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A ccurate quantum state estin ation via \K eeping the experin entalist honest"
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In this article, we derive a unique procedure for quantum state estim ation from a sinple, self-
evident principle: an experim entalist’s estin ate of the quantum state generated by an apparatus
should be constrained by honesty. A skeptical observer should sub fct the estin ate to a test that
guarantees that a self-interested experin entalist w ill report the true state as accurately as possible.
W ealso nd a non-asym ptotic, operational interpretation ofthe quantum relative entropy fiinction.

Consider a source of quantum states such as a laser,
or an lon trap wih a preparation procedure. Q uantum
state estim ation is the problem of deducing what state
it em its by analyzing the outcom es of m easurem ents on
m any Instances. T he usualprocedure for state estin ation
is quantum state tom ography @4', :2:], together w ith som e
variant ofm axin um -likelihood estin ation B,:fi] to ensure
positiviy. T he obvious goalis an estin ate \c]lolse" to the
true state. D i erent m etrics, such as delity [b], relative
entropy t_é], trace nom , or H ibert-Schm idt nomm U], will
favor di erent estim ation procedures.

Here, we derive an optin al state-estin ation procedure
by st identifying quantum relative entropy as a unique
m etric for characterizing an estin ate’s \goodness". O ur
procedure is broadly adaptabl to (1) arbitrary prior
know ledge (or ignorance) and (2) arbitrary m easurem ent
procedures.

K eeping the E xperim entalist H onest: Implicit
In the idea of state estim ation is the assum ption that
som e estin ates are better than others. Suppose that
is an estin ate of the true state , and that £( : ) is
a measure ofhow \good" an estin ate is. W e propose
that thism easure should obey three principls:

1. The best estim ate of is itself. If £ (
sureshow well estinates , then f (
) orall €

) mea—
) > £(

2. £ ( ) should correspond to som e operational
test, asthepayo or cost ofsom e experin entalpro—
cedure.

3.The \reward" for correctly predicting an event
should depend only on the predicted probability
for that event. This is a version of the likelhood
princple (see E)).

Rem arkably, these sin ple assum ptions sihgle out one
measure: the rhtive entropy between and , or
S(k )= Tr( In In ). It arises as the expected
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payo in a type ofgam e between a cash-strapped exper—
In entalist and her em ployer.

A lice, an ambitious scientist attem pting to build a
quantum com puter, produces states that she believes are
describbed by the densiy operator . She nform sherem -
ployer, Bob, that she has produced the state . Bob, a
conscientious scienti ¢ adm inistrator, would like to en-—
sure that A lice doesnot lie { that = .Hew illperiod—
ically visit A lice’s Jab and m easure one ofher states, In a
way thatm ay depend on herestin ate . Her future fund-
Ing w ill depend on the outcom es of these m easurem ents.
W hatm easurem ent should B ob perform , and how should
he pay A Iice, so that she hasno incentive to deceive hin ?

W e propose that Bob shougi measure In a basis
f¥iigl ; that diagonalizes = ;siffihf; g Upon get-
ting outcom e i, he should pay AliceR; = C + D Ins; dok
lars,where C and D are non-negative constants. W e de—
note this as the \honest experim entalist rew ard schem e,"
orHERS.

HERS m otivates honesty: Bob’s measuram ent
yields outcom e 1w ith probability p; = Tr( Eihfi). AL
ioe’s expected reward is

x? x?
piRi= C+D

i=1 i=1

R = pilns;i: 1)

P
Rewriting the last tetm as ;piIns;= Tr In  yilds

R(:)=C+DTr In
= C+D [Tr In Tr In Tr In )]
= C DH(()+S (k)] @)

SinceC,D ,and are xed,A licem axin izesherexpected
reward by reporting a  that m Inin izes the relative en—
tropy S ( k ). This constrains tobe  itself [§]. A lice
is thereby m otivated to be honest. She is also m otivated
to produce pure states { but not to lie about how pure
the actual state is.

HERS isunigque: Unlss Bob can do non-pro gctive
POVM s I_B-Zl:], this tums out to be the only veri cation
procedure that satis es our three criteria.

In classicalstatistics, a rew ard schem e for a probabilis—
tic forecast isa scoring ruk. It assigns an average rew ard
R P :Q)toa Precast Q when events are distrbuted ac—
cordingto P . A reward that isuniquely m axin ized by an
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honest Porecast is a strictly proper scoring rule or SP SR
(see review {lO]) Given some P, the m aximum reward
under such a rulke isP 'svalue, G P ) E(P :P). Savgge
showed that orevery SPSR,G (P ) is strictly convex [L1].

