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A ccurate quantum state estim ation via \K eeping the experim entalist honest"
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In this article,we derive a unique procedure for quantum state estim ation from a sim ple,self-

evident principle: an experim entalist’s estim ate ofthe quantum state generated by an apparatus

should be constrained by honesty. A skepticalobserver should subject the estim ate to a test that

guaranteesthata self-interested experim entalistwillreportthetruestateasaccurately aspossible.

W ealso �nd a non-asym ptotic,operationalinterpretation ofthequantum relativeentropy function.

Consider a source ofquantum states such as a laser,

oran ion trap with a preparation procedure. Q uantum

state estim ation is the problem ofdeducing what state

item itsby analyzing the outcom esofm easurem entson

m anyinstances.Theusualprocedureforstateestim ation

is quantum state tom ography [1,2],together with som e

variantofm axim um -likelihood estim ation [3,4]to ensure

positivity.Theobviousgoalisan estim ate\close"to the

truestate.Di�erentm etrics,such as�delity [5],relative

entropy[6],tracenorm ,orHilbert-Schm idtnorm [7],will

favordi�erentestim ation procedures.

Here,wederivean optim alstate-estim ation procedure

by �rstidentifying quantum relativeentropy asa unique

m etric forcharacterizing an estim ate’s\goodness".O ur

procedure is broadly adaptable to (1) arbitrary prior

knowledge(orignorance)and (2)arbitrary m easurem ent

procedures.

K eeping the Experim entalist H onest: Im plicit

in the idea ofstate estim ation is the assum ption that

som e estim ates are better than others. Suppose that �

is an estim ate ofthe true state �,and that f(� :�) is

a m easure ofhow \good" an estim ate � is. W e propose

thatthism easureshould obey threeprinciples:

1.The bestestim ate of� is� itself. Iff(� :�)m ea-

sureshow well� estim ates�,then f(� :�)> f(� :

�)forall� 6= �.

2.f(� : �) should correspond to som e operational

test,asthepayo�orcostofsom eexperim entalpro-

cedure.

3.The \reward" for correctly predicting an event

should depend only on the predicted probability

for that event. This is a version ofthe likelihood

principle(see [8]).

Rem arkably, these sim ple assum ptions single out one

m easure: the relative entropy between � and �, or

S (�k�) = Tr(�ln� � �ln�). It arises as the expected
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payo� in a typeofgam ebetween a cash-strapped exper-

im entalistand herem ployer.

Alice, an am bitious scientist attem pting to build a

quantum com puter,producesstatesthatshebelievesare

described by thedensity operator�.Sheinform sherem -

ployer,Bob,thatshe hasproduced the state �. Bob,a

conscientious scienti�c adm inistrator,would like to en-

surethatAlicedoesnotlie{ that� = �.Hewillperiod-

ically visitAlice’slab and m easureoneofherstates,in a

waythatm aydepend on herestim ate�.Herfuturefund-

ing willdepend on theoutcom esofthesem easurem ents.

W hatm easurem entshould Bob perform ,and how should

hepay Alice,sothatshehasnoincentivetodeceivehim ?

W e propose that Bob should m easure in a basis

fjfiig
n
i= 1 thatdiagonalizes� =

P

i
sijfiihfij. Upon get-

ting outcom ei,heshould pay AliceR i = C + D lnsi dol-

lars,whereC and D arenon-negativeconstants.W ede-

notethisasthe\honestexperim entalistreward schem e,"

orHERS.

H ER S m otivates honesty: Bob’s m easurem ent

yieldsoutcom e iwith probability pi = Tr(�jfiihfij). Al-

ice’sexpected reward is

R =

nX

i= 1

piR i = C + D

nX

i= 1

pilnsi: (1)

Rewriting the lastterm as
P

i
pilnsi = Tr�ln� yields

R(� :�) = C + D Tr�ln�

= C + D [Tr�ln� � (Tr�ln� � Tr�ln�)]

= C � D [H (�)+ S (�k�)] (2)

SinceC ,D ,and� are�xed,Alicem axim izesherexpected

reward by reporting a � thatm inim izesthe relative en-

tropy S (�k�).Thisconstrains� to be � itself[9].Alice

isthereby m otivated to behonest.Sheisalso m otivated

to produce pure states{ butnot to lie abouthow pure

the actualstateis.

H ER S is unique:UnlessBob can do non-projective

POVM s [31],this turns out to be the only veri�cation

procedurethatsatis�esourthreecriteria.

