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Abstract

Quantum state discrimination is a fundamental task in quanhformation theory. The signals
are usually nonorthogonal quantum states, which impliasttiey can not be perfectly distin-
guished. One possible discrimination strategy is the dee¢cblnambiguous State Discrimination
(USD) where the states are successfully identified with moihprobability, but without error.
The optimal USD measurement has been extensively studibd tase of pure states, especially
for any pair of pure states. Recently, the problem of unaomdigly discriminating mixed quan-
tum states has attracted much attention. In the case of affgeeneric mixed states, no complete
solution is known. In this thesis, we first present reductloeorems for optimal unambiguous
discrimination of two generic density matrices. We showt th& problem can be reduced to
that of two density matrices that have the same raimka 2r-dimensional Hilbert space. These
reduction theorems also allow us to reduce USD problemanplsr ones for which the solu-
tion might be known. As an application, we consider the urnigoduus comparison af linearly
independent pure states with a simple symmetry. Moreaweerd bounds on the optimal failure
probability have been derived. For two mixed states theygasen in terms of the fidelity. Here
we give tighter bounds as well as necessary and sufficierditoms for two mixed states to
reach these bounds. We also construct the correspondimgadpheasurement. With this re-
sult, we provide analytical solutions for unambiguouslyodiminating a class of generic mixed
states. This goes beyond known results which are all retutmisome pure state case. We how-
ever show that examples exist where the bounds cannot bieeckablext, we derive properties
on the rank and the spectrum of an optimal USD measuremens. fihally leads to a second
class of exact solutions. Indeed we present the optimair&aprobability as well as the optimal
measurement for unambiguously discriminating any pairemfrgetrically uniform mixed states
in four dimensions. This class of problems includes for epgnthe discrimination of both the
basis and the bit value mixed states in the BB84 QKD protodihl @oherent states.
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Zusammenfassung

Quantenzustandsunterscheidung ist eine fundamentalgaBefder Quanteninformationstheo-
rie. Die Signale sind normalerweise nicht-orthogonale@erzustande, d.h. sie konnen nicht
perfekt unterschieden werden. Eine der moglichen Unteidangsstrategien ist die so genan-
nte Eindeutige Zustandsunterschiedung (Unambiguous Biatrimination - USD), bei der die
Zustande mit einer Wahrscheinlichkeit kleiner als eirfelgreich erkannt werden, allerdings
fehlerfrei. Optimale USD-Messungen fur reine Zustanie swusfuhrlich untersucht worden,
insbesondere fur jedes Paar von reinen Zustanden. Vaekuhat die Aufgabenstellung der
eindeutigen Zustandsunterscheidung gemischter Zustéet Aufmerksamkeit auf sich gezo-
gen. Im Falle eines Paares von allgemeinen gemischteaZaest ist keine vollstandige Losung
bekannt. In dieser Doktorarbeit legen wir zuerst Redulstiobeoreme fur optimale eindeutige
Unterscheidung von zwei allgemeinen Dichtematrizen voir 2&igen, dass diese Aufgaben-
stellung reduziert werden kann auf diejenige von zwei Matrj die denselben Ramngn einem
2r-dimensionalen Hibert-Raum haben. Diese Reduktionséimeerermoglichen uns ebenfalls,
USD-Aufgaben auf einfachere zuriickzufuhren, fur die lddbsung moglicherweise bekannt ist.
Der eindeutige Vergleich von linear abhangigen reinen Zustanden mit einfacher Symenet
wird als Anwendung behandelt. Daruiber hinaus wurden ar@@enzen fur die optimale Fehler-
wahrscheinlichkeit entwickelt. Fur zwei gemischte Zusté werden diese in Form der Fidelity
angegeben. Hier geben wir engere Grenzen an, ebenso wiemdige und ausreichende Be-
dingungen fur zwei gemischte Zustande, diese Grenzemreicken. Wir konstruieren ebenfalls
die entsprechende optimale Messung. Zusammen mit diesgaebiis prasentieren wir ana-
lytische Losungen fur die eindeutige UnterscheidungelRategorie allgemeiner gemischter
Zustande. Dies geht Uber bekannte Ergebnisse hinauallei@uf reine Zustande zurtickfuhrbar
sind. Wir zeigen allerdings, dass es Beispiele gibt, beedeatie Grenzen nicht erreicht werden
konnen. Als nachstes leiten wir Eigenschaften des Randsdes Spektrums einer optimalen
USD-Messung her. Dies fuhrt schlief3lich zu einer zweitetdgorie exakter Losungen. Wir
zeigen die optimale Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeit auf, ebemgodie optimale Messung, um jedes
Paar geometrisch gleichformiger gemischter Zustanddgen Dimensionen zu unterscheiden.
Diese Kategorie von Aufgabenstellungen schliel3t zum Baisie Unterscheidung von sowohl
der basis- als auch der bit value-gemischten ZustandeB&4-BKD-Protokolls mit koharenten
Zustanden ein.
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Chapter 1

