interval0 � � < �=2,V decreases and D increases,as

expected from the wave-particle duality,we see that in the interval�=2 � � � �,V and D

decrease and increase sim ultaneously! W e see that ifwe pick two values �1 and �2 in this

region,weobtain two which-way detectors,thatprecisely realizethesituation described atthe

end ofthepreviousSection.

TheanalysisofRef.[10],thatwehavesum m arized here,isnotrealistic though,becauseof

thesim plifying assum ption ofa detectorwith a two-dim ensionalHilbertspaceofstates.Even

assum ingthatthedetector’s�nalstatesj�i> span atwo-dim ensionalsubspaceH 2,stillonehas

to takeinto accountthatthefullHilbertspaceH D ofa realisticdeviceisin�nite-dim ensional.

Now,itisknown from thetheoryofquantum detection [12,17]thattheoptim um discrim ination

15



0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Figure1:PlotsofthequantitiesD (solid line),V (dotted line),and D 2+ V 2 (dashed line),as

functionsof� in a three beam situation.

am ong an assigned setofquantum states,isnotalwaysachieved by an observablethatleaves

invariantthesubspacespanned by them .However,thevalueofD quoted abovecorrespondsto

m axim izing thewhich-way knowledgeovertherestricted setofdetector’sobservablesW ,that

leaveinvariantthesubspaceH 2.Then,in ordertocom pletetheproof,weneed toshow thatno

observablein H D can perform betterthan theonedeterm ined in Ref.[10],by considering only

operatorsthatlivein H 2.Filling thisgap,isby no m eansan easy job,becauseitisa m atterof

solving an optim ization problem in an in�nite-dim ensionalHilbertspace.There isno general

strategy forsolving thissortofproblem s,and we can rely only on few known generalresults

[12,17,18].The interested readercan �nd the lengthy procedureto com pute D in Appendix

II.Here,wecontentourselveswith sketching them ethod followed,and presenting theresults.

For the sake ofde�niteness,let usagree to use K (W )as ourm easure ofthe which way-

inform ation. At the end ofthis Section,we shalldiscuss what changes ifone instead uses

~K (W ). The determ ination ofthe optim alobservable W opt is facilitated by the observation

that,even when H D is in�nite-dim ensional,the problem can be form ulated entirely in the

subspace H 2,as we now explain. O ne observes that the probabilities Pi� that enter in the

de�nition ofK (W )can bewritten also as:

Pi� = < �ij� �j�i> = < �ij�� � �j� i> � < �ijA �j�i> ; (5.6)

where � is the orthogonalprojector onto H 2, and A � = �� � � is a positive (herm itian)

operatoron the subspace H 2. Thuswe see thatthe operatorsA � contain allthe inform ation

weneed,aboutW ,in orderto com putethewhich-way knowledge.Itisto benoticed thatA �
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are notprojection operators,in general. However,they m ustprovide a decom position ofthe

identity onto H 2,since:

X

�

A � =
X

�

�� ��= �(
X

�

� �)� = �: (5.7)

Such acollection ofoperatorson H 2,providesan exam pleofwhatisknown in M athem aticsasa

PositiveO peratorValued M easure(POVM in short).Noticethough that,whileany herm itian

operatorin H D givesrise,by projection,to a POVM in H 2,the converse m ay notbe true.
x

O urstrategy to determ ineW opt isthen to search �rstfortheoptim alPOVM A opt in H 2 (the

notion ofwhich way knowledge isobviously de�ned foran arbitrary POVM ,aswell),and to

check at the end ifA opt can be realized by projecting onto H 2 an operator W in H D ,as in

Eq.(5.6).Ifthisisthecase,W isguaranteed to beoptim al,and wecan say thatD = K (A opt).