In classicalstatistics,areward schem eforaprobabilis-

ticforecastisascoringrule.Itassignsan averagereward

R(P :Q )to a forecastQ when eventsaredistributed ac-

cordingtoP .A reward thatisuniquely m axim ized byan
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honestforecastisa strictly proper scoring rule orSPSR

(see review [10]). G iven som e P ,the m axim um reward

undersuch a ruleisP ’svalue,G (P )� R(P :P ).Savage

showed thatforevery SPSR,G (P )isstrictly convex [11].

To considerthequantum case,weobservethata m ea-

surem enttransform sastate� intoaprobability distribu-

tion fPigoveroutcom es,to which wecan apply ascoring

rule. W e representa projective m easurem entofbasisB

asaquantum channel�.Forany state�,let�[�]= P .P

isa diagonalm atrix ofprobabilities,and � sim ply anni-

hilateso�-diagonalelem ents.LetG (�)bethem axim um

of G (�[�]) over all�. Since the eigenvalues of � m a-

jorizethose of�[�][12],and G isconvex,thism axim um

isachieved when �[�]= �.ThusG (�)= G (f�ig),where

f�ig arethe eigenvaluesof�.

Lem m a 1. Given a physicalstate � and an estim ate �,

Bobcan ensureAlice’shonestybyapplyinga SPSR to the

probabilities fora m easurem entofbasisB ifand only if

� isdiagonalin B .

P roof:RepresentBob’s�-dependentm easurem entas

a CP-m ap �� that annihilates o�-diagonalelem ents in

basisB .Letthe SPSR yield a value G .

1.SupposethatB diagonalizes�,so ��[�]= �.Then

Alice’sexpected reward is

R(��[�]:��[�])� G (��[�])� G (�): (3)

Theinequalitiesaresim ultaneously saturated ifand only

if� = �,in which caseAlice earnsthe fullvalue G (�)of

herstate.W hen � 6= �,oneorboth oftheinequalitiesis

strict,so Aliceearnsstrictly lessthan G (�).Thus,Alice

m axim izesherreward uniquely by reporting � = �.

2. Suppose that there exists a � so that ��[�]6= �.

Then let� = ��[�]. Since �
2

� = ��,��[�]= � = ��[�].

Alice’sexpected reward is

R(��[�]:��[�])= R(�;�)= G (�): (4)

whereasifshe (truthfully)reports�,she can expect

R(��[�]:��[�])= G (��[�])� G (�); (5)

where the inequality holds because �’s eigenvalues m a-

jorize those of��[�](by Schur’s theorem [12]),and be-

cause G is convex. Alice expects the sam e reward for

reporting � or� 6= �,so herhonesty isnotensured.

So far we have dem anded only that our scoring rule

be strictly proper. W e now dem and thatAlice’sreward

depend only on herpredicted probability fortheobserved

event. In otherwords,R i(fsjg)= R i(si). This re
ects

theLikelihood Principle[13]:alltherelevantinform ation

in an eventiscontainedin thelikelihoodofthehypothesis

(here,p(ij�)).How the experim entwasperform ed isir-

relevant.In particular,thisavoidsanyargum entbetween

Aliceand Bob abouthow to describetheoutcom e[s]that

did notoccur.

A rem arkable theorem by Aczel(see also [8])then re-

strictsthe form ofthe reward function R i(si).

T heorem 1 (A czel[14]). Letn � 3.The inequality

nX

i= 1

piR i(qi)�

nX

i= 1

piR i(pi) (6)

is satis�ed for all n-point probability distributions

(p1 :::pn) and (q1 :::qn) ifand only ifthere existcon-

stantsC1 :::Cn and D such thatfor alli2 [1:::n],

R i(p)= D lnp+ Ci: (7)

In thescenario weconsider,thereiseven lessfreedom .

Aczel’stheorem allowsthe constantsCi to depend on i.

In the quantum setting,allthe Ci m ust be equalto a

�xed C independentofi(seeproofin Appendix A).W e

havethereforeproved the following:

T heorem 2 (T he honest experim entalist). Let A

be a quantum system with dim ension n � 3. Let �

and � be density operators for A, and let fjgiig be

an orthonorm al basis for A that depends only on �.