To consider the quantum case, we observe that a m ea—
surem ent transform sa state into a probability distribbu—
tion fP ;g over outcom es, to which we can apply a scoring
rule. W e represent a pro gctive m easurem ent of basis B
asaquantum channel .Foranystate ,kt []=P.P
is a diagonalm atrix of probabilities, and  sim ply anni-
hilates o -diagonalelem ents. Let G ( ) be the m axin um
of G( []) over all Since the eigenvalues of ma-
prize those of [ ] {12}, and G is convex, this m axinum
isachieved when [ ]= .ThusG ()= G (f ig), where
f ig are the elgenvalues of

Lemm a 1. Given a physical state and an estim ate ,

Bob can ensure A lice’s honesty by applying a SP SR to the

prokabilities for a m easurem ent ofkasis B if and only if
is diagonalin B .

P roof: Represent Bob’s -dependent m easurem ent as
a CP-map that annihilates o -diagonal elem ents in
basisB . Let the SPSR yield a value G .

1. Suppose that B diagonalizes , so [ 1= .Then
A lice'’s expected rew ard is
R( [1: [D G( [D G(): &)

T he Inequalities are sin ultaneously saturated ifand only
if = ,in which case A lice eams the fullvalue G ( ) of
her state. W hen 6 , one orboth ofthe nequalities is
strict, so A lice eams strictly lessthan G ( ). Thus,A]Joe
m axin izes her rew ard uniquely by reporting = .

so that [16

2. Suppose that there exists a .
Thenkt = [].Shee 2= , []1= = [
A lice'’s expected rew ard is

R( [1: [D=R(;)=G(): @)

w hereas if she (truthfully) reports , she can expect

R( [1: [D=G( [D G(); ®)

w here the inequality holds because 's e:genva]ues ma—
Pprize those of [ ] by Schur’s theorem QZ and be-
cause G is convex. A lice expects the sam e reward for
reporting or 6 , o herhonesty isnot ensured. O

So far we have dem anded only that our scoring rule
be strictly proper. W e now dem and that A lice’s rew ard
depend only on herpredicted probability for the observed
event. In other words, R (fsjg) = Rji(sy). This re ects
the Likelthood P rinciple fl3] allthe relevant informm ation
In an event iscontained in the likelihood ofthe hypothesis
(here, p(ij )). How the experin ent was perform ed is ir-
relevant. In particular, this avoidsany argum entbetw een
A lice and B ob about how to describe the outcom e[s] that
did not occur. _

A rem arkablk theorem by Aczel (see also B)]) then re—
stricts the form of the reward function R ; (s;).

Theorem 1 (A czel E}Zl:]) .Letn 3. The nequality

xn xn
piRi(qi) le ([31 (6)
i=1 i=1
is satis ed for all n-point probability distributions
(o1 :::pn) and (@ :::¢) if and only if there exist con-
stants Cq1 :::C, and D such that foralli2 [l :::n],

Rif) =

In the scenario we consider, there is even less freedom .

A czel's theoram allow s the constants C; to depend on i.

In the quantum setting, all the C; must be equalto a

xed C independent ofi (see proof n A ppendix 25:) .We
have therefore proved the follow ing:

D Inp+ Cj;: (7)

Theorem 2 (The honest experim entalist). Let A
e a quantum system with dimension n 3. Let
and e density operators for A, and kt fiiig be
an orthonom al basis for A that depends onl on

De ningp; = hg;j ®iand s;= hg;ij i, suppose that
X X
PiR ;i (s1) PiR i ©y) @®)
i i
issatis ed forall and , wih equality ifand only if =

, and there exist constants
C + D Ins; oralli.

. Then f3;ig diagonalizes
C and D such thatRj (si) =

T he scheam e outlined HERS) is uniquely speci ed by
Bob’s need to guarantee A lice’s honesty through self-
Interest. Relative entropy, S ( k ), appears naturally as
the am ount of m oney that A lice can expect to lose by
ying. Any \boss" who wishes never to be lied to must
use the HER S paym ent schem e.

O f course, rewards In the real world are often struc—
tured lessw isely. W e propose, how ever, that am axin ally
ethical scientist should act as if she were being m otivated
by HERS, and use S ( k ) as the universalm easure of
honesty. Hereafter, we w ill assum e that the experin en—
talist is, in fact, honest.

The Uncertain E xperim entalist: W hat does
\honesty" m ean for an experin entalist who isnot certain
of ? W e assert that she should behave as if she were
guided by a tangble, strictly proper, reward scheme.
HERS is an excellent candidate, but our proofs hold for
any strictly proper schem e.

Suppose that A lice does not know
w illbe selected from an ensemble
hereafter, for clarity).

, but know s that it
()d f(orsinply ()
E quivalently, she thinks the true

state is wih probability ( ). Her expected reward
(from HERS) for reporting is:
Z
R = R( :) ()d
Z Z
= C D H() ()d + s(k) ()d
Z
= const + D Tr( In ) ()d
= const +D fr(h )]=cons® D B (k)I;



where ~ = a ()d . The \const " tem s are indepen-—
dent of and therefore out ofA lice’s control. T herefore,
A lice m axin izes her honesty by reporting the m ean of
her probability distribbution.

T he unigqueness of HER S depends on the Likelhood
Principle. However, the m ean of the probability distri-
bution ism axin ally honest forany strictly proper scoring
rule:

Theorem 3. Let A lice kelieve that is selected from a

distribution ). et her expected reward for reporting
keR( : )= ;PiRi( ), where p; = TrE; , and

R( : )>R( ) forall 6 m axim izes her

expected reward by reporting = T ()da .

P roof: Since A lice expects to appearw ith probabil-
ity (), her expected reward is:

Z
R = R( : ) ()d ©)
zZ
= TrE; )Ri() ()d 10)
" z
= TrE ()d R;i() 11)
= R(C:): 12)

R is strictly proper, so the unique m axinum ofR (" : )
isat = . [l
C onsider, instead ifA lice had tried tom axim ize delity
ﬁ15], which isnot derived from an operationalprocedure,
but would guarantee A lice’s honesty when she know s
exactly BZ] Suppose that A lice know s that  is either
Pi0jor 3 ht j with equal probability. The delity be-
tween any and apurestateisF (;3 Hh J=h J J 4,
so the average delity is just:
F=7Tr(7); a3)
where = = 1 (Pi03+ F# 0+ ). To maxinize F, Alice
would choose the largest eigenstate of © { not = itself.
Thus, while delity appears at rst like a good m easure
ofhonesty, it does not generally m otivate A lice to report
them ean ofher distrbution. M oreoever, it can m otivate
her to report a pure state that she know s is not the true
state.

This isnot sin ply a di erent de nition ofhonesty. An
experim entalist who reportsa pure state j i ispredicting
that som e event w illnever occur. IfA lice reports i, she
is asserting that no m easurem ent w ill ever yield jli. In
the presence of any uncertainty whatsoever, this is at
best m isleading, and at worst an outright lie.

This illustrates that HERS strongly penalizes over—
optim ism . If Bob obtains an outcom e if;if; j for which
hf;j Jfii= 0, Alice will Iose in nitely much m oney! A
truly zero-probability event is one against which a gam —
bler would bet in nie money, at arbitrarily bad odds.
Reportingp = 0 foran event that could conceivably hap—
pen is in nitely m isleading, and should be discouraged.

The Inform ed E xperim entalist: How should A I-
ice use the results of m easurem ents (that she has per-
form ed) to reduce her uncertainty? Suppose that she
has performed POVM measurem ents on N copies of ,
w here the ith result corresponds to a positive operator
E;. She know s two things:

1. isselected at random from an ensem ble described
by o()

2. Through experinents on oopies of , she
has obtained a measurement record M =
fE.;E, :::Ex g.

Suppose that she reports 4 when M ; occurs, and
s paid according to a SPSR where R( : ) =

;Tr(Edhf; g )R ()

Sihce appears wih probability ¢ (
appeared, M j wasmeasured, and 5 was reported" oc—
curs w ith probability o( )p ™M 5] ). A lice’s expected
rew ard over all possble events is:

), the event \

Z x
R = R ( 3P ™ 53) o()d
3 |
x 2 x '
= Tr(JfhfH3)Ri(5) p™M 53) o()d
j i
X Z
= Tr fihfi] pM 53) o()d Ri( 4):
i3
W e rew rite this using
Z
j<3 PpM 53) o()d ,and (14)
Z
_ 1 .
3 — PM™ 5J) o()d (15)
P
to get
X X
R = pyTr idbfijy Ri(4) = PR (75 ¢ 4):

R is strictly proper, so by setting § = ~; we umque]y
m axin ize each term in the sum , and E quation :15 de nes
the optin alestin ate of ,given M 5.

E quation :_1-!:3‘ is nothing other than Bayes’ Rule. T hus,
the m ean of a Bayesian-inferred distribbution over states
is the unique optin alestim ate { for any strictly proper
rew ard schem e. W e form alize this in the llow ing theo-
rem :

Theorem 4. If isdmwn from an ensemble (), and
ameasurementM 5 with conditionalprobability p M 53 )
is observed, then every strictly proper scoring rulk R (

) is m axim ized by:



1. Using Bayes’ Ruk and Bom’s Ruk:

2 PM J) o()
0()p(Mj£

N—lTr(Ei )

2.Reporting themean of y ()

T his applies not only to relative entropy, our preferred
m easure of honesty, but to any honesty-guaranteeing re—
ward schem e. W e conclude that B ayesian inference isthe
unigue solution to honest state estim ation.