The determ ination ofA opt is facilitated by a generaltheorem [18],that states that for any

m easure of the which-way knowledge that is a weighted average of a convex function,the

optim alPOVM consistsofrank-one operators. Thisisthe case forthe which-way knowledge

K ,which isa weighted averageofthepredictability P ,which indeed isa convex function.The

A � being rank-one operators,we are ensured thatthere existnon-negative num bers2�� � 1

and unitvectors m̂ � such that:

A � = 2��ĵm � > < m̂ �j= ��(1+ m̂ ��~�): (5.8)

Thecondition fora POVM ,Eq.(5.7)isequivalentto thefollowing conditions,forthenum bers

�� and the vectors m̂ �:
X

�

�� = 1 ;
X

�

��m̂ � = 0 : (5.9)

The interested reader m ay �nd in Appendix IIhow the optim alPOVM can be determ ined.

Herewejustreporttheresult:forallvaluesof�,Aoptturnsouttohaveonly twonon vanishing

elem ents,A � ,such that:

A � =
1� �x

2
for 0 � � < 2�=3 ; (5.10)

A � =
1� �z

2
for 2�=3 < � � � : (5.11)

Itisclearthatthe operatorsA � coincide with the projectorsfound in Ref.[10],showing that

itwasindeed su�cientto carry outtheoptim ization procedurein H 2.

Itshould beappreciated thatthiscoincidence isby no m eanstrivial,and strictly depends

on the choice ofK (W ) as a m easure ofwhich-way knowledge. For exam ple,for � = 2�=3,

itisknown [12,17],that,with eitherShannon’sentropy orBayes’costfunction asm easures

of inform ation, the optim alPOVM actually consists of three elem ents, and thus it is not

associated with an operatorin H 2.

x
In e�ect,thisproblem arisesonly ifH D is�nitedim ensional.IfH D isin�nitedim ensional,allPOVM ’sare

acceptable,because a generaltheorem due to Neum ark [19]ensuresthatallPOVM ’sofany Hilbertspace,can

be realized asprojectionsofself-adjointoperatorsfrom a largerHilbertspace.
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Then, our observation that the inequality Eq.(2.23) fails to carry the physicalpicture

associated with theidea ofcom plem entarity isnow fully dem onstrated.W ehavechecked that

a sim ilar conclusion can be drawn if,rather than K ,one uses the alternative de�nition of

distinguishability ~D provided by Eq.(4.22). In fact,itturnsoutthatthe optim alPOVM for

~K coincides with the one found earlier,in the interval0 � � < 2=3�,and so ~D = D . The

proofofthiscan befound in Appendix II.

6 C onclusions

The intuitive concept ofCom plem entarity has found,in the case oftwo-beam s interference

experim ents,a satisfactory,fully quantum m echanicalform ulation asinterferom etric duality.

In thispaper,wecritically analyzed thedi�cultiesencountered in theattem ptofgeneralizing

this concept to m ultibeam experim ents,and discussed the shortcom ings that are present,in

ouropinion,in recentproposals.Itseem sto usfairto say thatinterferom etricduality hasnot

yetfound a properform ulation,in them ultibeam case.To justify thisconclusion,letusrecall

the di�erentpointswe have elaborated in thepaper.

In thetwo-beam case,generalquantum m echanicalrequirem entson thedensity m atrix im -

ply theG reenberger-YaSin inequality,that,when saturated,expressesinterferom etric duality.

Thisinequality hasbeen generalized to the m ultibeam case [9],leading to a form alde�nition

ofinterferom etricduality form orethan two beam s.Thepricepayed isthatthecorresponding

generalized conceptofpredictability haslosttheintuitiveconnection with m inim izingtheerror

in guessing the way right. The traditionalconceptofpredictability m ay enter,together with

the generalized visibility,in an inequality thatis notsaturated,and then cannot convey the

idea ofcom plem entarity,which requiresthata bettervisibility isnecessarily related to a loss

in inform ation.

W e have shown that generalrequirem ents ofquantum m echanics im ply new inequalities,

thatarenotpresentin thetwobeam case.Theseinequalitiesareagain experim entally testable.

They deserve furtherstudy but,atthe present,they do notseem to exhibita directrelation

with the idea ofcom plem entarity.