De�ning pi = hgij�jgiiand si = hgij�jgii,suppose that

X

i

piR i(si)�
X

i

piR i(pi) (8)

issatis�ed forall� and �,with equality ifand onlyif� =

�. Then fjgiig diagonalizes �,and there existconstants

C and D such thatR i(si)= C + D lnsi for alli.

The schem e outlined (HERS)isuniquely speci�ed by

Bob’s need to guarantee Alice’s honesty through self-

interest.Relative entropy,S (�k�),appearsnaturally as

the am ount ofm oney that Alice can expect to lose by

lying. Any \boss" who wishes neverto be lied to m ust

usethe HERS paym entschem e.

O fcourse,rewards in the realworld are often struc-

tured lesswisely.W epropose,however,thatam axim ally

ethicalscientistshould actasifshewerebeingm otivated

by HERS,and use S (�k�) as the universalm easure of

honesty. Hereafter,we willassum e thatthe experim en-

talistis,in fact,honest.

T he U ncertain Experim entalist: W hat does

\honesty"m ean foran experim entalistwhoisnotcertain

of�? W e assertthat she should behave as if she were

guided by a tangible, strictly proper, reward schem e.

HERS isan excellentcandidate,butourproofshold for

any strictly properschem e.

SupposethatAlicedoesnotknow �,butknowsthatit

willbeselected from an ensem ble�(�)d� (orsim ply �(�)

hereafter,forclarity). Equivalently,she thinksthe true

state is � with probability �(�). Her expected reward

(from HERS)forreporting � is:

R =

Z

R(� :�)�(�)d�

= C � D

�Z

H (�)�(�)d� +

Z

S (�k�)�(�)d�

�

= const� + D

Z

Tr(�ln�)�(�)d�

= const� + D [Tr(�ln�)]= const0� � D [S (�k�)];
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where � =
R
��(�)d�. The \const�" term sare indepen-

dentof� and thereforeoutofAlice’scontrol.Therefore,

Alice m axim izes her honesty by reporting the m ean of

herprobability distribution.

The uniqueness ofHERS depends on the Likelihood

Principle. However,the m ean ofthe probability distri-

bution ism axim allyhonestforany strictlyproperscoring

rule:

T heorem 3. LetAlice believe that� is selected from a

distribution �(�). Lether expected reward for reporting

� be R(� : �) =
P

i
piR i(�), where pi = TrE i�, and

R(� :�)> R(� :�) for all� 6= �. Alice m axim izes her

expected reward by reporting � = � �
R
��(�)d�.

P roof:SinceAliceexpects� to appearwith probabil-

ity �(�),herexpected reward is:

R =

Z

R(� :�)�(�)d� (9)

=

Z
X

i

Tr(E i�)Ri(�)�(�)d� (10)

=
X

i

TrE i

�Z

��(�)d�

�

R i(�) (11)

= R(� :�): (12)

R isstrictly proper,so the unique m axim um ofR(� :�)

isat� = �.

Consider,instead ifAlicehad tried tom axim ize�delity

[15],which isnotderived from an operationalprocedure,

but would guarantee Alice’s honesty when she knows �

exactly [32]. Suppose that Alice knows that � is either

j0ih0jorj+ ih+ j,with equalprobability. The �delity be-

tween any � and a pure state isF (�;j ih j)= h j�j i,

so the average �delity isjust:

F = Tr(��); (13)

where � = 1

2
(j0ih0j+ j+ ih+ j). To m axim ize F , Alice

would choose the largest eigenstate of� { not � itself.

Thus,while �delity appearsat�rstlike a good m easure

ofhonesty,itdoesnotgenerally m otivateAliceto report

them ean ofherdistribution.M oreoever,itcan m otivate

herto reporta purestatethatsheknowsisnotthe true

state.

Thisisnotsim ply a di�erentde�nition ofhonesty.An

experim entalistwhoreportsapurestatej iispredicting

thatsom eeventwillnever occur.IfAlicereportsj0i,she

is asserting thatno m easurem entwilleveryield j1i. In

the presence of any uncertainty whatsoever,this is at

bestm isleading,and atworstan outrightlie.

This illustrates that HERS strongly penalizes over-

optim ism . IfBob obtains an outcom e jfiihfijfor which

hfij� jfii= 0,Alice willlose in�nitely m uch m oney! A

truly zero-probability eventisone againstwhich a gam -

bler would bet in�nite m oney,at arbitrarily bad odds.

Reportingp = 0foran eventthatcould conceivably hap-

pen isin�nitely m isleading,and should be discouraged.

