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A bstract

W e critically analyze the problem of form ulating duality between fringe visbility and
w hich-way nform ation, In multibeam interference experim ents. W e show that the tradi-
tional notion of visbility is lncom patible with any intuitive idea of com plem entarity, but
for the twobeam case. W e derive a num ber of new inequalities, not present in the two—
beam case, one of them coinciding w ith a recently proposed m ultbeam generalization of
the inequality found by G reenberger and YaSin. W e show, by an explicit procedure of
optin ization In a threebeam case, that suggested generalizations of Englert’s inequality,
do not convey, di erently from the two-Jeam case, the idea of com plem entarity, according
to which an increase of visbility is at the cost ofa loss in path Inform ation, and viceversa.

1 Introduction

Interferom etric duality, as com plem entarity between fringe visbility and which-way informm a—
tion is called today, has a long, perhapsa surprisingly long history (for a recent review , see [1l]).
Tt was the central issue of the fam ous debate between E instein and Bohr, on com plem entarity.
Even if, already at that tim e, In defending com plem entarity against E instein’s criticism , Bohr
pointed out that not only the system under observation, but also the m easuring apparatus
should be regarded as a quantum ob Ect [2], the discussion was essentially sem iclassical in na-—
ture. A s i was based essentially on the position-m om entum H eisenberg uncertainty principle,
it considered only the two extrem e cases, of either a purely particle-lke or a purely wave-lke
behavior of the system . It was only in 1979 that W ootters and Zurek, [3] gave the rst full
quantum m echanical treatm ent of Y oung interference, in the presence of a w hich-w ay detector.
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They recognized that "in E instein’s version of the doubleslit experin ent, one can retain a
surprisingly strong interference pattem by not insisting on a 100% reliable determm ination of
the slit through which each photon passes".

By now, a consistent and sin ple form ulation of Interferom etric duality has been achieved
In the case of two Interfering beam s. In the absence of a which-way detector, G reenberger
and YaSin 4], showed that it was possble to convert the basic quantum m echanical inequality
Tr 2 1, Into one connecting the fringe visbility to the predictability of the path, based on
unequalbeam populations. This is an experim entally testable inequality, as it Involves physi-
cally m easurable quantities. For pure states, when the inequality is saturated, this statem ent
becom es a form ulation of interferom etric duality; any increase In predictability is at the cost
of a decrease In visbility, and vice versa.

In the case of an Interference experim ent perform ed In the presence of a 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 of each quanton. Since, In general, no m easuram ent ensures
an unam biguous path reconstruction, the determm nation of the best possible m easurem ent isa
m atter of statistical decision theory, that requires an a priori choice of an evaluation criterion.
In their pioneering work, W ootters and Zurek, [3], used Shannon’s de nition of inform ation
entropy [B] in order to evaluate the which-way hform ation gained after the m easuram ent. Fol-
low ing this suggestion, Englert [6], by using a di erent criterion for evaluating the available
Informm ation, was abl to establish an nequality, stating that the sum of the square of the
distinguishability, that gives a quantitative estin ate of the way , and the visiility squared, is
bound by one. A gain, the nequality is saturated for pure states, tuming into a statem ent of
Interferom etric duality: any gain in distinguishability is paid by a loss In visbility and vice

versa.

In the present paperw e discuss the issue of form ulating Interferom etric duality, in the case of
multibeam experin ents. A san exam ple ofthe problem sarising, wem ay refer to an experim ent
[1lw ith fourbeam s, in which the surprising resul is found that scattering of a photon by one
of the beam s, may lad to an Increase of visbility, rather than to an attenuation. Eor a
comm ent see B]). To get a better understanding of this experim ent, we build an analytical
threebeam exam ple, which show s that, di erently from the twodbeam case, the traditional
visbility m ay Increase, after an interaction of the beam s w ith another quantum system . This
points tow ards the need for a di erent notion of visibility, and one possibility iso ered In [9],
w here the visbility isde ned as the properly nom alized, m s deviation ofthe fringes Intensity
from itsmean value. W e brie y review Durr’s 9] derivation, for the multibeam case, of an
nequality sin ilar to the one of G reenberger and YaSin [4], that relates this new notion of
visbility, to a corresponding new Iy de ned predictability. A gain, in the case of pure state the
nequality is saturated and, then, in analogy w ith the two beam case, m ay be taken asa form al
de nition of nterferom etric duality. H owever, as we w ill discuss later, this is at the cost of

In Ref. [6] the distinguishability is expressed in temm s of the optim um lkelhood Lopt for "guessing the way
right". This optin um lkelihood is one m inus the optin um average B ayes cost Copt



using a de nition of predictability that has som e how lost contact w ith the ability of guessing
the way right. Furthem ore we show how , in them ultidbeam case, it ispossible to construct new
nequalities, resuling, like the one of G reenberger and YaSin, from basic quantum m echanical
properties of the density m atrix. Each of them can be written In tem s of quantities that,
In principle, m ay bem easured in interference experin ents, such as higherm om enta of fringes
Intensity. The new Inequalities then provide, exactly as the original one, independent tests
on the validity of quantum m echanics in multibbeam interference experin ents. They also are
saturated for pure states, but, at least at st sight, they do not seem to convey any sin ple
relation w ith the principle of com plem entarity.

Then we tum to the m ore Interesting problem of com plem entarity in the presence of a
whith-way detector. By introducing two altemative de nitions of distinguishability, D urr
constructed a generalization of Englert’s nequality to the multibbeam case, proposing to look
at it as a form alde nition of Interferom etric duality. W e show that, apart from the two beam
case, the new inequality holds as an equality only for the extram e cases where either the
visbility 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
visbility both increase or decrease at the sam e tim e. This is in sharp contrast w ith the idea of
com plem entarity, according to which "..the m ore clearly we w ish to cbserve the wave nature
..fthe m ore Inform ation we m ust give up about... particke properties" [3]. In a recent paper
[L0], an exam pl in which this situation occurs was constructed. H ow ever, we considered there
an extrem ely sin pli ed m odel for the detector, having a two-din ensional space of states. A
realistic m odel requires an In nite H ibert space of states, and we analyze it in this paper.
This is a much harder problem , because the task of determ ining the path distinguishability
In plies the solution of an optin ization problem , that has to be perform ed now in an In nie
din ensional space. W e report the fullproof in thispaper, not only for the sake of com pleteness,
but also because it provides an exam ple In quantum decision theory, which is a sub fct where
few general results are known, and few cases can be actually treated. Surprisingly, in the case
we exam ined, the distinguishability ofthe iIn nite-dim ensional problem ocoincides w ith the one
found in [LO], for the sin pli ed m odel. T his show s that the conclusions drawn in [10] have full
generality, show ing that the notion of interferom etric duality in the multibeam case has not
been yet properly form ulated.

T he paper is organized as follow s: In Sec. II we discuss Interferom etric-duality schem es,
not Involving which way detectors. In Sec. IITwe derive a new set of lnequalities, not present
In the twobeam case, and we comm ent on them . In Sec.IV , w hich-way detection schem es are
treated, whilk in Sec. V, we discuss the optin ization problem for a threebeam exam ple. Sec.
V I is devoted to our concluding rem arks.



2 'V isibility and P redictability.