Interferom etric duality m ay befully analyzed only in thepresenceofwhich-way detectors.

In thetwo beam case,Englerthasshown thatthevisibility enters,with thedistinguishability,

into an inequality, that is saturated for pure states. As m axim izing the distinguishability,

m inim izestheerrorin guessing theway rightby perform ing a m easurem ent,thisrelation fully

expressesinterferom etric duality.In deriving an analogousinequality forthe m ultibeam case,

D �urr has introduced two alternative notions ofdistinguishability. However,we have shown

thatthisinequality isneversaturated,apartfrom trivialcases. Then,a pure inequality m ay

be consistentwith a situation in which an increase (decrease)in visibility goestogether with

an increase (decrease) in distinguishability,contrary to the intuitive idea ofinterferom etric

duality.W e have given a fullproofthatthispossibility actually occursin a realistic exam ple.
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The inequalitiesproposed by D �urr,in term sofgeneralized visibility and distiguishability,are

then correct quantum m echanicalrelations,testable in principle,butthey failto convey the

idea ofinterferom etric duality.

It is seem s then fair to conclude that interference duality in m ultibeam experim ents has

notyetbeen properly form ulated.W eleavetheproblem open,butwenoticeitisby no m eans

necessary thatquantum m echanicsshould provideuswith an exactform ulation ofthisconcept

in the m ultibeam case. M ay be,one should content him (her)selfwith its form ulation in the

two beam case,wherethesem iclassicalintuitiveidea ofcom plem entarity was�rstintroduced.

M ay be,Q uantum M echanics provides us just with the values ofobservable quantities,and

experim entally testableinequalities.Theanalysiswehaveperform ed m ayhintin thisdirection,

butfurtherinvestigation isrequired.
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8 A ppendix I

In thisAppendix,weprovethefollowing result:forany num bern > 2 ofbeam sin apurestate

�,and any detector in a pure initialstate,the inequality Eq.(4.26)issatis�ed asan equality

ifand only ifD = P ,nam ely when the detector provides no inform ation at all. The proof

consistsin showing thattheequalsign in Eq.(4.26)holdsonly ifthe detectorstatesj�i> are

proportionalto each other,which obviously im plies D = P . Consider the optim aloperator

W opt such that K (W opt)= D (we assum e that such an operator exists),and let V (W opt)be

the corresponding erasurevisibility.Itfollowsthen from Eqs.(4.21)and Eqs.(4.24)that:

D
2 + V

2
� D

2 + V
2(W opt)= K

2(W opt) + V
2(W opt)� ~K 2(W opt) + ~V 2(W opt)= 1 : (8.1)

W e see thata necessary condition to have D 2 + V 2 = 1 isthat:

V = V (W opt): (8.2)

In what follows, we shallnot consider the trivialcase V = 0, and we shallsuppose that

V > 0. In orderto study Eq.(8.2),we take advantage ofthe factthat,K (W )being convex,

thespectrum ofW opt can betaken to benon degenerate[18].Ifweletjw� > theeigenvectors

ofW opt,with non-vanishing projection onto som eofthestatesj�i> ,by using theexpressions
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Eq.(4.17)forthe partialvisibilities,we can write:

n � 1

n
V
2(W opt)=

n � 1

n

X

�

X

�

p�p� V�V� =

=
X

�

X

�

s X

i

X

j6= i

j< w�j~�ijjw� > j
2

s X

p

X

q6= p

j< w�j~�pqjw� > j
2 ; (8.3)

where

~�ij := �ijj�i> < �jj: (8.4)

Now,theCauchy-Schwarz inequality forrealvectorsim pliesthat:

s X

i

X

j6= i

j< w�j~�ijjw� > j
2

s X

p

X

q6= p

j< w�j~�pqjw� >j
2 �

X

i

X

j6= i

j< w�j~�ijjw� > j� j< w�j~�ijjw� > j:

(8.5)