O ther procedures will not optin ize any m easure of
honesty derived from a strictly proper scoring rule. A lter-
nativem easuresofhonesty w illeither (a) in som e circum —
stances, m otivate an experin entalist to at-out lie about
the state, or () notbe operationally in plem entabl E€g.,

delity). Our previous discussion of delity ilustrates
that a non-operationalm etric that guarantees the hon-
esty of a know kdgeablk experin entalist can fail dram at—
ically in the face of uncertainty.

Inform ation theorists have previously interpreted rel-
ative entropy as a good m easure of two states’ distin-
guishability [_l-g, :_fj] { Indeed, asthe only m eaningfilone
in the lin it ofm any copies. W e have Invoked the Likeli-
hood P rinciple rather than the m any-copy lim it, but we
can easily allow Bob to pintly measure N copies of
Hemust then apply a SP SR to the result, and A lice can
expectareward R ( ¥ : Y). AsN ! 1, relative
entropy rem ainsm eaningfi1l, unlke otherm easures e4g.,
the B rier score [10

In the presence of uncertainty, pure (or rank-de cient)
states are In niely dishonest estin ates. Estin ating a
pure state m eans predicting that som e event w ill never
happen. A nyone taking such a prediction seriousl would
be justi ed in betting In nitely m uch m oney, at arbitrar-
ily bad odds, against that event { and should therefore
expect to Iose In niely m uch, ifthe estim ate is lncorrect.
T his should be discouraged.

B ayes:an state estim ation has been discussed previ-
ously Il8,.l9 :20 ], especially fr pure states I_Zl‘ :_22 The
predom nance of otherm ethods such asm axim um _lkeli-
hoood, In the current literature (eg., 3,24, 25,26, 21,
:_2-23‘,:_2-§,:_I%-g], indicatesthat it hasnot received the attention
it deserves. O urgoalin this letter is to provide a concrete
and com pelling argum ent for Bayesian state estim ation
{ and to callattention to the problem atic In plications of
pure-state estim ates.
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APPENDIX A:FURTHER RESTRICTING THE
REWARD FUNCTION

W e show that the quantum reward function is m ore
tightly constrained than the classicalone: the constants
C; of T heorem :]:musta]lbe equal. W e can assum e that
D =1. Assummgarewardﬁmct:on ofthe form speci ed
by T heorem .].,themequa]JtyR( i) R ) is then
equivalent to

X
S(k )+ Cits pi) O:

i

@Al

Let U (t) be a am ooth curve in the unitary group de ned
on a neighborhood oft= 0 and such thatU (0) = I.A I
et @©=0U(@® UY(@k) and

X

gBl=S (k ©)+ Cin Tr U@®RbePYE

i
be the function de ned by substji:u‘rgng

pression of Eg. @]. Here =
Fii= U #:i.) D i erentiating gives

(t) into the ex—
rleii'Eij so that

d
—S (k )= Tr

U )JUY+U (I )W ;
dt

@2

where - = dU=dt and the dependence of U on t has
been suppressed. Because -+ U = 0 when t = 0,
£S (k (©)3-0= 0. Likewise, p; equals O when t= 0.
W e must therefore determm 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) =
gO0)+ g0)P=2+ 0 () with g(0) < 0, in plying that g ()
is negative for su ciently smallt.
So, di erentiating again, we nd

2 h i

a
Es(k ©) o 2Tr K; 1 )X ; @3)

where X isa Hemn itdan m atrix such that U-= iX . We

have m ade use of the dentity U + UY = 20U~ that
can be proved by di erentiating UUY = I. Because
S (k () O0,the expression in Eq. [_A ) must also be
nonnegative.

D i erentiating the second tem ofg(t), we nd that

Rg h i
=2Tr K; Ih + B)X ;

I o ®d
P

where B = Cigitei i

W e willnow show that allthe C; must be equal. A s
sum e without loss of generality that C; & C,. Let
r;=exp( Cy+2mh2)=2)forj= 1;2andrz=1 5 1.



W ih these choices, ;5 1=2,m aking a density op—
erator. Now write ~ and B' for the restriction of and
B to the span ofthe st two eigenvectorsof . Observe
that there exists a choice 0of X also w ith support only on
this subspace such that Tr K ;~](In ~)X > 0.

W ith these choices, and noting that Tr K ;~X = 0,

h i

g@0) = 2Tr K;~]Ih~)X < 0O: @ 5)

Because g(0) < 0 contradicts the requirem ent that
D(k ) O0,weconcludethatC;= C; Pralli. O
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