Prologue

Physics attempts to describe the world with the languageaihematics. Given a system an
observer summarizes his knowledge in an abstract matheahabject, the so-called 'state’. At
a given point in time this observer may decide to acquirermédion about the system. Such an
acquisition of information is called a measurement. In g&tse, Quantum Mechanics is con-
cerned with knowledge, and the two pillars of Quantum Meatsarestatesandmeasurements

Information Theory started in the late 1940’s boosted bys#mond world war and its needs
for communication and computational power. Informatioredty addresses the fundamental
questions of the transmission, processing and coding ofrmtion.

It is therefore quite natural that Quantum Mechanics andrin&tion Theory finally merge
to describe the production, the transmission and the detect information as well as its pro-
cessing and coding. Quantum Information Theory was born.

1.1 Quantum Information Theory

Since no information-theoretic formulat@'rs yet available, Quantum Information Theory (QIT)
is formulated on the basis of four postulates that mathealftidescribe a physical system, its
evolution and measurements that can be performed on it.debw review these four postulates

.

Postulate 1 Hilbert space
Associated to any isolated quantum system is a Hilbert skaown as the state space of

the system. The system is completely described by a urotry#otcalled the state vector
in the state space.

1See the work of R. Clifton, J. Bub and H. Halvorson or the wdrR oGrinbaum for two appealing attempts.
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Postulate 2 Unitary evolution
The evolution of a closed (i.e. an isolated system havingteoaction with the environment)
qguantum system is described by a unitary transformatioat | if |'¥') is the state at time

t, and [¥’) is the state at time’tthen[¥’) = U|¥) for some unitary operator U which
depends only ont and.t

Postulate 3 Measurement

A measurement is described by a collectidvi,} of measurement operators. These op-
erators are acting on the state space of the system beingureghsThe index m refers to
the measurement outcomes that may occur in the experimfettie state of the quantum
system ig¥) immediately before the measurement then the probabikityrésult m occurs

is g'i\>|/en by pm) = (¥|MIMm[¥), and the state of the system after the measurement is

m

V(¥ IMEMm[¥)

Moreover the measurement operators satisfy the complm&mauationzmM,%Mm =T1.

Note that in Quantum Information Theory the measurementadpes {My,} are often called
Kraus operators [2].

Postulate 4 Composite system

The state space of a composite quantum system is the termhrgprof the state spaces
of the component quantum systems. That is, if we have systeniseredl through n,
and system number i is prepared in the stidif¢), then the joint state of the total system is
Y1) [¥2)®---®|¥n).

Note that, unlike in Quantum Mechanics, observables do aet la crucial role in Quantum
Information Theory. Moreover, in general, we can consitierdtate of a system to be not only a
vector state but a classical mixture of vector states. Thiemof density matrices then is useful
as we will see in the next subsection. Measurements are ta@tQuantum Information theory
because it is through a measurement that we learn informabout a system. Therefore, we
also introduce the mathematical language used to desaibeshsurement.

1.1.1 Ensemble of quantum states and density matrix

Let us suppose a quantum system is in the gtitechosen in a set of statds¥;)}. We can
imagine that the appearance probabilitigsof each state of the set are in general different.
We then summarize our knowledge on the system with the ereeith), ni}. It is called an
ensemble of the systemthe ensemble is composed of only one state (and of cotgagoriori
probability equals 1), the state is callpdre If not, one speaks ahixedstates that is to say a
classical mixture of pure states. To efficiently descrilmei®edstate, we use an operator instead
of a vector state, the so-called density matrix.
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Definition 1 Density matrix
Let us consider a system with ensemlg;), ni}. The state of the system can then be described
in a compact form by the density matrix

p="> ml¥i)(¥il. (1.1)

Such a density matrix possesses the three important pregpert

Tr(p) = 1 (Normalization, (1.2)
p > 0 (Positivity), 1.3)
Tr(p?)=1 : p=|¥)(¥| (Purity), (1.4)

where> 0 means positive semi-definite. Actually, the state ensemba system is not unique.