W e consider an n-beam interferom eter, In which a beam splitter splits rst a beam ofquantum
ob Ects ("quantons", in brief) into n beam s, that afterw ards converge on a second beam splitter,
w here they Interfere, giving rise to n output beam s. W e Im agine that, at som e instant oftim g,

In the region between the two beam —splitters, and are spatially well ssparated from each other,
sothat< ;j 5>= ;. The state ofthe quanton, In front of the second beam -splitter, is then
describbed by a density m atrix  of the fom :

X

= i j i >< ]j . (2 .1)
i3

The diagonalelem ents j; represent the populations ; ofthe beam s, and cbviously they satisfy
the condition:

X
i=Tr =1: 22)

i
The o diagonal elem ents of , that we shall denote as Iij;, are Instead related to the
probabilty T of nding a quanton in one of the n output beam s, according to the follow Ing
equation: 0 1
1 X X )
I=g@l+ ettt A 223)
i 361
Here, ; ; is the relative phase between beam s i and j. In this paper we consider exper-
In ental settings, such that all these relative phases can be adjustabl at w ill. H owever, this
isnot the case In a num ber of experin ental settings, w here the features of the apparatusm ay
lad to relations am ong the relative phases of the beam s. W hen this happens, the output
beam intensity Eq.23) m ay be rew ritten, by expressing the relative phases in tem s of the
Independently adjistable ones. An analysis of com plem entarity tailored on speci c experim en—
tal settings, nvolving de nite relations am ong the phases, m ay tum out to be interesting and
usefiil. However, the purpose of the present paper is to study the problem s arising when the
full freedom allowed by an n-beam setting is taken into acoount.

G oing back to Eq.[23), one notices that I does not depend at all on the populations ;.
In the standard case of an Interferom eter w ith two beam s of interfering quantons, a typical
m easure of the fringe contrast is the traditional visbility V, de ned as:

Tnax Inin .

7 2.4)
Tnaxt Inin

where I, ox and I, y, are, respectively, the m aximum and m ininum of I. It is easy to verify,
using Eq.[Z3) with n = 2, that
vV = Zjlzj! 25)



A few years ago, G reenberger and YaSin [4] noticed that the general rules of Quantum M e—
chanics In ply the existence of a sin ple relation connecting the visbility V, to the populations
; ofthe beam s. T hey considered the so—called predictability

P =31 23; @6)

w hich can be interpreted as the a-prioriprobability for "guessing the way right", when one has
unequalpopulations of the beam s. It is easy to verify that the general condition

Tr? 1; @.7)

tums into the follow ing nequality
vi+P? 1 28)

W hen it is saturated, nam ely for pure states, one can recognize in Eq.[2.8) a statem ent of
w ave-particlke duality, because then a large predictability of the way followed by the quantons,
In plies a an all visbility of the Interference fringes, and viceversa.

Tndependently on any interpretation, the inequality [2.8) represents a testable relation
between m easurable quantities, that follows from the st principles of Quantum M echan-
ics. Indeed, the experim ents w ith asym m etric beam s of neutrons m ade by Rauch et al.[l1l]
are com patble wih it. It is interesting to cbserve that Eq.[2.8) provides also an operative,
quantitative way to determm ine how far the beam is from being pure.

One may ask whether an inequality analogous to Eq.[2.8) holds in the mulibeam case.
Here, one’s rst attitude would be to keep the de nition of visbilityy, Eq.(2H), unalered.
H owever, this choice has a severe faul, aswe now explain. Suppose that the beam s arem ade
Interact w ith anocther system , that we call environm ent, and assum e that the interaction does
not aler the populations of the beam s. If the Interaction is described as a scattering process,
is e ect is to give rise to an entanglem ent of the beam s w ith the environm ent, such that:

X
Jo>< o] ' pge= i3 J1>< 33 Ji>< 53 29)
i3

Here, j o > and j ; > are nom alized environm ents’ states (we have assum ed for sin plicity
that the initial state j ¢ > ofthe environm ent is pure, but taking a m ixture would not change
the resul). T he entanglem ent w ith the environm ent alters the probability of nding a quanton
n the chosen output beam . Indeed, the state 0 of the beam s, after the Interaction w ith the
environm ent, is obtained by tracing out the environm ent’s degree of freedom from Eq.[2.9):

X
= ij< jji> ji>< jj: (2.10)
ij

0

By pluggihg °into Eq.[3), we cbtain the new expression for the probability I°of nding a

quanton in the selected output beam :
0 1
1 X X .
IO= ZQ@1+ el( io5) Iij < ij j>A . 2.11)
n i 961



Ifwe agree that the visbility V should be fully determ ined by the iIntensity of the output beam
1% we require that it should be de ned in such a way that, ©or any choice of the environm ents
states j ; >,V? V. It is easy to convince oneself that the standard visbility V fi1l 1is this
requirem ent for twobeam s, whik it does not for a Jarger num ber of beam s. Indeed, for two
beams, V? V is a direct consequence of Eq.[0). Things are di erent already w ith three
beam s. Consider for exam ple the threebeam state, described by the follow ing density m atrix

1
1

0
1B 8
= 58 1 K : 2.12)
1
It can be checked that ispositive de nite if0 < 1. A direct com putation of the visibility

Vv, or > 0, gives the resul:
3

V= " : (213)
Supposenow that the interaction w ith the environm ent is such that the environm ent’s states in
Eq.[229) satisfy the conditions: § 1 >= j 2> and< 1j3>=< 573 3>= 0. This condition
is typically realized if the environm ent interacts only w ith the third beam , as it happens, for
exam ple, if one scatters light o the third beam only. This is precisely the type of situation
that is realized, n a urbeam context, in the experin ent of Refl[l]. W ih this choice for the
states j ; >, the density m atrix ° in Eq.[2Z10) becom es:

O:

wl -

0 1
0

B C

g 1 0% : 2.14)
1

It can be veri ed that the new value of the visbility v © is:

vo= - . 215
3 215)

W e see that, for 1=4 < < 1, V%> V. W e believe that these considerations lead one to
abandon V as a good m easure of the visbility, In the mulibeam case, and to search for a
di erent de nition.

Thuswe need m ultibeam generalizations of the above de nitions for the visbility and the
predictability. O f course, this is a m atter of choice, but it is clear that the choices for the
de nions of the two quantities are tied to each other, if they are eventually to satisfy an
nequality lke Eq.[228). Ihdeed a sin ple reasoning provides us w ith a possbl answer. O ne
observes that, for any number of beam s, it is still true that Tr 2 1. Upon expanding the
trace, one can rew rite this condition as:

X X X
2

I+ Isf 1 @.16)
i i 36i

O ne observes now that the rst sum depends only on the populations ; of the beam s, which

should determ ine the predictability, while the second sum depends only on the non diagonal



elem ents of , which are the ones that appear in the expression ofthe intensity I ofthe output
beam , Eq.[23), and thus detem ine the features ofthe interference pattem . E q.[2.18) suggests
that we de ne the generalized visbility V as:

5 X X
ve=_=C j[ijjzi @17

i 61

where C is a constant, chosen such that the range of values of V is the interval 0;1]. One
ndsC = n=(n 1), and so we get:

n X X
VvV = 1 LsF i @.18)
i 564

which is the choice m ade in [9]. It is clear that this de nition ofV satis es the above require-
m ent, that any interaction w ith the environm ent should m ake V decrease, because, according
to Eq.[223), them oduli jijf can never get larger, as a result of the interaction w ith the envi-
ronm ent. M oreover, we see that rtwo beam sV = 27[;,j which coincides w ith Eq.[2ZH), and
oV = V. It iseasy to check that V can be expressed also as a m s average, over allpossble
values of the phases ;, of the deviation of the intensity I of the output beam from itsm ean

valie: s

n
VvV = < (I)2> (2.19)
n 1

Here the, bracket < > denotes an average w ith respect to thephases ;and I=1 < I>