Upon using thisrelation into Eq.(8.3),we obtain:

n � 1

n
V
2(W opt) �

X

��

X

i

X

j6= i

j< w�j~�ijjw� >j� j< w�j~�ijjw� > j=
X

i

X

j6= i

 
X

�

j< w�j~�ijjw� > j

! 2

:

(8.6)

O bviously:
X

�

j< w�j~�ijjw� > j� j
X

�

< w�j~�ijjw� > j: (8.7)

Then,Eq.(8.6)becom es:

n � 1

n
V
2(W opt) �

X

i

X

j6= i

�
�
�
�
�

X

�

< w�j~�ijjw� >

�
�
�
�
�

2

=
X

i

X

j6= i

jTrD (~�ij)j
2 =

n � 1

n
V
2
; (8.8)

Clearly,V 2(W opt)becom esequalto V ,ifand only ifalltheinequalitiesinvolved in thederiva-

tion ofEq.(8.8)becom eequalities.Notice thatthecase n = 2 isspecial,forthen theCauchy-

Schwarz inequalities Eq.(8.5)are necessarily equalities,because the sum sin Eq.(8.5)contain

just one term . However,for n > 2,we have the equalsign ifan only ifthere exist positive

constantsc� such that:

c� j< w�j~�ijjw� > j= c�j< w�j~�ijjw� > j; 8 i6= j: (8.9)

Since< w�j~�ijjw� > = < w�j�i> < �jjw� > �ij,and weassum e�ij 6= 0,theabovecondition is

equivalentto

c� j< w�j�i> < �jjw� > j= c� j< w�j�i> < �jjw� > j; 8 i6= j: (8.10)

O n theotherside,thesetofinequalitiesEq.(8.7)becom eequalitiesifand only,forallj6= i,the

phasesofthecom plex num bers< w�j~�ijjw� > ,and then ofthenum bers< w�j�i> < �jjw� > ,

do notdepend on �:

arg(< w�j�i> < �jjw� > )= �ij : (8.11)
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Now,for n > 2 and V > 0,Eq.(8.10) im plies that the m atrix elem ents < w�j�i > are all

di�erent from zero. To see it,we separate the states j�i > into two subsets,A and B . A

containsthedetectorstateswhich areorthogonalto som eoftheeigenstatesjw� > .B contains

the rem aining states. W e can prove that,for V > 0,A m ustbe em pty. Thisisdone in two

steps: �rstwe prove thatifA containssom e detector states,then itcontainsallofthem . In

the second step,we show thatthe elem entsofA are orthogonalto each other.By com bining

thetwo facts,itfollowsthatA m ustbeem pty,becauseotherwisealldetectorstateswould be

orthogonalto each other,and then,by taking a W thathasthedetectorstatesaseigenvectors,

we would achieve D = 1 and V (W opt)= 0,which is not possible,because we assum ed that

V > 0. So, let us show �rst that if A contains som e detector states, it contains all. In

fact,let j�1 > be one ofits elem ents. Then there exists a value of�,say � = 2,such that

< w2j�1 > = 0. O n the otherside,since the vectorsjw� > form a basisforthe vectorsj�i> ,

there m ust be som e eigenvector,say jw1 > ,such that < w1j�1 > 6= 0. Suppose now that B

contains an elem ent,say j�n > ,and consider Eq.(8.10),for i= 1,j = n,� = 2 and � = 1:

c2 j< w2j�1 > < �njw2 > j= cn j< w1j�1 > < �njw1 > j. Itisclearthatthe l.h.s. vanishes,

while the r.h.s. doesnot. Itfollows thatthere cannotbe such a j�n > . Then,ifA contains

justone detectorstate,itcontainsall.