T he Inform ed Experim entalist: How should Al-

ice use the results ofm easurem ents (that she has per-

form ed) to reduce her uncertainty? Suppose that she

has perform ed POVM m easurem ents on N copies of�,

where the ith result corresponds to a positive operator

E i.Sheknowstwo things:

1.� isselected atrandom from an ensem bledescribed

by �0(�).

2.Through experim ents on copies of �, she

has obtained a m easurem ent record M =

fE 1;E 2 :::E N g.

Suppose that she reports �j when M j occurs, and

is paid according to a SPSR where R(� : �) =
P

i
Tr(jfiihfij�)Ri(�).

Since � appears with probability �0(�),the event \�

appeared,M j wasm easured,and �j wasreported" oc-

curs with probability �0(�)p(M jj�). Alice’s expected

reward overallpossibleeventsis:

R =

Z
X

j

R(� :�j)p(M jj�)�0(�)d�

=
X

j

Z  
X

i

Tr(jfiihfij�)Ri(�j)

!

p(M jj�)�0(�)d�

=
X

i;j

Tr

�

jfiihfij

�Z

�p(M jj�)�0(�)d�

��

R i(�j):

W e rewritethisusing

pj �

Z

p(M jj�)�0(�)d�,and (14)

�j �
1

pj

Z

�p(M jj�)�0(�)d�; (15)

to get

R =
X

j

pjTr
�
jfiihfij�j

�
R i(�j)=

X

j

pjR(�j :�j):

R is strictly proper,so by setting �j = �j we uniquely

m axim izeeach term in thesum ,and Equation 15 de�nes

the optim alestim ate of�,given M j.

Equation 15 isnothing otherthan Bayes’Rule.Thus,

the m ean ofa Bayesian-inferred distribution overstates

isthe unique optim alestim ate { forany strictly proper

reward schem e.W e form alize thisin the following theo-

rem :

T heorem 4. If� isdrawn from an ensem ble �0(�),and

a m easurem entM j with conditionalprobability p(M jj�)

is observed,then every strictly proper scoring rule R(� :

�)ism axim ized by:
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1.Using Bayes’Rule and Born’sRule:

�0(�)�! �M (�) =
p(M j�)�0(�)

R
d��0(�)p(M j�)

=

hQ N

i= 1
Tr(E i�)

i

�0(�)

R
d�

hQ N

i= 1
Tr(E i�)�0(�)

i:

2.Reporting the m ean of�M (�).

Thisappliesnotonly to relativeentropy,ourpreferred

m easureofhonesty,butto any honesty-guaranteeing re-

ward schem e.W econcludethatBayesian inferenceisthe

unique solution to honeststate estim ation.

O ther procedures will not optim ize any m easure of

honestyderivedfrom astrictlyproperscoringrule.Alter-

nativem easuresofhonestywilleither(a)in som ecircum -

stances,m otivatean experim entalistto 
at-outlieabout

thestate,or(b)notbeoperationallyim plem entable(e.g.,

�delity). O ur previous discussion of�delity illustrates

that a non-operationalm etric that guaranteesthe hon-

esty ofa knowledgeable experim entalistcan faildram at-

ically in the faceofuncertainty.

Inform ation theorists have previously interpreted rel-

ative entropy as a good m easure oftwo states’distin-

guishability [16,17]{ indeed,astheonly m eaningfulone

in the lim itofm any copies.W e haveinvoked the Likeli-

hood Principle ratherthan the m any-copy lim it,butwe

can easily allow Bob to jointly m easure N copies of�.

Hem ustthen apply a SPSR to theresult,and Alicecan

expect a reward R(�
 N :�
 N ). As N ! 1 ,relative

entropy rem ainsm eaningful,unlikeotherm easures(e.g.,

the Brierscore[10]).

In thepresenceofuncertainty,pure(orrank-de�cient)

states are in�nitely dishonest estim ates. Estim ating a

pure state m eans predicting that som e event willnever

happen.Anyonetakingsuch aprediction seriouslywould

bejusti�ed in betting in�nitely m uch m oney,atarbitrar-

ily bad odds,againstthat event{ and should therefore

expecttolosein�nitely m uch,iftheestim ateisincorrect.

Thisshould be discouraged.