O ne proceeds in a sim ilarm annerw ith the generalized predictability P . Eq.[2.18) suggests
that we de neP as:
P?=A 2+ B ; @ 20)

where the constants A and B should be chosen such that the range of values of P 2 coincides
w ith the interval D;1]. It is easy to convince oneself that this requirem ent uniquely xes

A=n=n 1),B = 1=n,and sowe obtain:
¥ :
u n 1 X
p=_t — ;_}_ 12 ; 221)

1

which is the choice of [B]. It is easy to check that this expression coincides with P, Eq.2.8),
when n = 2. Onem ay cbserve that this de nition enpys the follow ing nice features:

1) P reaches tsmaxinum valie if and only if either one of the populations ; is equalto one,
and the others are zero, which corresponds to full predictability of the path;

i) P reaches itsm inimum if and only if all the populations are equal to each other, which
m eans total absence of predictability;

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

0..... 0 ~O_ (O..... ®
(15:: = (

popu]ations~0= 17:::; o) and forany 2 ;1] one has:

P(~%a »yO Ppch%+a pcH; @ 22)



w here the equality sign holds ifand only ifthe vectors ~%and ~® coincide. A sim ilar equation
holds for P?. This is an in portant property, because i m eans that the predictability (or
its square) of any convex com bination of states is never larger than the convex sum of the
corresponding predictabilities (or their squares).

One can check now that P2 and V ? satisfy an inequality analogous to Eq.[Z8):

vZ+ pP? 1; ©23)

w here the equal sign holds if and only if the state is pure. This result deserves a num ber of
com m ents:

1) As in the two beam s case, the above inequality provides a testable relation between m ea—
surable quantities, and i would be interesting to verify i.

2) On the Jevel of interpretations, when saturated, Eq.[223) can be regarded as a statem ent
of waveparticlke duality, in analogy with the two-beam relation, Eq.28). In fact, since the
quantity P dependsonly on the populations i, P m ay be Interpreted as a particklike attrbute
of the quantons. On the other side, since the quantity V depends only on the numbers I;;,
that determ ine the Interference term s in the expression of I, it is legitin ate to regard V as a
m easure of the wavelke attributes of the quanton.

3) However, the quantity P does not carry the sam e m eaning as the quantity P used In the
twobeam case, and the nam e "predictability”" given to it in Ref.[9] is not the m ost appropri-
ate. Indeed, from the point of view of statistical decision theory [12], the naturalde nition of
predictability would not be that in Eq.[222]l), bur rather the ©llow ing. If one interprets the
num ber ; asthe probability for a quanton to be in the beam i, and if one decides to bet every
tim e on the m ost populated beam i, the sum F 161 i Fpresents the probability of loosing the

bet. T hen, i is naturalto de ne the predictability P, as:

n X
Ppo=1 i (224)
n 1

61

w here the nom alization is xed by the requirem ent that P, = 0, if the beam s are equally
populated, and P, = 1, if any of the populations is equal to one. For n = 2, this de nition
reduces to that used by G reenberger and YaSi, in Eq.[228), and in fact it was proposed as a
generalization of it n Ref.[l3]. It is surely possblk to w rite nequalities nvolwing P, and V,
but, as far as we know , none of them is saturated by arbitrary pure states, di erently from

Eq.223). So, one is faced w ith a situation in w hich the less iIntuitive notion of "predictability",
given by Eq.[222]l), enters in a sharp relation w ith the visbility, while the m ost intuitive one,
given by Eq.[2224), enters in a relation w ith the visbility, that is not saturated even for pure
states.

3 H igher order inequalities.

In a multbeam interferom eter a new interesting feature is present, which is absent In the
twobeam case, and puts Eq.[.8) into a new perspective. In fact, Eq.[223), that relates the



populations of the beam s ; to the features of the Interference fringes, is only the st ofa
collection of inequalities, that we now discuss. The new inequalities, exactly lke Eq.[223),
rest on the st principles of Quantum M echanics and can be derived along sim ilar lines, by
considering higher pow ers of the density m atrix . Indeed, for n beam s, one has the follow ing
n 1 ndependent inequalities:

Tr ™ 1 m=2;:::5;n: (3.1)

For exam ple, w ith three beam s, if we takem = 3 we obtain:

X . X X
0< i+ 3 i T+ 3 @eLsIsi+ hey) 1 32)

i i j6i
T his inequality, lke Eq.[223), m ay be translated in term s of physically m easurable quantities,
although in a more elaborate way. First, we notice that the combination of non-diagonal
elem ents of the density m atrix, that appears in the last term ofthe rh s. ofthe above E quation
represents the third m om ent of the ntensity I of the output beam :

< (1)°3>

T35, + heco) =
(T12T2315 ) <153

33)
On the other side, the quantities jijf that appear in the m iddle tem s, are related, as In
Eq.[Z3), to the visbilities V;5 of the three interference pattems, that are obtained by lktting
the beam s iand j interfere w ith each other, after Intercepting the rem aining beam . T herefore,
wemay rewrite Eq.[320) as:

X 3X X < (1) 3>

0< i3+Z i VE+ 3 1; (3 4)

o < I>3

w hich show s clearly that the novel inequality is a testable relation, to be checked by experim ent.

T his exam ple illustrates the general structure of the new higher order inequalities. A s the
number n of beam s and the power ofm in Eq.[3]l) increase, higher and higher m om ents of
the intensity I w ill appear. Furthem ore, data related to the interference pattems form ed by
all possible subsets of beam s that can be sorted out of the n beam s, w ill appear.

A fow comments are In order. On one side, the higher order Inequalities are sin ilar to
Eq.[223), ;n that they are all testable in principle, and becom e equalities for beam s in a pure
state. On the other side, di erently from Eq.{223), they do not exhibit a natural splitting
of the particlelke quantities ; from the wavelke quantities I;5, into two separate, positive
de nite tem s.

T he existence of this sequence of nequalities suggests that, from the ponnt of view of
com plem entarity, the twobeam and the multdbbeam case are di erent. For twodeam s, the
basic properties of the density m atrix are com pltely expressed In tem s of a single duality
relation, lke Eq.[228). Th themultbbeam case, a whole sequence of independent inequalities is
needed, ifone is to fully express the basic properties of the density m atrix. E xcept forthe st



one, none of these nequalities seem s to be related In any sim pke way to the Intuitive concept
of waveparticle duality. Tt seem s than that the low est-order inequality, Eq.[2223), still carries
an idea of waveparticle duality, but only at the cost of averaging out the e ects related to

higher order m om ents.

4 W hich-way detection.

T he notion of predictability, Introduced in Sec.Il, does not express any real know ledge of the
path followed by Individual quantons, but at m ost our a-priori ability of predicting it. A m ore
Interesting situation arises if the experin enter actually tries to gain which-way inform ation
on individual quantons, by ltting them interact w ith a detector, placed in the region where
the beam s are still spatially separated. T he analysis proceeds assum ing that the detector also
can be treated as a quantum system , and that the particle-detector Interaction is described by
som e uniary process. A detector can be considered as a part of the environm ent, w hose state
and whose interaction w ith the beam s can, to som e extent, be controlled by the experin enter.
Ifwe ket j o > bethe nitial state of the detector which we assum e to be pure, for sim plicity),
the interaction w ith the particlke will give rise to an entangled density m atrix pge, Of the
form considered earlier, in Eq.[223). This tin e, however, we interpret the states j ;> asn
nom alized (out not necessarily orthogonal!) states of the which-way detectors. T he existence
of a correlation between the detector state j ; > and thebeam Jj ; >, n Eq.[23), is at the
basis ofthe detector’s ability to store w hich-way Inform ation. W e observed earlier that the very
Interaction of the quantons w ith the detector, causes, as a rul, a decrease In the visbility.
A coording to the ntuiive idea of the waveparticle duality, one would lke to explain this
decrease of the visbility as a consequence of the fact that one is trying to gain which-way
Inform ation on the quantons. In order to see if this is the case, we need read out the which-
way Inform ation stored in the detector. W e thus consider the naldetector state p , obtained

by taking a trace of Eq.[2.9) over the particle’s degrees of freedom :
X

D = iJi>< i3 4a)
i

Aswe see, p isamxture ofthen nalstates j ;> , corresponding to the n possble paths,
weighted by the fraction ; of quantons taking the respective path. Thus the problem of
detem ining the tra fctory of the particle reduces to the follow ng one: after the passage of
each particle, is there a way to decide in which of the n states j ;> the detector was keft?
If the states j ; > are orthogonal to each other, the answer is cbviously yes. If, however,
the states j ; > are not orthogonal to each other, there is no way to unambiguously infer
the path: whichever detector cbservable W one picks, there w ill be at least one eigenvector
of W , having a non-zero profction onto m ore than one state j ; > . Therefore, when the
corresponding eigenvalue is obtained as the result of a m easurem ent, no unique detector-state
can be inferred, and only probabilistic jidgm ents can be m ade. Under such circum stances,
the best the experin enter can do is to select the observable that provides asm uch inform ation

10



as possble, on the average, nam ely after m any repetitions of the experin ent. O f course, this
presupposes the choice of a de nite criterion to m easure the average am ount of which-way
Inform ation delivered by a certain cbservable W .
Let us see In detail how this is done. Consider an observable W , and lkt the progctor
onto the subspace of the detector’s H ibert space H p , associated w ith the eigenvaluew . The
aprioriprobability p of getting the result w  is:

p =T ( p) = iPi 7 “42)

where Ty denotes a trace over the detector’s H ibert space Hp and P; = j< i J 1> jQ .
The quantity ;P; coincidesw ith the probability of getting the valuew , when allthe beam s,
except the i-th one, are Intercepted before reaching the detector, and indeed this provides us
away tom easure the numbers ;P; .W hen the interferom eter is operated w th n-beam s, one
m ay interpret the nom alized probabilities Q ; :

0; = - 3)

as the a-posteriori relative probability, for a particlk to be in the i~th beam , provided that the
m easuram ent of W gave the outcome w

On 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 of the

m easurem ent. The subensem bles of quantons are described by density m atrices () of the
form :
1 X , ,
()= p—TrD ( bee) &= OHd i>< 537 4 4)

i3
where we de ned:

<>ij=pi< 53 Ji> g 4.5)
W e see that the a posteriori probabilities Q ;3 coincide w ith the diagonal elem ents of the
density m atrices ()4, and thus represent also the populations of the beam s, for the sorted
subensam bles of quantons.
Let us consider now the case of two beam s. For each outcome w , one can consider the
predictability P W ) and the visbility V. W ), associated w ith the corresponding subensam ble
of quantons:

P W)=3)n ()223= L1 Q2 J; @)
VW )=27 ()23 @.7)

N otice that both quantities depend, of course, on the cbservable W . It is clear that an
nequalty lke Eq.[2.8) holds for each subensamble, separately:

P°W )+ VW) 1: 4.8)

The equality sign holds if and only if the subensamble is a pure state, which is surely the
case ifthe beam s and the detector are separately prepared In pure states, before they interact.
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W hen the eigenvalue w is observed, it is natural to de ne the average am ount of which-way
know ledge delivered by W as the predictability P W ) of the corresponding subensam bl of
quantons. In order to m easure the overall ability of the cbservable W to discrin inate the
paths, one de nes a quantity K W ) ¥, which is som e average of the partial predictabilities
P W ). Theprocedure im plicitly adopted by Englert in [6], isto de neK W ) as the weighted
average of the numbersP W ), w ith weights provided by the a priori probabilities p :

X
KW)= pP W): 4.9)

O ne can Introduce also the "erasure visbility" [L4], relative to W , as the weighted average of
the partial visbilities: N
VW)= pVvV W): (4 .10)

For any W , these quantities can be shown to satisfy the follow ing inequality, that is a direct
consequence of Eq.[A8) :
K2@W)+Vviw ) 1: @a1)

M oreover, one can prove that:
P? KW ); 412)
w hich gives expression to the ntuiive idea that any observable W , that we decide to m easure,

provides us w ith a better know ledge of the path, than that availbble on the basisofam ere a
priori jadgem ent. O ne has also the other hequality

v ovim ) 4 13)

For the proofs of these inequalities, we address the reader to R ef.([ll]), w here they are derived
In a num ber of ndependent ways. In the socalled which-way sorting schem es, it is naturalto
select the odbservableW such astom axin ize K W ), and one then de nesthe distinguishability
D ofthe pathsasthemaxmum valie ofK W ):

D = maxfK (1 )g : 4 14)

It is easy to see that Egs.[AIl), [EI3) and [AI4) together in ply the follow ing inequality,
analogous to Eq.[2.8), st derived by Englert in R ef.[6]:

D%+ V% 1: 4 15)

T hus, given the visbility V, there is an upperbound for the distinguishability, set by the above
relation. But Englert in fact proves much m ore than this: he show s that Eq.[AI3) becom es
an identity, when both the beam s and the detector are in a pure state. In our opinion, this
fact is essential to jastify the interpretation of Eq.[4I3) as a statem ent of the com plem entary

YIndeed, Englert considers the "likellhood Ly for guessing the way right. In our notation, Ly = (1 +
KW ))=2.
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character of the wave and particle attrbutes of a quanton. In fact, this im plies that, when
the beam of quantons and the detector are as noiseless as they can possbly be n Q uantum

M echanics, nam ely when they are in pure states, an increase in any of the two temm s is neces—
sarily accom panied by an exactly quanti able corresponding decrease of the other.

A possibl generalization of the above considerations, to the m ultbbeam case, is as ollow s [9].
O ne sorts again the quantons, Into subensam bles, depending on the outcom e of the m easure—
ment of W . For each outcom e w , one uses the generalized predictabiliy P in Eq.[2220l), and
the generalized visbility V in Eq.[2218), to de ne the "conditioned which-way know ledge"

K W):

1 2
+ 02 ; (4 16)

VW)= 1 ot 417)
i j61i

In view ofEq.2223), they satisfy an inequality analogous to Eq.[48):
KW )+Vvi@w) 1: 418)

Again, as In the two beam case, the equality sign holds if the subensambles are pure. The
author of Ref.[9] considers now two di erent de nitions for the "which-way know ledge" and
the "erasure visbility", associated to W , as a whol. The st one is closer to Eq.{£3):

X X
KW)= PK W); VW)= PV W): (4.19)

T he second one, nspired by the work of B rukner and Zeilinger [15)], is*:

X X
K2W )= pK?W); VW)= pV>W): (4 20)

T he quantities iIntroduced above, are related by the follow ing chains of inequalities, the proofs
ofwhich can be found in [9]:

v VW) Vv@w); P KW) KW): 421)

T hese nequalities show that K" W ) and V W ) providem ore e cient m easures for the average

whith-way Inform ation, and for the erasure visbility, regoectively. However, the author of
Ref.Y] cbserves that the quantities K W ) and V W ) are preferabke to K W ), and V W ),
respectively, because they are the ones that reduce, forn = 2, to the de nitions used in the
twobeam case. W e would lke to point out that, shoe K W ) and V W ) are essentially
variances of the diagonal and non-diagonal elem ents, respectively, of the density m atrices for

W e use here a notation di erent from that ofRef.[d]. OurK?® )and V2 W ) correspond, respectively, to

n=n 1)Ixw andn=n 1)Iyy ,in 9.
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the subensam bles of quantons, it appears m ore natural, from a statistical point of view, to
combine them in quadrature, as done in Eq.[Z20). T his suggests that one should adopt the
de niion with the quadrature also In the twobeam case.