Now we can turn to the second step. In orderto prove thatallelem entsofA are orthogonal

to each other, consider for exam ple Eq.(8.10) for � = 2 and i = 1: they im ply that, for

any j 6= 1 and any �,the num bers j< w�j�1 > < �jjw� > jm ust vanish. But this im plies

< w�j�1 > < �jjw� > = 0.Sum m ing overallvaluesof�,we obtain:

0 =
X

�

< w�j�1 > < �jjw� > = < �jj�1 > : (8.12)

So,j�1 > isorthogonalto allother detector states j�i > . The sam e reasoning applies to all

elem entsofA,and thuswe conclude thatalldetectorstatesare orthogonalto each other.

Having proved thatallm atrix elem ents < �ijw� > are di�erentfrom zero,we can now show

that the detector’s states j�i > are indeed proportionalto each other. Since n > 2,for any

i6= j,we can �nd a k distinct from both iand j. Consider now Eq.(8.10) for the couples

i;k and j;k,and divide the �rstby the second.Thisislegitim ate,because allinnerproducts

< w�j�i> aredi�erentfrom zero.W e get:

j< w�j�i> j

j< w�j�j > j
=

j< w�j�i> j

j< w�j�j > j
; 8 i6= j: (8.13)

Thisisthe sam e as:
j< w�j�i> j

j< w�j�i> j
=

j< w�j�j > j

j< w�j�j > j
; 8 i6= j: (8.14)

Since
P

� j< w�j�i> j2 = 1 foralli,itiseasy to verify thattheabove equationsim ply:

j< w�j�i> j= j< w�j�j > j: (8.15)

To proceed,wem ake usenow ofEq.(8.11).Ifwe set��i= arg< w�j�i>,Eq.(8.11)im plies:

��i� ��j = �ij ; (8.16)
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which obviously m eansthat,for�xed iand jand variable�,thephasesofthecom plex num bers

< w�j�i> and < w�j�j > di�erby the overallphase�ij,and thisim plies:

j�i> = e
i�ijj�j > : (8.17)

Since alldetector states di�er by a phase,it obviously follows that the detector provides no

inform ation atall,and thusD = P .

9 A ppendix II

In thisAppendix,wedeterm inetherank-onePOVM thatm axim izesthewhich-way knowledge,

forthe three beam interferom eterconsidered in Sec.V.The procedure isdi�erent,depending

on whetherwechooseto m easurethewhich-way knowledgeby m eansofK or ~K .W econsider

�rstK ,becauseitisthesim plestcase.W ecan provethen that,forany num berofbeam swith

equalpopulations �i,and any choice ofthe detector states j�i > in H 2,the POVM A that

m axim izesK can betaken to haveonly two non vanishing elem ents,A = fA 1;A 2g.Theproof

isasfollows. First,we notice that,forany rank-one POVM consisting ofonly two elem ents,

the conditionsfora POVM ,Eq.(5.9),im ply:

�1 = �2 =
1

2
; m̂ 1 + m̂ 2 = 0: (9.1)

Thus,allrank-one POVM with two elem ents are characterized by a pairofunitvectors m̂ �,

that are opposite to each other. Such a POVM clearly coincides with the Projector Valued

M easure (PVM ) associated with the herm itian operator m̂ 1�~� in H2. W e let A the optim al

PVM ,thatcan be obtained by considering allpossible directions for m̂ 1. W e can show that

such an A representstheoptim alPOVM .To seethis,weprovethatthewhich way-knowledge

K (A)delivered by A isnotlessthan thatdelivered by any otherPOVM C .By virtue ofthe

theorem proved in Ref.[18],itissu�cientto considerPOVM ’sC m adeofrank-oneoperators.