Bayesian state estim ation has been discussed previ-

ously [18,19,20],especially forpurestates[21,22].The

predom inanceofotherm ethodssuch asm axim um likeli-

hoood,in the currentliterature(e.g.,[23,24,25,26,27,

28,29,30],indicatesthatithasnotreceivedtheattention

itdeserves.O urgoalin thisletteristoprovideaconcrete

and com pelling argum entfor Bayesian state estim ation

{ and to callattention to theproblem aticim plicationsof

pure-stateestim ates.

A cknow ledgm ents

RBK thanksDanielJam es(forpointing outtheprob-

lem in the�rstplace),Jon Yard,John Preskill,and NSF

contractPHY-0456720.PH thanksHoward Barnum ,Si-

m on Benjam in and especially Chris Fuchs for helpful

discussions,aswellasthe Canada Research Chairspro-

gram ,theCanadian InstituteforAdvanced Research and

NSERC forsupport.

A P P EN D IX A :FU R T H ER R EST R IC T IN G T H E

R EW A R D FU N C T IO N

W e show that the quantum reward function is m ore

tightly constrained than the classicalone:the constants

Ci ofTheorem 1 m ustallbe equal.W ecan assum ethat

D = 1.Assum ing areward function oftheform speci�ed

by Theorem 1,theinequality R(� :�)� R(� :�)isthen

equivalentto

S (�k�)+
X

i

Ci(ri� pi)� 0: (A1)

LetU (t)bea sm ooth curvein theunitary group de�ned

on aneighborhood oft= 0and such thatU (0)= I.Also

let�(t)= U (t)�U y(t)and

g(t)= S (�k�(t))+
X

i

Ci

�
ri� Tr

�
�U (t)jeiiheijU

y(t)
��

be the function de�ned by substituting �(t)into the ex-

pression ofEq.(A1). (Here � =
P

i
rijeiiheij, so that

jfii= U jeii.) Di�erentiating gives

d

dt
S (�k�(t))= � Tr

�
�
�
_U (ln�)U y + U (ln�)_U y

��
; (A2)

where _U = dU=dt and the dependence ofU on t has

been suppressed. Because _U + _U y = 0 when t = 0,
d

dt
S (�k�(t))jt= 0 = 0. Likewise, _pi equals0 when t= 0.

W e m ust therefore determ ine the second derivative of

g at t = 0 and show that for a suitable choice of

curve,this derivative is negative. In that case,g(t) =

g(0)+ �g(0)t2=2+ O (t3)with �g(0)< 0,im plying thatg(t)

isnegativeforsu�ciently sm allt.

So,di�erentiating again,we�nd

d2

dt2
S (�k�(t))

�
�
�
t= 0

= 2Tr

h

[X ;�](ln�)X

i

; (A3)

where X is a Herm itian m atrix such that _U = iX . W e

have m ade use ofthe identity �U + �U y = � 2_U _U y that

can be proved by di�erentiating U U y = I. Because

S (�k�(t))� 0,the expression in Eq.(A3)m ustalso be

nonnegative.

Di�erentiating the second term ofg(t),we �nd that

d2g

dt2

�
�
�
t= 0

= 2Tr

h

[X ;�](ln� + B )X

i

; (A4)

whereB =
P

i
Cijeiiheij.

W e willnow show thatallthe Ci m ustbe equal. As-

sum e without loss of generality that C1 6= C2. Let

rj = exp(� (Cj+ 2ln2)=2)forj= 1;2and r3 = 1� r1� r2.
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W ith these choices,r1;r2 � 1=2,m aking � a density op-

erator. Now write ~� and ~B for the restriction of� and

B to thespan ofthe�rsttwo eigenvectorsof�.O bserve

thatthereexistsa choiceofX also with supportonly on

thissubspacesuch thatTr
�
[X ;~�](ln ~�)X

�
> 0.

W ith these choices,and noting thatTr
�
[X ;~�]X

�
= 0,

�g(0) = � 2Tr

h

[X ;~�](ln ~�)X

i

< 0: (A5)

Because �g(0) < 0 contradicts the requirem ent that

D (�k�(t))� 0,weconcludethatCi = C1 foralli.

[1]K .Vogeland H.Risken,Phys.Rev.A 40,2847 (1989).

[2]G .M .D ’Ariano,M .G .A.Paris,and M .F.Sacchi,Ad-

vancesin Im aging and Electron Physics128,205 (2003).

[3]Z.Hradil,Phys.Rev.A 55,R1561 (1997).