By taking the suprem a of all the quantities de ned above, over allpossible cbservablesW ,
one can de ne a set of four quantities, that characterize the state ofthebeam s. Forexam ple,
upon taking themaxima of K W ) and K" W ), we end up w ith two possible de nitions for the
w hich-way distinguishability, D and D’, respectively:

D=maxfKk W )g ; D =maxfK W )g: 422)
W W

Sin ilarly, by taking the suprema ofV W ) and V W ), we obtain two de niionsofthe socalled
"coherence" of the beam s [L6]:

C=supftvV W )g; C= supfV@W )g: (4 23)
W W

(The readerm ay found in Ref.[ll] an explnation of why one hasm axin a, in the de nition of
distinguishability, and only suprem a in that of coherence.)

The quantities introduced above, satisfy a set of lnequalities, that all Pllow from the
chains of inequalities E gs.[Z2]l), and from the follow ing inequality, that can be obtained from
Eq.[AI8), on averaging over all possible ocutcom es w

K?°W)+Vvew ) 1: @ 24)

It is clear that this inequality is saturated, regardless of the cbservable W , when the state of
the com bined detectorbeam system ispure. This is an inm ediate consequence of Eq.[218).

O ne of the central resuls of R ef.[d] is the llow ing nequality, generalizing Eq.[Z19):
D2+ V?: 1: (4 25)

SinceD” D ,thisalso Inplies:

D2+ V% 1: 4 26)

Thuswe see that also in them ultbeam case, the visbility V sets an upper lim it for the am ount
of which-way inform ation, irrespective of how one measures it, via D or D . In Ref.9] i is
suggested that the above two hequalities provide m ultibbeam generalizations of the two-beam
w ave-particke dualty relation Eq.[ZI9).

Even ifEq.[Z24) and Eq.[E28) represent correct inequalities, that can be tested in an ex-
perin ent, In our opinion, their interpretation as an expression ofwave-particle duality appears
disputable. The root of the problem is that the above nequalities, di erently from the two
beam case, cannot be saturated, in general, even if the beam s and the detector are prepared
in pure states (in Appendix I, we actually prove that Eq.[A28), for exam ple, can be saturated
only ifD = P, which m eans that the detector does not provide any inform ation). T herefore,
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one m ay conceive the possibility of designing two which-way detectors D ; and D ,, such that
V, > Vy,whil, at thesametine, D1 > D,. Thispossibility, which con ictsw ith the ntuitive
idea of com plam entarity, actually occurs, as we anticipated in Ref.[10], and aswe report in the
next Section.

5 A threebeam exam ple.

The exam ple discussed in Ref.[l0], was based on a three beam nterferom eter w ith equally
populated beam s, described by the pure state:
1X
= — ji>< 53: 5Ja)
3 ..
i3
For the sake of sim plicity, i was assum ed there that the detector’s H ibert space was a two—
din ensional space H , . Tts rays were described via the B loch param etrization, such that:

1+ na ~ )
— T >< 7J; ©2)
where ft isa unit threevector and ~ = ( x; y; ) is any representation of the Paulim atrices.
W edenoted by 1t > < fijthe ray corregponding to the vectornt. W e required that the directions
A; ;A ;fAy, associated w ith the states j ; >, were coplnar, and such that Ay and 1 both
fomed an angle wih iy W e Inagihed that could be varied at will, by acting on the
detector, and In Ref.[l0] we obtained the follow Ing expressions for the visbility V and the
distinguishability D , as functions of

S

1+ cos + cog

V()= ; 5.3)
3 (

1
D ( )=p—§s3n or O 2=3 ; B4

2 .,
D()=—=sn" — for 2=3 : 5.5)

3 2

The valiesofV and D are plotted in the gure. By looking at i, one realizes that som ething
unexpected happens: whilke in the interval 0 < =2,V decreases and D increases, as
expected from the waveparticke duality, we see that In the interval =2 ,V and D

decrease and increase sim ultaneously! W e see that if we pick two values 1 and 5, iIn this
region, we obtain two w hich-way detectors, that precisely realize the situation described at the
end of the previous Section.

T he analysis of R ef.[1(0], that we have sum m arized here, is not realistic though, because of
the sim plifying assum ption of a detector w ith a two-dim ensional H ibert space of states. Even
assum ing that the detector’s nalstates j ; > span a two-din ensionalsubspaceH ,, stillone has
to take Into acocount that the fullH ibert space H p ofa realistic device is in nie-din ensional.
Now , it isknown from thetheory ofquantum detection [12,117]that the optin um discrim ination
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Figure 1: P ots of the quantities D (solid line), V (dotted line), and D 24+ V2 (dashed Ine), as
functions of i a three beam situation.

am ong an assigned set of quantum states, is not always achieved by an ocbservable that leaves
Invariant the subspace spanned by them . H ow ever, the value ofD quoted above corresponds to
m axin izing the which-way know ledge over the restricted set of detector’s observablesW , that
Jeave Invariant the subspace H 5. Then, in order to com plete the proof, we need to show thatno
cbservable in Hp can perform better than the one determ ined in R ef.[L0], by considering only
operators that live in H , . F illing this gap, isby nom eans an easy b, because i isam atter of
solving an optin ization problem In an In niedin ensionalH ibert space. T here is no general
strategy for solving this sort of problem s, and we can rely only on few known general resuls
[12,117,118]. T he Interested reader can nd the lengthy procedure to com pute D in A ppendix
IT. H ere, we content ourselves w th sketching the m ethod followed, and presenting the results.

For the sake of de nieness, ket us agree to use K W ) as our m easure of the which way-
Inform ation. At the end of this Section, we shall discuss what changes if one instead uses
K'W ). The determ ination of the optim al cbservable W o+ is facilitated by the observation
that, even when Hp is in nitedin ensional, the problem can be form ulated entirely in the
subspace H,, as we now explain. One observes that the probabilities P; that enter In the
de nition of K W ) can be w ritten also as:

P; =< i Ji>=< 4] Ji> < 3R Ji>; (5.6)

where is the orthogonal profctor onto H 5, and A = is a positive (hem itian)
operator on the subspace H ;. Thus we see that the operators A contain all the infom ation
we need, about W , in order to com pute the which-way know ledge. It is to be noticed that A
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are not pro gction operators, In general. H owever, they m ust provide a decom position of the
dentity onto H ,, since:

A = = ) = ¢ (G

Such a collection ofoperatorson H ,, providesan exam ple ofwhat isknown In M athem aticsasa
Positive O perator Valued M easure POVM in short). N otice though that, whilke any hem itian
operator in Hp gives rise, by profction, to a POVM in H ,, the converse m ay not be true. *
O ur strategy to determ ine W ¢ is then to search st for the optin alPOVM A ¢ In H, (the
notion of which way know ledge is cbviously de ned for an arbirary POVM , aswell), and to
check at the end if A ¢ can be realized by projcting onto H, an operator W in Hp, as n
Eq.[5f). Ifthis isthe case, W isguaranteed to be optim al, and we can say thatD = K A opt) -
The determ nation of A o+ is facilitated by a general theorem [18], that states that for any
m easure of the which-way know ledge that is a weighted average of a convex function, the
optimn alPOVM oonsists of rank-one operators. T his is the case for the which-way know ledge
K , which is a weighted average of the predictability P , which indeed isa convex function. T he
A being rank-one operators, we are ensured that there exist non-negative num bers 2 1
and unit vectorsmt such that:

A =2 % ><m j= (Q+m ~): (5.8)

T he condition ora POVM , Eq.[E) is equivalent to the ©llow ing conditions, for the num bers
and the vectors mt
X X
=1; M =0: (5.9)

The Interested readermay nd in Appendix IT how the optinalPOVM can be determm ned.
Herewe just report the result: forallvaluesof , Ay tumsout to have only two non vanishing
elem ents, A , such that:

A = for 0 <2 =3; (5.10)

A = for 2 =3< : (5.11)

It is clear that the operators A ocoincide w ith the proctors found in Ref.[l0], show ing that
it was indeed su cient to carry out the optin ization procedure in H ».

Tt should be appreciated that this coincidence is by no m eans trivial, and strictly depends
on the choice of K W ) as a measure of which-way know ledge. For exampl, or = 2 =3,
it is known [12,[17], that, w ith either Shannon’s entropy or Bayes’ cost function asm easures
of nform ation, the optin al POVM actually consists of three elem ents, and thus it is not

associated w ith an operator in H ,.

*In e ect, thisproblem arisesonly ifH p is nite din ensional. IfH p is in nite dim ensional, allPOVM ’'s are
acceptable, because a general theorem due to Neum ark [19] ensures that allPOVM ‘s of any H ibert space, can
be realized as projctions of selfad pint operators from a larger H ibert space.
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Then, our observation that the fnequality Eq.223) fails to carry the physical picture
associated w ith the idea of com plem entarity isnow fully dem onstrated. W e have checked that
a sin ilar conclusion can be drawn if, rather than K , one uses the altemative de nition of
distinguishability D" provided by Eq.[E22). In fact, it tums out that the optinal POVM for
K coincides w ith the one found earlier, in the interval O < 2=3 ,and soD = D . The
proof of this can be found in Appendix IT.

6 Conclisions

The Intuitive concept of Com plam entarity has found, in the case of twodbeam s Interference
experin ents, a satisfactory, fully quantum m echanical form ulation as interferom etric dualiy.
In this paper, we critically analyzed the di culties encountered in the attem pt of generalizing
this concept to m ultbeam experim ents, and discussed the shortcom ings that are present, in
our opinion, in recent proposals. It seam s to us fair to say that interferom etric duality has not
yet found a proper form ulation, In them ulibeam case. To jastify this conclusion, lt us recall
the di erent points we have elaborated in the paper.

In the twobeam case, generalquantum m echanical requirem ents on the density m atrix In —
ply the G reenbergerY aSin inequality, that, when saturated, expresses interferom etric duality.
T his Inequality has been generalized to the multibbeam case [U], lrading to a form alde nition
of Interferom etric duality form ore than two beam s. T he price payed is that the corresponding
generalized concept of predictability has lost the intuitive connection w ith m inin izing the error
In guessing the way right. T he traditional concept of predictability m ay enter, together w ith
the generalized visbility, In an inequality that is not saturated, and then cannot convey the
idea of com plem entarity, which requires that a better visbility is necessarily related to a loss
In nform ation.

W e have shown that general requirem ents of quantum m echanics in ply new nequalities,
that are not present in thetwo beam case. T hese inequalities are again experin entally testable.
T hey deserve further study but, at the present, they do not seem to exhibit a direct relation
w ith the idea of com plem entarity.

Interferom etric duality m ay be fully analyzed only in the presence of w hich-way detectors.
In the two beam case, Englert has shown that the visbility enters, w ith the distinguishability,
Into an inequality, that is saturated for pure states. A s m axin izing the distinguishability,
m inin izes the error In guessing the way right by perform ing a m easuram ent, this relation fiilly
expresses Interferom etric duality. In deriving an analogous nequality for the m ulibeam case,
D urr has introduced two altemative notions of distinguishability. H owever, we have shown
that this inequality is never saturated, apart from trivial cases. Then, a pure inequality m ay
be consistent w ith a situation in which an Increase (decrease) In visbility goes together w ith
an Increase (decrease) In distinguishability, contrary to the intuiive idea of interferom etric
duality. W e have given a full proofthat this possibility actually occurs in a realistic exam ple.
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T he Inequalities proposed by D urr, in tem s of generalized visbility and distiguishability, are
then ocorrect quantum m echanical relations, testable In principl, but they fail to convey the
idea of interferom etric duality.

Tt is seem s then fair to conclude that interference duality In m ultibeam experim ents has
not yet been properly form ulated. W e Jeave the problem open, but we notice it isby nom eans
necessary that quantum m echanics should provide usw ith an exact form ulation ofthis concept
In the multdbeam case. M ay be, one should content hin (er)self w ith its form ulation In the
two beam case, where the sam iclassical ntuitive idea of com plem entarity was rst introduced.
M ay be, Quantum M echanics provides us jast w ith the values of cbservable quantities, and
experin entally testable inequalities. T he analysiswe have perform ed m ay hint in thisdirection,
but further investigation is required.
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8 Appendix I

In this Appendix, we prove the ollow Ing resul: forany numbern > 2 ofbeam s in a pure state

, and any detector in a pure initial state, the inequality Eq.lE28) is satis ed as an equality
ifand only if D = P, nam ely when the detector provides no nformm ation at all. The proof
consists in show ing that the equal sign in Eq.[A28) holds only if the detector states § ; > are
proportional to each other, which cbviously mpliessD = P . Consider the optim al operator
W oot such that K W ot) = D (we assum e that such an operator exists), and et V W o) be
the corresponding erasure visbility. It ollow s then from Egs.[£2]l) and Egs.[Z24) that:

D?+ V? D%+ VW ope) =K W opt) + V W opr) K W opt) + VW o) = 11 (81)
W e see that a necessary condition to have D 2 + V2 = 1 is that:
V=V W o) : 82)

In what follow s, we shall not consider the trivial case V = 0, and we shall suppose that
V > 0. In order to study Eq.[B2), we take advantage of the fact that, K W ) being convex,
the spectrum ofW o+ can be taken to be non degenerate [18]. Ifwe let v > the eigenvectors
OfW opt, W ith non-vanishing pro fction onto som e of the states j ; >, by using the expressions

19



Eq.[EI]) for the partial visbilities, we can w rite:

n 1_, n 1X X
n \ (Wopt)= pp VV =
X X SA z . . . QA 2 . . .
= Xw Jy >7F <KW Feg > F 8.3)
i j6i P g6p
where
0 F 3 Ji>< 338 84)

N ow , the C auchy-Schw arz inequality for real vectors In plies that:

SX X 0 . 0 SX X . 0 0 X X . 0 . 0 0 . 0 .
Xw ruyw >7F I< W Fpg > F Xw Py >3 < whgw o> J:
i 961 P g6p i 961
(8.5)
Upon using this relation into Eq.[83), we obtain:
!2
n 1_, X X X o o o X XX o .
VoW opt) X W g >3] IS WrisW > J= <KW 3w > ]
n i 564 i 564
(8.6)
Obviously: x o | x o .
J<w Fi3 >3 J < w Fi3W > J 8.7)
Then, Eq.[84d) becom es:
2
V20 opt) <w Py > = T (v9)F = vi; ©88)
n i 61 i 961 n