Theorem 1 Unitary freedom in the state ensemble
The set|¥;),ni} and {|®i),vi} generate the same density matrix if and only if there exists a
unitary transformation U such that

VVilPi) =5 Uij /[ ¥i). (1.5)
]

Equivalently,

Corollary 1 Unitary freedom in the state ensemble of a density matrix
The two density matriceg; ni|¥i) (Yi| and 3; vi|®;) (Pi| describe the same state if and only if
there exists a unitary transformation U such that

VI @) = ZU.J NG OS (1.6)

1.1.2 Generalized measurements - POVM

The third postulate of QIT, and its measurement operdiggscan be used to define the posi-
tive semi-definite operatofsy, = MrTan. The set{En}m is called a Positive Operator-Valued
Measure (POVM)[[B| 12, 14] and each operaffy, a POVM element. On one hand, the fact
that the probabilitiep(m) = (¥|Em[¥) are real and positive is expressed by the positivity of
the POVM element§Eny}m. On the other hand, the fact that probabilities add up to erexi
pressed by the completeness relatiopEm = 1. Indeed, the sum of the probabiliy(m) is
SmP(M) = S(F|Em[Y) = (¥ ImEmY) = (¥|¥) = 1. An important property of a POVM
element is that its spectrum is upper bounded by 1. Otheniigeclear that the expectation
value (Y|En|Y) would exceed unity which contradicts the requirement thatodability is less
than 1. We finally give a general definition of a POVM.
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Definition 2 POVM
A Positive Operator-Valued Measurement (POVM) is a set sitpe semi-definite operators
{Em}m such that

Ex > O (Positivity) 1.7)
ZEk = 1 (Completeness relation (1.8)

The probability to obtain the outcome k for a given siates then given by
p(Kfi) = Tr(Exp). (1.9)

In the previous formula, Tr) stands for the trace. A POVM is also called a generalized
measurement since it is the most general description of guneaent. Indeed, projective mea-
surements, usually encountered in Quantum Mechanicsratbgiabove formalism, merely a
special case whel&ynEn = dmn, Er% = En. Such a projective measurement is called a Projection
Valued Measure (PVM). Nevertheless, a generalized measntecan also be described by a
projective measurement on anlargedHilbert space. A generalized measurement is then seen
as a special case of projective measurements. The two gsctimally are equivalent as long as
the Hilbert space is not fixed. This is made precise in thevahg theorem due to Naimark

[S, [6].

Theorem 2 Naimark’s extension

Given{Ey} a POVM on a Hilbert space?’, it exists an embedding o into a larger Hilbert
space.#” such that the measure can be described by projections othogonal subspaces in
2. That is, there exist a Hilbert spac#’, an embedding’ such that?’.7# = ¢ and a PVM
{R¢} in .2, such that with P, the projection defined by/P= 77, Ex = PR(P, Vk.

1.1.3 Definitions and notations

Here we briefly fix some notations. Throughout this thesisywillenake an extensive use of the
support.#p := supportP) of a Hermitian operatoP. The support of a Hermitian operator is
defined as the subspace spanned by its eigenvectors. We caav@iodefine the kerne¥p :=
kerne[P) of a Hermitian operatoP as the subspace orthogonal to its support. We also denote
rp :=rank(P) = dim(.#p), the rank ofP.

Next we define in a Hilbert spac#’ the sum and the intersection of two Hilbert subspaces
21 and.7%. The sums7q + 7 of the subspaces7 and.7# is defined to be the set consisting
of all sums of the forme; + a2, wherea; € 71 anday € 7. 4 + % is a Hilbert subspace
of 2. The intersection1 N 7 is defined to be the set consisting of all the elemantshere
ac€ 74 anda e 5. 1N .7 is a Hilbert subspace of#. The complementary orthogonal
subspace ( or orthogonal complement) of a subspéde .77, written.#*, is the set of all the
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elements ofZ” orthogonal to¥” with respect to the usual euclidean inner product. We thea ha
H = .7 .S+, the direct sum of the two orthogonal subspaces. Note thaiseéndifferently
the notation’#p or Ypi for a Hermitian operatol.