[4]Z.Hradil,J.Rehcek,J.Fiursek,and M .Jezcaronek,in

Q uantum state estim ation,edited by M .G .A.Parisand

J.Rehacek (Berlin, G erm any : Springer-Verlag, 2004,

2004),vol.649 ofLecture Notes In Physics,pp.59{112.

[5]E.Bagan,A.M onras,and R.M uoz-Tapia,Phys.Rev.A

71,062318 (2005).

[6]F. Tanaka and F. K om aki, Phys. Rev. A 71, 052323

(2005).

[7]J. Rehacek, B.-G . Englert, and D . K aszlikowski,

arxiv.org/quant-ph 05,0405084 (2004).

[8]J.Bernardo,AnnalsofStatistics7,686 (1979).

[9]M . O hya and D . Petz, Q uantum entropy and its

use,Textsand m onographs in physics(Springer-Verlag,

Berlin,1993).

[10]T.G neiting and A.E.Raftery,Tech.Rep.463R,D ept.

ofStatistics,Univ.ofW ashington (2005).

[11]L.J.Savage,JournaloftheAm erican StatisticalAssoci-

ation 66,783 (1971).

[12]R.Bhatia,M atrix Analysis (Springer,1996).

[13]J.O .Bergerand R.L.W olpert,TheLikelihood Principle:

A Review, G eneralizations, and StatisticalIm plications

(with discussion).,IM S LectureNotes-M onograph Series

(Institute ofM athem aticalStatistics,1988).

[14]J.Acz�el,JournalofM athem aticalAnalysisand Applica-

tions75,447 (1980).

[15]R.Jozsa,JournalofM odern O ptics41,2315 (1994).

[16]V.Vedral,M .B.Plenio,K .Jacobs,and P.L.K night,

Phys.Rev.A 56,4452 (1997).

[17]C. A. Fuchs, Ph.D . thesis, University of New M exico

(1995).

[18]R.D erka,V.Buzek,G .Adam ,and P.L.K night,Journal

ofFine M echanicsand O ptics11-12,341 (1996).

[19]R.Schack,T.A.Brun,and C.M .Caves,PhysicalReview

A 64,014305 (2001).

[20]F.Neri,arxiv.org/quant-ph p.0508012 (2005).

[21]K .R.W .Jones,AnnalsofPhysics207,140 (1991).

[22]K .R.W .Jones,PhysicalReview A 50,3682 (1994).

[23]D .F.V.Jam es,P.G .K wiat,W .J.M unro,and A.G .

W hite,PhysicalReview A 64,052312 (2001).

[24]K .J.Resch,P.W alther,and A.Zeilinger, Phys.Rev.

Lett94,070402 (2005).

[25]Y.S.W einstein,T.F.Havel,J.Em erson,N.Boulant,

M .Saraceno,S.Lloyd,and D .G .Cory,JournalofChem -

icalPhysics121,6117 (2004).

[26]J.L.O ’Brien,G .J.Pryde,A.G ilchrist,D .F.V.Jam es,

N.K .Langford,T.C.Ralph,and A.G .W hite,Physical

Review Letters93,080502 (2004).

[27]S.H.M yrskog, J.K .Fox, M .W .M itchel, and A.M .

Steinberg,Phys.Rev.A 72,013615 (2005).

[28]C.F.Roos, G .P.T.Lancaster, M .Riebe, H.H�ner,

W .Hnsel,S.G ulde,C.Becher,J.Eschner,F.Schm idt-

K aler,and R.Blatt,Phys.Rev.Lett92,220402 (2004).

[29]J.B.Altepeter,D .Branning,E.Je�rey,T.C.W ei,P.G .

K wiat,R.T.Thew,J.L.O ’Brien,M .A.Nielsen,and

A.G .W hite,PhysicalReview Letters90,193601 (2003).

[30]H.Hae�ner,W .Haensel,C.F.Roos,J.Benhelm ,D .C.

alkar,M .Chwalla,T.K oerber,U.D .Rapol,M .Riebe,

P.O .Schm idt,etal.,Nature 438,643 (2005).

[31]Characterizing Bob’s non-projective m easurem ents is

m orecom plicated.Fornow,wenotethat:(1)in general,

a �xed inform ationally com plete POVM su�ces;(2)our

results rem ain largely unchanged,but Alice’s expected

reward m ay involve C[�]and C[�]instead of�;�,where

C isa quantum channel.

[32]Jozsa showed [15]thatF (�;�)is m axim alifand only if

� = �


