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In a recentpaper[Phys. Rev. A 64,042113 (2001)]S.D �urrproposed an interesting m ultibeam

generalization ofthequantitativeform ulation ofinterferom etricwave-particleduality,discovered by

Englert for two-beam interferom eters. The proposed generalization is an inequality that relates a

generalized m easure ofthe fringe visibility,to certain m easuresofthe m axim um am ountofwhich-

way knowledgethatcan bestored in a which-way detector.W econstructan explicitexam plewhere,

with three beam sin a pure state,the schem e proposed by D �urrleadsto the possibility ofan ideal

which-waydetector,thatcan achieveabetterpath-discrim ination,atthesam etim easabetterfringe

visibility.In ouropinion,thisseem sto bein contrastwith theintuitiveidea ofcom plem entarity,as

itisim plem ented in the two-beam scase,where an increase in path discrim ination alwaysim pliesa

decrease offringe visibility,ifthe beam sand the detectorare in pure states.

PACS num bers:03.65.Ta,03.65.U d
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I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

As it is wellknown,Bohr’s Principle ofCom plem en-

tarity,and the subsequent debate on the possibility of

detecting,asproposed by Einstein,"which-way"individ-

ualquantum system s("quantons",forshort)aretaking,

in double-slitinterference experim ents,helped to shape

thebasicconceptsofQ uantum M echanics.However,this

early discussion on the duality between fringe visibility

and which-way inform ation, as it is called today, was

essentially sem iclassicalin nature.Thehistory oftheat-

tem pts ofform ulating such duality,for the two beam s

case,within the fullfram ework ofQ uantum M echanics,

hasbeen quite long,perhapssurprisingly long,and has

found,it seem s fair to say,a satisfactory conclusion in

1996 in a paper by Englert [2]. Following a suggestion

present in the pioneering work ofW ootters and Zurek

[3],Englertwasable to establish a com plem entarity re-

lationship between the distinguishability D ,thatgivesa

quantitative estim ate ofthe ways,and the visibility V,

thatm easuresthe quality ofthe interferencefringes:

D
2
+ V

2
� 1: (1)

An im portant feature of Eq.(1) is that it becom es an

equality when the beam s and the detector are prepared

in a purestate;when thisisthecase,Eq.(1)im pliesthat

a largervisibility isnecessarily accom panied by asm aller

path distinguishability.

Itisinterestingtoexploreifan analogousform ofinter-

ferom etric duality can be form ulated form ore than two

beam s ofinterfering quantons. An im portant step to-

ward the understanding ofthisquestion hasbeen m ade

by D �urr [1]: he argued that an appropriate m ultibeam
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generalization ofthe usualconceptoffringevisibility V,

is provided by the (properly norm alized)rm s spread V

ofthe fringes intensity from its m ean value (Eq.(1.10)

ofRef.[1]).By a correspondinggeneralization ofthecon-

ceptofpath predictability P ,provided by thequantity P

de�ned in Eq.(1.16)ofRef.[1],D �urrwasabletoderivean

inequality analogousto that found by G reenbergerand

Ya Sin [4]fortwo beam s:

P
2
+ V

2
� 1 : (2)

Sim ilarly to Eq.(1), the above inequality becom es an

equality ifthe beam sare in a pure state,which ensures

theexistenceofageneralsee-saw relation between V and

P . Since V and P undoubtedly m easure,respectively,

wave-like and particle-like attributes of the interfering

quantons,wethusthink thatEq.(2)can be correctly in-

terpreted asexpressinga form ofwave-particleduality in

the m ultibeam case.

Howeverinteresting,an inequality likeEq.(2)doesnot

convey yet the concept ofwave-particle duality,as it is

involved,say,in the fam ous idealexperim ent with two

m oving slits,conceived by Einstein. Indeed,the quan-

tity P above does not represent any realknowledge of

thepathsfollowed by individualquantons,butonly con-

stitutessom e m easureofone’sa prioriability to predict

them ,based on unequalpopulationsofthe beam s. The

relevantschem esfora discussion ofwave-particleduality

a’la Einstein,arethosein which oneactually triesto ob-

tain which-wayknowledge,byplacingdetectorsalongthe

pathsofthequantons.In ordertom easuretheam ountof

which-way inform ation,thatcan beobtained by m easur-

ingthedetector’sobservableW ,afterthepassageofeach

quanton,D �urr de�nes the which-way knowledge K (W )

asa weighted average ofthe generalized predictabilities

P ofthe sorted subensem bles ofquantons,for which a

certain resultofthe m easurem entisobtained (Eqs.(2.3)

and (2.4) ofRef.[1]) (Actually,D �urr introduces also an

http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0304004v1
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alternative m easure IK W ofthe which-way inform ation,

in Eq. (6.6) ofRef. [1]. For the sake ofsim plicity,in

this Com m ent,we willrefer only to the �rst one,and

we address the interested reader to Ref. [5],where an

extensive discussion ofthe problem isgiven).Then,the

m ultibeam analogue,D ,ofEnglert’spath distinguisha-

bility D isde�ned asthem axim um valueofK (W ),over

thesetofalldetector’sobservables(Eq.(2.11)ofRef.[1]).