Clearly, V2 W opt) becom es equalto V, ifand only ifall the inequalities involved in the deriva—
tion of Eq.[B8) becom e equalities. N otice that the case n = 2 is special, for then the C auchy-
Schw arz inequalities Eq.[88) are necessarily equalities, because the sum s .n Eq.[8H) contain
Just one term . However, forn > 2, we have the equal sign if an only if there exist positive
constants ¢ such that:

c J<w Fiy > J=ci<w Py > J; 816 J: 8.9)
Snce< w JyyJ >=<w ji>< 3 > jj,andweassume 56 0,the above condition is
equivalent to

cC J<w ji>< 5 >J=c j<w Jji>< s >3J; 816 j: (8.10)

O n the other side, the set of nequalities E q.[BJ) becom e equalities ifand only, orall§ 6 i, the
phasesofthe com plex numbers< w J433 >, and then ofthenumbers< w j;>< W >,
do not depend on

arg K w Ji>< 4 >)= 45 8.11)
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Now, orn > 2 and V > 0, Eq.[BI0Q) inplies that the matrix elements < w j ; > are all
di erent from zero. To see i, we separate the states j ; > Into two subsets, A and B. A

contains the detector states w hich are orthogonalto som e of the eigenstates v > . B contains
the rem aining states. W e can prove that, forV > 0, A must be empty. This is done In two
steps: rst we prove that if A contains som e detector states, then it contains all of them . In
the second step, we show that the elem ents of A are orthogonal to each other. By combining
the two facts, it follow s that A m ust be am pty, because otherw ise all detector states would be
orthogonalto each other, and then, by takinga W that has the detector states as eigenvectors,
wewould achieve D = 1 and V W o) = 0, which is not possble, because we assum ed that
V > 0. So, ¥kt us show st that if A contains som e detector states, i contains all. In
fact, ket j 1 > be one of its elem ents. Then there exists a value of , say = 2, such that
< wyj 1 >= 0.0n the other side, since the vectors v > fom a basis for the vectors j ; >,
there m ust be som e elgenvector, say W1 >, such that < w1j 1 >6 0. Suppose now that B

contains an element, say j , >, and consider Eq.[8I0), ori= 1, j=n, = 2and = 1:
S J< Wej1>< aW2> J= ¢ J< wi1j1>< W1 > J Itisclear that the lhs. vanishes,
while the rhs. does not. It follow s that there cannot be such a j , > . Then, if A contains
Just one detector state, it contains all.

Now we can tum to the second step. In order to prove that all elem ents of A are orthogonal
to each other, consider for exampl Eq.[BI0) or = 2 and i = 1: they mply that, for
any j6 1 and any ,thenumbersj< w j; >< 4% > jmust vanish. But this inplies
<w ji1>< 4 >= 0.Summingover allvaluesof ,we obtain:

X
0= <w J1>< 4 >=< 331> ¢ 8.12)

So, j 1 > is orthogonal to all other detector states j ; > . The sam e reasoning applies to all
elem ents of A, and thus we conclude that all detector states are orthogonal to each other.

Having proved that allm atrix elements < ;W > are di erent from zero, we can now show

that the detector’s states j ; > are indeed proportional to each other. Sinhce n > 2, for any

i6 j, wecan nd a k distinct from both i and j. Consider now Eq.{8I0) for the coupls

i;k and j;k, and divide the st by the second. T his is legitin ate, because all Inner products

< w ji> aredi erent from zero. W e get:
w2 I JSW I I g6y ©13)
j<Wjj>j j<Wjj>j

T his is the sam e as: ) ) . . . .
< w i > < w . >
W Jir ) W I g5 (8.14)
J<w ji>3 J<w Jj3>73
P

Since j<w ji> F=1fralli, i is easy to verify that the above equations in ply:

j<w Ji> 3= 3J<w jjy> J: 8.15)
To proceed, wem ake use now of Eq.[BT0). Ifweset ;= arg< w j;>,Eq.[BI) inplies:

i 3= i ®.16)
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w hich cbviously m eansthat, for xed iand jand variable ,thephasesofthe com plex num bers
<w ji>and< w Jj 4> dierby theoverallphase ij, and this in plies:

ji>=e"y5> 8.17)

Since all detector states di er by a phase, it ocbviously follow s that the detector provides no
inform ation at all, and thusD = P .

9 Appendix IT

In thisA ppendix, we determ ine the rank-onePOVM thatm axin izesthe which-way know ledge,
for the three beam interferom eter considered in SecV . T he procedure is di erent, depending
on whether we choose to m easure the w hich-way know ledge by m eans ofK orK . W e consider

rst K , because it isthe sin plest case. W e can prove then that, for any num ber ofbeam sw ith
equal populations ;, and any choice of the detector states j ; > In Hy, the POVM A that
m axin izesK can be taken to have only two non vanishing elem ents, A = fA ;A g. The proof
is as follow s. F irst, we notice that, for any rank-one POVM consisting of only two elem ents,
the conditions fora POVM , Eq.[23), inply:

1
1= 2% i mi+my=0: 91)

Thus, all rank-one POVM with two elem ents are characterized by a pair of uni vectorsm ,
that are opposite to each other. Such a POVM clarly colncides w ith the P rofctor Valied
M easure PVM ) associated with the hem iian operatorm; ~ m B. We ket A the optinal
PVM , that can be cbtained by considering all possible directions formt;. W e can show that
such an A represents the optin alPOVM . To see this, we prove that the which way-know ledge
K @) delvered by A is not lss than that delivered by any other POVM C . By virtue of the
theorem proved In Ref.[l8], i is su cient to consider POV M ‘s C m ade of rank-one operators.

In order to evaluate K (C), i is convenient to rew rite the quantities p K , for any elem ent
c) c)

cC =2 @+ m ~)ofC, as
" !#_
R R 1=2
pK = —+ ’p 2 =
n 1 n ,
=1
( )
(c>r n 1 ) * 2., X 2 C) a2 c) *
= -1+ @ )71+ L+ @ 0]+ 2m i1 — fi
n 1 n ) ) ) n
1 1 1
©2)

W e observe now that, or equally populated beam s, ; = 1=n, the last sum in the above
equation vanishes, and the expression forp K becom es invariant under the exchange ofnt ©)
wih © . Considernow the POVM B, such that:

1 1
B"=-C i B =< ©a m© o~y 9.3)
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Ofoourse,p(+)K *) = p K =2, whik the invariance of p K jmijesp( 'k ) = p(+)K «,

It follow s that the average Inform ation for B and C are equal to each other, K B) = K (C).
Now , for each value of , the pair of operators B €)_ @ m © . )=2 constitutes by itself
aPOVM ,wih two elem ents. Thus, the POVM C can be regarded as a collection of POVM 's
w ith two elam ents, each taken w ith a non-negative w eight ©) Butthenk C ), beingequalto
the average of the am ounts of inform ation provided by a numberof POVM w ith two elem ents,
cannot be lJarger than the am ount of nform ation K @A ) delivered by thebest POVM w ih two
elem ents. Thuswehaveshown thatK €)= K B) K @A),which showsthatA istheoptinal
POVM .

Tt ram ainsto ndA forthe exam pl considered In SecV ,but thisiseasy. Ifwe let and the
polar angles that identify the vectornt 1, one nds for the square of the which-way inform ation
the follow ing expression :

4
K?= - o sn® - + 3sn® cof owof - sn?® - (9.4)
9 2 2 2

For allvalues of ,thewhich-way Inform ation ismaxinum ifcos = 1, ie. ifthe vectorm

lies in the sam e plane as the vectors f1;. A s for the optin alvalie of , it dependson . For
0 < 2 =3,thebest choiceis = =2, and one gets the PVM in Eq[BI0), w ith gives the
path distinguishability D given in Eq.[54). For Jarger values of ,onehas = 0 and then the
optim alPVM isthat of Eq.[E1l), with D given by Eq.[2H).

W etum now to the case when thew hich-way inform ation ism easured by m eansofK . Since

the square of the predictability is a convex function, we are ensured by the general theorem
proved in [18] that the optin alPOVM ism ade of rank-one operators, of the form [B8). W e
split the com putation of the optinal POVM in two steps. First, we prove a Jemm a, which
actually holds for any m easure of the which-way inform ation F , which is a weighted average
of a convex function of the a-posteriori probabilities Q ; .
Lemma: oconsider an interferom eter with n beam s, and arbitrary populations ;. Let the
detector states j ; > be in H ,, and have coplanar vectors ft;. Then, the optinal POVM is
necessarily such that allthe vectorsmt in Eq.[28) lie in the sam e plane containing the vectors
nj.

The proofofthe Jemm a is as follow s. Let B be an optin alPOVM . Suppose that som e of the
vectorsm © do not belong to the plane containing the vectors f1;, which we assum e to be the
xz plne. W e show below how to constructanew POVM A providing not less inform ation than
B , and such that the vectorsm ®) allbelong to the xz plane. The rst step In the construction
of A consists in symm etrizing B w ith respect to the xz plane. The symm etrization is done
by replacing each elkment B of B, not lying in the xz plane, by the pair 8 %;B ), where
BY=8B =2, andBwhasthesamewejght asBO,wthe its vector m (B)(Djsthe sym m etric of
m ®) wih resoect to the xz plane. It is easy to verify that the sym m etrization preserves the
conditions ora POVM [Egs. [E3)]. Since all the vectors f; belong by assum ption to the xz
plane, the which way know ledge actually depends only on the progctions of the vectors M ®)
In the plane xz. This Im plies, at is easy to chedk, that sym m etrization w ith respect to the xz
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plane does not change the am ount of which way know ledge. W e assum e therefore that B has
been prelin narily symm etrized in thisway. Now we show that we can replace, one after the
other, each pair of symm etric elem ents B °;B ®) by another pair of operators, whose vectors
lie In the xz plane, w ithout reducing the inform ation provided by the POVM . Consider for
exam ple the pair B %;B ®). W e construct the unique pair of unit vectors @ and ¢ , Iying the
xz plane, and such that:

@ +90 =2m ®* 14+ m ®2L); 9.5)

where’iand’ﬁarethedjrectionsofthex and z axis, respectively. Notice thatd € ¢ . Consider
now the collection of operators cbtained by replacing the pair B °;B @) w ith the pair @%;A D)
such that:

2%= ®lag+a ~) ; A= Blat+o ~) 9.6)

It is clear, In view ofEgs. [@H), that the new collection of operators still form s a resolution of
the identity, and thus represents a POVM .Equations [BH) also inply:

®B)0_ ®)m _ ®) ®) —
P, =P, = @+ m®*ni+m *’*ni) =
_ 1 X X z .z 1 n% Z_ 7\ _ 1 @)o @)
—5 (l+uni+uni)+§ @+ 1r1i+vni)—5(E>i + P, ) ; 9.7)
Now,de ne 0 = p(A)O=(2p(B)),and D = p(A)w=(2p(B)),wherep(B) = p(B)0= p(B)(D. Since
p®%% p®%= 2p®) wehave O+ P= 1. Tt iseasy to verify that:
0 o 0 o
QB0= BP0 B0, 0g BT, (9.8)

But then, the convexity of F in plies:
p(B)OF © ®) + p(B>CDF ©®)90) = 2p®)F ©®)0 =

= 2p®)F (Pg®% ™0 2P F @+ TF @ ®D)=
— pO(A)F (Q’O(A))+ p(A)CDF © (A)CD) . (9.9)

It follow s that the new POVM is no worse than B . By rgpeating this construction, we can

obviously elim inate from B allthe p pairs of elem ents not lying In the xz plane, untilwe get a
POVM A, which provides not less inform ation than B , whose elem ents all lie in the xz plane.
T his concludes the proof of the lemm a.

Now we can proceed as ollow s: we consider the POVM ’s consisting of two elem ents only, and
having its vectors it ; parallel to the x axis. By direct evaluation one can check that K @)

equals the expression in Eq.[24) . W e can prove that, or0 < 2 =3,such an A providesnot
less nform ation than any other POVM , C, consisting ofm ore than two elem ents. By virtue of
) ofc

lie In the xz plane. Our rstm ove isto symm etrize C w ith respect to z axis, by introducing a

POVM B, consisting of pairs of elem ents ® °;B ¥), having equalweights, and vectorsm ° and
M © that are sym m etric w ith respect to the z axis:

the lemm a just proven, we loose no generality ifwe assum e that the all the vectorsm

1 1
B'=2cC i BU=- Bla ot .4m? g (910)
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B provides asmuch inform ation as C . Indeed, In view ofEq. (??),we nd

pC)l_ ,p®O_ ,p O, ©11)
T he Invariance ofthe predictability w ith respect to permm utations of its argum ents, then ensures
thatK" B )= K (C). Thus,we looseno Inform ation ifwe consideraPOVM B ,that issym m etric
w ih respect to the z axis. Now we describe a procedure of reduction that, applied to a
symm etric POVM lke B, gives rise to another symm etric POVM B, which contains two
elem ents less than B , but nevertheless gives no less inform ation than B . T he procedure works
as follow s: we pick at will two pairs of elem ents 0of B , say (Bg ;Bg)) and 0313 l;Bg) ;) and

consider the unique pair of sym m etric unit vectors¢ = u* 1+ u? Kk such that:
z_ 1 ®) Bz, &) Bz, 912
u = ®) ®) (y My N 1My 1) ( )
N tTon o1

Consider the symm etric collection B, obtained from B after replacing the four elem ents

N

®82;B2;BY [;BY |)bythepair €2 ;B ) such that:

®)

(x + 2lya+e ~): (943)

B0 = + Oloa+a ~) B = (g

E isstilla POVM, as it is easy to verify. M oreover, z) provides not less inform ation than B,

aswe now show . Indeed, after som e algebra, one nds:

4 ®) ®)
KB) KB) z N ®)z N 1 ®)z
e, & 9 o e 9 ) ey ey 90w 0 ©14
N N 1 N N 1 N N 1

w here the function g (x) has the expression:

3+ x(1+2c0s ) 1+ x)2+ 20+ xc0s F+ 20 x?)sin?
gK)= + : (9.15)
6 6+ 2x(1+ 2cos )

In view ofEq. [@I7), the rhs. of Eq. [BI4) is of the form

g(x+ (@ )X2) gxi1) @ )9 X2) ; (9.16)

®)_ (B)+ (B)l),whﬂexlszB)z

Bl : 2% and x, = m 2. Tem ay be chedked that, for
allvaluesof , such thatO < 2 =3,g(x) isconcave, forx 2 [ 1;1], and so therh s. ofEqg.
[318) is non-negative or any value of 2 [;1]. This in plies that the rhs. of Eq. [BI4) is
non-negative aswell, and so K’ CBA) K B ). A fter enough ierations of this procedure, we end
up wih a symm etric POVM consisting of two pairs of elem ents CBE;B&D) and CBS;B%D). But
then, the conditions ora POVM , Egs. [B3), imply that the quantity between the brackets
on the rhs. of Eq. [@12) vanishes, and so Eq. [@I2) gives u? = 0. Thism eans that the last
fteration gives rise precisely to the PVM A . By putting everything together, we have shown
that K C)=K B8) K CBA) ::: K @), and this is the required resul.

where =
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