In order to evaluate K (C ),it is convenient to rewrite the quantities p�K �,for any elem ent

C� = 2�
(C )
� (1+ m̂

(C )
� � ~�)ofC ,as

p�K � =

"

n

n � 1

 

�
p2�

n
+

nX

i= 1

�
2
iP

2
i�

! #1=2

=

= �
(C )
�

r
n

n � 1

(

�
1

n
[1+ (m̂ (C )

� �
X

i

�îni)
2]+

X

i

�
2
i[1+ (m̂ (C )

� � n̂i)
2]+ 2m̂ (C )

� �
X

i

�i

�

�i�
1

n

�

n̂i

) 1=2

:

(9.2)

W e observe now that, for equally populated beam s, �i = 1=n, the last sum in the above

equation vanishes,and theexpression forp�K � becom esinvariantundertheexchangeofm̂
(C )
�

with � m̂
(C )
� .Considernow thePOVM B ,such that:

B
+
� =

1

2
C� ; B

�
� =

1

2
�
(C )
� (1� m̂

(C )
� � ~�) (9.3)
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O fcourse,p
(+ )
� K

(+ )
� = p�K �=2,while the invariance ofp�K � im plies p

(� )
� K

(� )
� = p

(+ )
� K

(+ )
� .

Itfollows thatthe average inform ation forB and C are equalto each other,K (B )= K (C ).

Now,foreach value of�,the pairofoperatorsB �
� =�

(C )
� = (1� m̂

(C )
� �~�)=2 constitutesby itself

a POVM ,with two elem ents.Thus,thePOVM C can beregarded asa collection ofPOVM ’s

with two elem ents,each taken with anon-negativeweight�
(C )
� .Butthen K (C ),beingequalto

theaverageoftheam ountsofinform ation provided by a num berofPOVM with two elem ents,

cannotbelargerthan theam ountofinform ation K (A)delivered by thebestPOVM with two

elem ents.Thuswehaveshown thatK (C )= K (B )� K (A),which showsthatA istheoptim al

POVM .

Itrem ainsto �nd A fortheexam pleconsidered in Sec.V,butthisiseasy.Ifwelet� and 
 the

polaranglesthatidentify thevector m̂ 1,one�ndsforthesquareofthewhich-way inform ation

the following expression:

K
2 =

4

9

�

cos2� sin2
�
�

2

�

+ 3sin2� cos2
 cos2
�
�

2

��

sin2
�
�

2

�

: (9.4)

Forallvaluesof�,thewhich-way inform ation ism axim um ifcos
 = � 1,i.e.ifthevector m̂1

lies in the sam e plane asthe vectors n̂i. Asforthe optim alvalue of�,itdependson �. For

0 � � < 2�=3,thebestchoiceis� = � �=2,and onegetsthePVM in Eq.(5.10),with givesthe

path distinguishability D given in Eq.(5.4).Forlargervaluesof�,onehas� = 0 and then the

optim alPVM isthatofEq.(5.11),with D given by Eq.(5.5).

W eturn now tothecasewhen thewhich-way inform ation ism easured by m eansof ~K .Since

the square ofthe predictability is a convex function,we are ensured by the generaltheorem

proved in [18]thatthe optim alPOVM ism ade ofrank-one operators,ofthe form (5.8). W e

split the com putation ofthe optim alPOVM in two steps. First,we prove a lem m a,which

actually holdsforany m easure ofthe which-way inform ation F ,which isa weighted average

ofa convex function ofthe a-posterioriprobabilitiesQ i�.

Lem m a: consider an interferom eter with n beam s, and arbitrary populations �i. Let the

detector states j�i > be in H 2,and have coplanar vectors n̂i. Then,the optim alPOVM is

necessarily such thatallthevectors m̂ � in Eq.(5.8)liein thesam eplanecontaining thevectors

n̂i.

The proofofthe lem m a isasfollows.LetB bean optim alPOVM .Supposethatsom e ofthe

vectors m̂
(B )
� do notbelong to theplanecontaining thevectors n̂i,which weassum eto bethe

xzplane.W eshow below how toconstructanew POVM A providingnotlessinform ation than

B ,and such thatthevectorsm̂
(A )
� allbelongto thexz plane.The�rststep in theconstruction

ofA consists in sym m etrizing B with respect to the xz plane. The sym m etrization is done

by replacing each elem ent B � ofB ,not lying in the xz plane,by the pair (B 0
�;B

00
�),where

B 0
� = B �=2,and B

00
� hasthesam eweight�� asB

0
�,whileitsvector m̂

(B )00
� isthesym m etricof

m̂
(B )
� with respectto the xz plane. Itiseasy to verify thatthe sym m etrization preservesthe

conditionsfora POVM [Eqs. (5.9)]. Since allthe vectors n̂i belong by assum ption to the xz

plane,the which way knowledge actually dependsonly on theprojectionsofthevectors m̂
(B )
�

in the planexz.Thisim plies,atiseasy to check,thatsym m etrization with respectto thexz
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plane doesnotchange the am ountofwhich way knowledge.W e assum e therefore thatB has

been prelim inarily sym m etrized in thisway. Now we show thatwe can replace,one afterthe

other,each pairofsym m etric elem ents (B 0
�;B

00
�)by another pairofoperators,whose vectors

lie in the xz plane,without reducing the inform ation provided by the POVM .Consider for

exam ple the pair(B 0
�;B

00
�).W e constructthe uniquepairofunitvectors û� and v̂�,lying the

xz plane,and such that:

û� + v̂� = 2(m (B )x
� î+ m

(B )z
� k̂); (9.5)

where îand ĵarethedirectionsofthex and zaxis,respectively.Noticethatû� 6= v̂�.Consider

now thecollection ofoperatorsobtained by replacing thepair(B 0
�;B

00
�)with thepair(A

0
�;A

00
�)

such that:

A
0
� = �

(B )
� (1+ û�� ~�) ; A

00
� = �

(B )
� (1+ v̂�� ~�) : (9.6)

Itisclear,in view ofEqs.(9.5),thatthenew collection ofoperatorsstillform sa resolution of

the identity,and thusrepresentsa POVM .Equations(9.5)also im ply:

P
(B )0

i� = P
(B )00

i� = ��(1+ m
(B )x
� n

x
i + m

(B )z
� n

z
i)=

=
1

2
��(1+ u

x
�n

x
i + u

z
�n

z
i)+

1

2
��(1+ v

x
�n

x
i + v

z
�n

z
i)=

1

2
(P

(A )0

i� + P
(A )00

i� ); (9.7)

Now,de�ne �0� := p
(A )0
� =(2p

(B )
� ),and �00� := p

(A )00
� =(2p

(B )
� ),where p

(B )
� := p

(B )0
� = p

(B )00
� . Since

p
(A )0
� + p

(A )00
� = 2p

(B )
� ,wehave �0� + �00� = 1.Itiseasy to verify that:

Q
(B )0

i� = Q
(B )00

i� = �
0
� Q

(A )0

i� + �
00
� Q

(A )00

i� ; (9.8)

Butthen,the convexity ofF im plies:

p
(B )0
� F (~Q (B )0

� )+ p
(B )00
� F (~Q (B )00

� )= 2p(B )� F (~Q (B )0
� )=

= 2p(B )� F (�0�
~Q
(A )0
� + �

00
�
~Q
(A )00
� )� 2p(B )� [�0�F (

~Q
(A )0
� )+ �

00
�F (

~Q
(A )00
� )]=

= p
0(A )
� F (~Q 0(A )

� )+ p
(A )00
� F (~Q (A )00

� ): (9.9)

It follows that the new POVM is no worse than B . By repeating this construction,we can

obviously elim inatefrom B allthep pairsofelem entsnotlying in thexz plane,untilwegeta

POVM A,which providesnotlessinform ation than B ,whoseelem entsallliein thexz plane.

Thisconcludesthe proofofthe lem m a.