By using thisde�nition,D �urrisableto provean inequal-

ity analogousto Englert’sEq.(1):

D
2
+ V

2
� 1: (3)

Thisgeneralization ofEq.(1)to them ultibeam case,is

an interestingrelation,thatcan betested,in principle,by

experim ents.However,there existsa di�erence between

the two beam s and the m ultibeam case. In fact,di�er-

ently from Eqs.(1)and (2),theinequality (3),cannotbe

saturated in general,even ifthe beam sand the detector

areprepared in purestates(in Ref.[5],weactually prove

thatin the m ultibeam case the above inequality can be

saturated only ifthevisibility V iseitherequalto oneor

to zero). Therefore,one m ay conceive the possibility of

designing twowhich-way detectorsD 1 and D 2,such that

V1 > V2,while,atthe sam etim e,D 1 > D 2.

It is the purpose ofthis Com m ent to show that this

possibility actually occurs,as willbe seen in next Sec-

tion,by an explicitexam ple. In the �nalconsiderations

thatclosethisCom m ent,wearguethatsuch a behavior

risesdoubtson thepossibility ofinterpreting Eq.(3)asa

statem entofwave-particleduality.

II. A T H R EE-B EA M EX A M P LE.

In thisSection theproblem announced in theprevious

Section is presented in an exam ple with three beam sof

quantonsin a pure state. So,we considera three beam

interferom eterwith equally populated beam s,described

by the pure state:

� =
1

3

3X

i;j= 1

j i > <  jj: (1)

Ifa detector,initially prepared in som epureinitialstate

j�0 > ,is placed along the trajectories followed by the

quantons,itsinteraction with thequantonswillgiverise

to an entangled state�b& d ofthe form :

�b& d =
1

3

3
X

i;j= 1

j�i > < �jj
 j i > <  jj; (2)

where j�i > are norm alized,butnotnecessarily orthog-

onal,detector’sstates. Suppose,forsim plicity,thatthe

detector’sHilbertspaceH D istwo-dim ensional.In order

to furtherspecify the statesj�i > ,itisthen convenient

to use the Bloch param etrization,to represent rays of

H D by unitthree-vectors,n̂ = (nx;ny;nz),via them ap:

1+ n̂� ~�

2
= j� > < �j; (3)

where~� = (�x;�y;�z)isany representation ofthe Pauli

m atrices in H D . W e shalldenote by ĵn > < n̂jthe ray

correspondingtothevectorn̂.W erequirethatthedirec-

tions n̂+ ;̂n� ;̂n0,associated with statesj�i > ,arecopla-

nar,and such thatn̂+ and n̂� both form an angle� with

n̂0. W e im agine that � can be varied at will,by acting

on thedetector.By properly choosing theorientation of

the coordinateaxis,we can m ake the vector n̂0 coincide

with the z axis,and the vectors n̂� lie in the xz plane,

such that:

n̂0 � (0;0;1) ; n̂� = (� sin�;0;cos�): (4)

Upon using the wellknown form ula j< �ij�j > j2 =

(1+ n̂i� n̂j)=2 ;into D �urr’sde�nition forthe generalized

fringe visibility V ,Eq. (1.12) ofRef. [1],one gets the

following expression forV ,asa function of�:

V (�)=

s

1

6

X

i

X

j6= i

(1+ n̂i� n̂j)=

r

1+ cos� + cos2 �

3
:

(5)

W enoticethatthevalueofthevisibility isequalto one,

for � = 0,and gradually decreaseswhen � is increased,

untilitreachesitsm inim um for� = 2�=3. Afterwards,

it startsincreasing and keeps on increasing until� = �

(seeFigure).

The nextstep isto evaluate the generalized path dis-

tinguishability D asa function of�. This requiresthat

wedeterm inetheobservableW opt in H D thatm axim izes

the m ultibeam generalization ofthe which-way knowl-

edge K (W ). W e briey recallthe de�nition ofK (W )

proposed in Ref.[1]. Considerany detector’s observable

W ,and let � l; (l= + ;� ) the projector onto the sub-

space ofH D ,relative to the eigenvalue wl. Forany W ,

we let m̂ � (sin� cos;sin� sin;cos�)the unique unit

three-vectorsuch that

� + =
1+ m̂ � ~�

2
; � � =

1� m̂ � ~�

2
: (6)

W eletnow pijltheconditioned probabilityto�nd aquan-

ton in beam i,provided thatthe m easurem entofW on

thewhich-way detectorgavethe outcom ewl.According

to Bayes’form ula:

pijl=
�iqijl

pl
; (7)

where qijl is the probability ofgetting the outcom e wl,

when the quanton occupies with certainty the beam i,

while �i are the populationsofthe beam s,and pl isthe

totala-prioriprobability forobtainingtheresultwl,pl=P

i
�iqijl.Recallthat,in theaboveequation,wehaveto

set �i = 1=3,because we are considering three equally
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populated beam s. According to Ref.[1],the which-way

knowledgeK (W )deliveredbyW ,istheweightedaverage

K (W )=
P

l
plK lofthepartialpredictabilitiesK lforthe

sorted subensem blesofquantons:

K l=

v
u
u
t

n

n � 1

X

i

�

pijl�
1

n

� 2

: (8)

Now,using the wellknown form ula,

qij� = < �ij� � j�i > =
1� m̂ � n̂i

2
; (9)

itiseasy to verify that:

K
2
=
4

9

�

cos
2
� sin

2

�

�

2

�

+ 3sin
2
� cos

2
 cos

2

�

�

2

��

sin
2

�

�

2

�

: (10)
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FIG .1:PlotsofthequantitiesD (solid line),V (dotted line),

and D
2 + V

2 (dashed line), as functions of �, in an ideal

three-beam interference experim ent.

For allvalues of�,the which-way inform ation is m axi-

m um ifcos = � 1,i.e.ifthe vector m̂ 1 liesin the sam e

plane as the vectors n̂i. As for the optim alvalue of�,

it depends on �. For 0 � � < 2�=3,the best choice is

� = ��=2,and so for the optim alobservable W opt we

can takeany operatorsuch that:

� � =
1� �x

2
for 0 � � < 2�=3; (11)

which delivers an am ount of which-way knowledge D

equalto:

D (�)=
1
p
3
sin� for 0 � � < 2=3� : (12)

For larger values of �, the m axim um inform ation is

reached for � = 0 and then the optim aloperators are

thoseforwhich:

� � =
1� �z

2
for 2�=3< � � � ; (13)

which deliveran am ountD (�)ofwhich-way inform ation

equalto:

D (�)=
2

3
sin

2

�

�

2

�

for 2=3� < � � � : (14)

A plotofthe quantitiesV ,D and D 2 + V 2 isshown in

theFigure.W eseethatsom ething unexpected happens:

while in the interval0 � � < �=2,V decreases and D

increases,asexpected from thewave-particleduality,we

see thatin the interval�=2 � � � �,V and D decrease

and increasesim ultaneously!Ifwepick twovalues�1 and

�2 in thisregion,weobtain twowhich-waydetectors,that

precisely realizethesituation described attheend ofthe

Introduction. It can also be seen from the Figure (the

dashed line) that the sum D 2 + V 2 is signi�cantly less

than one,for m ost values of�. W e have checked that

these problem s persist if,rather than D ,one uses the

alternative m easure ofwhich-way inform ation ID ,pro-

vided by Eq.(6.16)ofRef.[1],sinceitturnsoutthatthe

optim alobservableforID coincideswith thatrelativeto

D ,in the interval0 � � < 2=3�.

In theliteratureon theQ uantum Detection problem ,it

hasbeen argued thatitissom etim espossible to achieve

a largeram ountofinform ation on an unknown quantum

state,by including an auxiliary quantum system ,called

ancilla,in theread-outapparatusofa quantum detector

[6,7].Thisquestion hasanegativeanswerin theexam ple

above,butwedo nottouch upon thisproblem here,and

wereferthe interested readerto Ref.[5]fordetails.

III. D ISC U SSIO N .

In conclusion,the inequalities discovered by D �urr in

his analysis ofm ultibeam interferom eters,are very in-

teresting,because they represent a set oftestable rela-

tionsbetween m easurablequantities,thatfollow directly

from the �rst principles ofQ uantum M echanics. How-

ever,there is an im portant di�erence between the two-

beam relation,Eq.(1),and itsm ultibeam generalization,

Eq.(3). As we pointed out above,the two-beam rela-

tion becom es an equality whenever the beam s and the

detectorareprepared in purestates,and thisentailsthe

existence ofa see-saw relation between D and V. W e

think that this behavior expresses the intuitive idea of

wave-particle duality, according to which "...the m ore

clearly we wish to observe the wave nature ...the m ore
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inform ation we m ust give up about... particle proper-

ties" [3]. In other words Eq.(1) conveys the basic idea

ofinterferom etricduality,forwhich,in an idealinterfer-

ence experim ent (nam ely one involving pure states) in

Q uantum M echanics,D and V exhibit a dualbehavior.

Any departure from this behavior,occurring for m ixed

states in the two-beam case,m ay be attributed to the

presence ofextra sources ofuncertainty,in addition to

the unavoidableoneentailed by Q uantum M echanics.

In contrast,the inequality Eq.(3)isalm ostneversat-

urated,even forpurestates[5].So,while Eq.(3)setsan

upperbound foreitherquantity,when the othertakesa

�xed value,itisnotstrong enough to preventthebehav-

ior exhibited in the exam ple presented in the previous

Section. According to it, even in an idealexperim ent

with pure states,one can easily have caseswhen D and

V both increase or decrease at the sam e tim e. In the

light of this, it seem s to us di�cult to regard Eq.(3),

asa statem entofinterferom etric duality,sim ilarto En-

glert’sinequality forthetwo-beam case.Itisouropinion

thattheissueofgiving a com pleteQ uantum M echanical

form ulation ofthe interferom etric duality in m ultibeam

experim entsdeservesfurtheranalysis.
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