We need to define a positive semi-definite operator. A HeamitiperatoA acting on.Z is
positive semi-definite if and only fY |A'Y) > 0, for all |'¥) in .7Z. In other words, a Hermitian
operator is positive if and only if all its eigenvalues arsitige or zero. We use the notatiér> 0
to say that an operatdk is positive semi-definite. For such a positive semi-defioperator
A. We can define its unique square ragh and decompose it into the forlv= MMT with
M = /AU, for any unitary matrixJ. Since the statgg; and the POVM element§, are positive
semi-definite operators, we can introduce their squareaiodiuse the previous decomposition.

1.2 Unambiguous Quantum State Discrimination

A quantum state describes what we know about a quantum sysEwen a single copy of a
guantum system which can be prepared in several known quastaies, our aim is to determine
in which state the system is. This can be well understood ianangunication context where
only a single copy of the system is given and only a single-siedsurement is performed. This
is in contrast with usual experiments in physics where mapies of a system are measured
to get the probability distribution of the system. In quantstate discrimination (segl[7] for a
review of quantum state discrimination), no statisticsusttsince only a single-shot measure-
ment is performed on a single copy of the system. Actuallyelaee fundamental limitations to
the precision with which the state of the system can be détexdrwith a single measurement.
Whenever the possible quantum states are nonorthogonmécpdiscrimination of the states
becomes impossible. This can be understood from the iotuihiat two non-orthogonal states
have some probability to behave the same way. More precisalguantum system is prepared
in one of the two staté¥) and|®), which are neither identical nor orthogonal, there is no-mea
surement that perfectly determines in which state the systeMathematically, a measurement,
that perfectly determines in which state the system is, mpmsed of two outcomes (i.e. two
POVM elementsky andEg that identify|'Y) and|®) respectively with no errors. This means,
in terms of probabilities, that

(F|E¢|¥) = 1, (1.10)
(D|Eo|®) = 1, (1.11)
(¥|Eo[¥) = O, (1.12)
(D|Ey|®) = 0 (1.13)

If we expresg®) in the basig{|'¥),[¥+)}, Eqn.(1.11) becomes

((F|®)" (F] + (¥@)" (Y ) Ea ((FIP)[F) + (¥ |@)[¥+)) =1 (1.14)
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wherex stands for complex conjugation. With the help of Eqn.(1.4®)ch is equivalent to
Eo|Y) = 0 sinceEg > 0 (see proof in Appendix A), we obtain

(@FH) (Y [Ealt) = 1. (1.15)

Since the spectrum &g is upper bounded by ¥+ |Eq|¥Y+) < 1 and Eqnl(1.15) is fulfilled
only if |(®[¥1)|? = 1 which contradicts the assumption thi%h and|®) are non-orthogonal.

The immediate consequence of this limited precision is $onteto various state discrimina-
tion strategies depending on what one really wants to |eaontahe state. Given a strategy, we
finally have to optimize the measurement with respect to soiteria.

Alice Bob
Po
P1

_sgnal, Measuremert

Figure 1.1: Two parties Alice and Bob want to communicate

The basic scenario involves two parties Alive and Bob who twtancommunicate (see
Fig.[1.1). Alice prepares a quantum system in a state, mewifbarset of states known by
Bob. In general Alice does not prepare each state with the saobability. We speak of aa
priori probability. She sends a quantum system to Bob who performsasurement in order to
obtain the information he wants. In other words, a staterabseof a quantum system is given
and we want to determine the state of that system. In his farbook published in 1976 3],
Helstrom established the mathematical bases of such oet¢asks. He introduced the notion of
Bayes’ cost functiomvhich can describe any discrimination strategy. The ideéhadollowing.
For each possible outconkeconditioned on a signal stajg a price to payCy; is associated. If
Cx;j is positive, Bob has to pay Alice. @; is negative, Bob earns money. To set up a strategy
corresponds to give thigayes’ cost matrix (5. Related to this matrix, thBayes’ cost function
given by

C= %njckjp(klj), (1.16)

represents the total price that Bob has to pay to Alice. mé&iron about a state is represented
by an outcomeé conditioned on a signal staje It then appears clear that, depending on which
information really matters to Bob and Alice, the strategyeguivalently, thdBayes’ cost matrix
Cy; will change. The aim for Bob is of course to minimize the pitieehas to pay to Alice. To
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minimize theBayes’ cost function @hile thea priori probabilitynj and the statep; are fixed,
Bob is only free to change his measurement. In this thesiglayethe role of Bob who wants to
find the optimal measurement to lose a minimal amount of money