Now wecan proceed asfollows:weconsiderthePOVM ’sconsisting oftwo elem entsonly,and

having its vectors m̂ i parallelto the x axis. By direct evaluation one can check that ~K (A)

equalstheexpression in Eq.(5.4).W ecan provethat,for0 � � < 2�=3,such an A providesnot

lessinform ation than any otherPOVM ,C ,consisting ofm orethan two elem ents.By virtueof

thelem m a justproven,we looseno generality ifwe assum ethattheallthevectorsm
(C )
� ofC

liein thexz plane.O ur�rstm oveisto sym m etrizeC with respectto z axis,by introducing a

POVM B ,consisting ofpairsofelem ents(B 0
�;B

00
�),having equalweights,and vectors m̂

0
� and

m̂ 00
� thatare sym m etricwith respectto the z axis:

B
0
� =

1

2
C� ; B

00
� =

1

2
�
(C )
� (1� m̂

x
��x + m̂

z
��z) ; (9.10)
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B providesasm uch inform ation asC .Indeed,in view ofEq.(??),we �nd

P
(C )

� � = 2 P
(B )0

� � = 2P
(B )00

� � ; (9.11)

Theinvarianceofthepredictability with respecttoperm utationsofitsargum ents,then ensures

that ~K (B )= ~K (C ).Thus,weloosenoinform ation ifweconsideraPOVM B ,thatissym m etric

with respect to the z axis. Now we describe a procedure of reduction that, applied to a

sym m etric POVM like B , gives rise to another sym m etric POVM B̂ , which contains two

elem entslessthan B ,butneverthelessgivesno lessinform ation than B .Theprocedureworks

as follows: we pick at willtwo pairsofelem ents ofB ,say (B 0
N ;B

00
N )and (B 0

N � 1;B
00
N � 1)and

considertheuniquepairofsym m etric unitvectors û� = � ux î+ uz k̂ such that:

u
z =

1

�
(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1

(�
(B )

N
m

(B )z

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1
m

(B )z

N � 1
): (9.12)

Consider the sym m etric collection B̂ , obtained from B after replacing the four elem ents

(B 0
N ;B

00
N ;B

0
N � 1;B

00
N � 1)by thepair(B̂

0
N � 1;B̂

00
N � 1)such that:

B̂
0
N � 1 = (�

(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1
)(1+ û+ � ~�); B̂

00
N � 1 = (�

(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1
)(1+ û� � ~�): (9.13)

B̂ isstilla POVM ,asitiseasy to verify.M oreover,B̂ providesnotlessinform ation than B ,

aswe now show.Indeed,aftersom e algebra,one �nds:

~K (B̂ )� ~K (B )

�
(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1

= g(uz)�
�
(B )

N

�
(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1

g(m
(B )z

N
)�

�
(B )

N � 1

�
(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1

g(m
(B )z

N � 1
); (9.14)

wherethe function g(x)hastheexpression:

g(x)= �
3+ x(1+ 2cos�)

6
+
(1+ x)2 + 2(1+ xcos�)2 + 2(1� x2)sin2�

6+ 2x(1+ 2cos�)
: (9.15)

In view ofEq.(9.12),the r.h.s.ofEq.(9.14)isoftheform

g(�x1 + (1� �)x2)� � g(x1)� (1� �)g(x2); (9.16)

where� = �
(B )

N
=(�

(B )

N
+ �

(B )

N � 1
),whilex1 = m

(B )z

N
and x2 = m

(B )z

N � 1
.Itm ay bechecked that,for

allvaluesof�,such that0 � � < 2�=3,g(x)isconcave,forx 2 [� 1;1],and so ther.h.s.ofEq.

(9.16)isnon-negative forany value of� 2 [0;1]. Thisim pliesthatthe r.h.s. ofEq. (9.14)is

non-negativeaswell,and so ~K (B̂ )� ~K (B ).Afterenough iterationsofthisprocedure,weend

up with a sym m etric POVM consisting oftwo pairsofelem ents (B 0
1;B

00
1)and (B 0

2;B
00
2). But

then,the conditions for a POVM ,Eqs. (5.9),im ply that the quantity between the brackets

on the r.h.s.ofEq.(9.12)vanishes,and so Eq.(9.12)givesuz = 0.Thism eansthatthe last

iteration gives rise precisely to the PVM A. By putting everything together,we have shown

that ~K (C )= ~K (B )� ~K (B̂ ):::� ~K (A),and thisistherequired result.
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