TheBayes’ cost matrix f; depends on the strategy adopted by Alice and Bob. For instanc
Bob might want to know which state was sent with the minimurorgorobability. This strategy
is calledMinimum Error Discrimination(MED) [3] - see Fig[1.2. In MED, thdayes’ cost
matrix G; is given by

[0 k=],
Ck,_{ L k] (1.17)

Alice Bob

PO S/raL =
P1 P1

0o

Figure 1.2: Two possible outcomes in the scenario of Minintmor Discrimination

Alternatively, one might consider an error-free discriation of the signal states. In this
strategy, the measurement can either correctly identdystate or send out a flag stating that
it failed to identify the state. A correct identification dfe state is called a conclusive result
while a failure to identify the state is known as an inconsieigesult usually denoted by "?’
or 'don’t know’. The objective then is to minimize the proliél of inconclusive result, the
so-called failure probability. This strategy is callddambiguous State Discriminati¢/SD) -
see Fig[[I1.B. The coefficients of the non square- 0,1 andk = 0,1,?) areBayes’ cost matrix
Cyj are

0 k=],
C=<¢ 1 k=2, (1.18)
o otherwise

Note that the coefficientS,..j wherek, j = 0, 1 are set to infinity in order to impose the error-free
conditionsp(k|j # k) =0,k j = 0,1 to obtain a non diverginBayes’ cost function

We can list another task related to state discriminationreviage are given a finite number of
identical copies of an unknown state irdadimensional Hilbert space. Our goal is to estimate
the actual state with the maximum accuracy, which is ofteantjfied by the fidelity between
the actual state and the estimated state (see chapter 2 &hindidn of the fidelity). Since the
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Alice Bob
Po sional £o
£1 £1

{?

Figure 1.3: Three possible outcomes in the scenario of Urgunohs State Discrimination

state to estimate can be any state in dhdimensional Hilbert space, one has to average the
accuracy over all the possible states of thdimensional Hilbert space. This scenario is known
asQuantum State Estimatid8, (9] (see Ref.[[10, 11, 12] for other scenarios).

Let us add another comment. The fact that non-orthogonaitquastates are not perfectly
distinguishable also has benefits. It leads in particulasegoure Quantum Key Distribution
(QKD) in a cryptographic context [13]. The security in clias$ computer science is ensure by
the complexity of some task like factorization of big primambers. In QKD, the security is due
to the quantum laws of Nature and does not anymore rely onsbignaption of eavesdropper’s
limited computational power.

In general, the optimal measurements for a given strateggruks on the quantum states and
thea priori probability of their appearance. For a given strategy angengstate ensemble, the
task is to find the measurement which minimizesBlages’ cost functionSuch a measurement
(it might not be unique) is called aptimal measurement

In this thesis, we are interested in the unambiguous discation of two known mixed
guantum states. Therefore the task is to find an optimal meamnt that minimizes the failure
probability. The problem of unambiguously discriminatipgre states with equa priori
probabilities was formulated in 1987 by DieKs [14] and Iveicd[15] and elegantly solved
by Peres[[16]. Seven years later, Jaeger and Shimony peéesthre general solution for two
pure states with differena priori probabilities [17]. Shortly after this result, Chefles and
Barnett showed that only linearly independent pure staasbe unambiguously discriminated
[18]. Finally Chefles provided the optimal failure probdlyiland its corresponding optimal
measurement in the case ofsymmetric stated [19]. The enumeration of analytical tssul
for USD of pure states scenarios already ends here even iigantam for the case of three
pure states was proposed by Peres and Terno in 1998 [20].ctinsface Sun’s work in 2002
[21,22], it is known that USD (of both pure and mixed states) convex optimization problem
[23,124,25]. Mathematically, this means that the quanttgptimize as well as the constraints
on the unknowns are convex functions. Practically, thismedhat the optimal solution can be
extremely efficiently computed. This is therefore a veryfulsol. Nevertheless our aim is to
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understand the structure of USD, to relate it to neat andaatequantities and to find analytical
solutions.

The case of mixed states recently attracted more attenBabhuntil this present work, no
optimal measurements for mixed states has been found uhke&sSD problem can be reduced
to some known pure state case. This reduction comes fromeiggometrical considerations
and can be summarized in three theorems. Important exaroplesch reducible problems
are Unambiguous State Discrimination of two mixed states witb-dimensional kerndR6],
Unambiguous State Comparisd@7, 28,(29] (see Ref.[ [27, 30, B1] for the unambiguous
comparison of unknown state§tate Filtering[32,[33,34] andJnambiguous Discrimination of
two subspacef85]. This four cases are all reducible to some pure state aad can therefore
be solved. To specify that a USD problem is not reducible byamseof our three reduction
theorems, we use the expression 'USD of generic densityigeatr Lower and upper bounds on
the failure probability to unambiguously discriminate taensity matrices are also known. In
2004, Eldar derived necessary and sufficient conditiong®optimality of a USD POVM [36].
Unfortunately these conditions appear rather difficultdlys. In contrast to the MED problem,
which is already solved for any pair of mixed stated [3, 37& optimal USD of mixed states is
an open problem.

1.3 Results

We outline here the six main results derived in this thesis.
1) Three reduction theorems to reduce the dimension of a USD pldem
2) Unambiguous comparison of pure states with a simple symmetry
3) First class of exact solutions
4) Second class of exact solutions
5) A fourth, incomplete, reduction theorem

6) USD and BB84-type QKD protocol
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Three reduction theorems to reduce the dimension of a USD pro blem [Chapter 3]

As seen in the previous section, only few analytical optis@ltions in Unambiguous State
Discrimination are known. For pure states scenarios, omtydlasses of exact solutions have
been provided so far. They are the solutions for USD of twemitates[[17] and USD af
linearly independent symmetric pure stated [19]. In the adgnixed states, there are actually
four known solutions:unambiguous discrimination of two mixed states with omeedisional
kernel[26], unambiguous comparison of two pure stdt&g,[28,[29],state filtering[32,[33,34]
and unambiguous discrimination of two subspad®S]. It seems surprising that research on
USD of pure states has been less successful than work on U8iixefl states! A solution to
this apparent paradox is given by our first result. Indeedeéteur optimal solutions in USD of
mixed states only require the optimal solution for USD of fpwoe states. More generally, we
prove that the problem of discriminating any two densitymcas can be reduced to the problem
of discriminating two density matrices of the same rank a 2-dimensional Hilbert space.
This introduces the notion standardUSD problem. Such a standard USD problem is proposed
as a starting point for any further theoretical investigaton USD. That way, we can avoid to
deal with trivial or already known classes of solutions. Teductions are of three types and
can be summarized in three theorems. In few words, the reduttteorems work as follows.
In a first reduction theorem, we split off any common subsjisatereen the supports of the two
density matricegg andp;. In a second reduction theorem, we eliminate, if preseetptrt of
the support ofp; which is orthogonal to the support pf andvice versa In a third reduction
theorem, if two density matrices are block diagonal, we dgmuse the global USD problem into
decoupled unambiguous discrimination tasks on each block.

Unambiguous comparison of  n pure states with a simple symmetry [Chapter 3]

We are givem pure quantum state§¥;)} which occur witha priori probabilities{p;}. We
would like to know without error whether these states arédalhtical or not. Actually the task
of unambiguously comparing any two pure states can be dlgganived by use of the second
and third reduction theorems, as Kleinmagtral. showed in[[28]. Stimulated by their idea, we
investigate the case aof pure states having some simple symmetry. In fact we provetliea
comparison oh linearly independent pure states with eqagriori probabilities and equal and
real overlaps can be reducedrtaunambiguous discriminations of two pure states and then be
solved. The question to know whether any unambiguous casgraof pure states is always
reducible to some pure state cases remains opened. Let uweslthat, as Kleinmanet al.
indicated in [[28], the unambiguous comparisonnaiked states is generally not reducible to
some pure states case.

In this thesis, we provide two classes of exact solutionsufambiguously discriminating
two genericdensity matrices. These two classes are the only two classsa until now.
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First class of exact solutions [Chapter 4]

We consider the problem of unambiguously discriminating tlensity matricepp andp; with a

priori probabilitiesne andn,. We define the fidelity of the two statesfas= Tr(/+/PoP1/Po)-
We provide three lower bounds on the failure probabilityhret regimes of the ratio between

the a priori probabilities defined aV% < Tr(F,’:lpO), Tr(ilpO) <\ R< % and% <

\/%. For each regime, we give necessary and sufficient condifmrthe failure probability of
unambiguously discriminating two mixed states to reactbthend. With that result, we give the
optimal USD POVM of a wide class of pairs of mixed states. Téss corresponds to pairs of
mixed states for which the lower bound on the failure prolitglis saturated. This is the first
analytical solution for unambiguous discrimination of gano mixed states. This goes beyond
known results which are all reducible to some pure state. ddste that any pair of mixed state
does not saturate the bounds. The necessary and sufficieditions take the simple form of

the positivity of the two operatoysy — a /. /Pop1/Po andpy — % v/P1Po+/P1 Wherea equals

Tr(PlpO) n = . . . . .
R /n_é andw in the first, second and third regime, respectively.

Second class of exact solutions [Chapter 5]

We derive a second class of exact solutions. This classspnels to any pair ajeometrically
uniformmixed states without overlapping supports in a four dimemai Hilbert space. In short,
two geometrically uniformmixed states are two unitary similar density matripgsand p; =
UpgU where the unitary matrik) is an involution i.eU? = 1. We find that only three options

for the expression of the failure probability exist. Fiigtthe operatorgpg — 4 /%Fo andp; —

\ /%Fl are positive semi-definite, then the pair of density masrieds in the first class of exact

solutions. If this is not the case, either the operd&pt) Py has one positive and one negative
eigenvalue or it has two eigenvalues of the same sign. Irotimedr case, we can give the optimal
failure probability in terms of the eigenvalues and eigehves ofPOLU POL. In the later case, no
unambiguous discrimination is possible and the failurdphility simply equals unity. For these
three cases, we provide the optimal failure probability a$f as the optimal measurement.

A fourth, incomplete, reduction theorem [Chapter 5]

The two USD POVM elementgy and E; have a rank less or equal to the ranku@f,il and

Ypio, respectively. This defines the notion of maximum rankEgfand E;. We establish a

theorem stating that if the two operatqrs— |, /%Fo andp; — 4 /%Fl are not positive semi-
definite then the two USD POVM elemertg and E; can not have both maximum rank. A
corollary can be derived assuming a standard USD problenthalincase, if the two operators

Po — 4 /%Fo andp; — 4 /%Fl are not positive semi-definite then there exist one eigdovexd
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E, with eigenvalue 1 and one eigenvector of eitkgror E; with eigenvalue 1, too. From the
completeness relation fulfilled by the measurement opesatdollows that we can split off the
two-dimensional subspace spanned by these two eigensdobon the original USD problem.
This could lead to a fourth reduction theorem. 'Could’ besmii remains to fully characterize
these two eigenvectors cited above. So far, we can only pitmie existence. If one could
characterize them, a way to solve analytically any USD mwbivould be available. Indeed, we
start from a general USD problem of two mixed states. We uséhitee first reduction theorems

to bring it to standard form. We then check the positivitylué two operatorgg — /%Fo and

P1— 4 /%Fl. If the positivity is confirmed, then the pair of density mees falls in the first
class of exact solutions. If the two operators are not pasitive can use the fourth reduction
theorem to get rid of two dimensions corresponding to the éwgenvectors mentioned above.

. e n: ns
At that point, we check the positivity of the two operatgfs— 4/ n—él)Fé andp; — 4/ n_(i)Fll of the
reduced problem. We see here a constructive way to solve 8byddoblem. If the two operators

PH— 4 /Z—(})Fé andp; — 4/ Z_(i)Fll of the reduced problems never turn out to be positive, we @nd u

with only two pure states and we can therefore always find gienal measurement. The full
characterization of the two eigenvectors involved in thoimplete reduction theorem is of great
importance.

USD and BB84-type QKD protocol [Chapter 6]

The Bennett and Brassard 1984 cryptographic protacdl [38yides a method to distribute
a private key between two parties and allow an unconditigredcure communication. We
consider in this thesis the implementation of a BB84-typeDQRrotocol that uses weak
coherent pulses with a phase refererice [39]. In that contwrt important questions related
to unambiguous state discrimination can be addressedt, RVgh what probability can an
eavesdropper unambiguously distinguish thasis of the signal?” and second 'With what
probability can an eavesdropper unambiguously determihighabit value is sent without
being interested in the knowledge of the basis?’ These twestipns can be translated in
some unambiguous discrimination task of tgeometrically unifornmixed states in a four
dimensional Hilbert space. We answer these two questiangding useful insights for further
investigations on practical implementations of Quanturg Restribution protocols.

The structure of this thesis is the following. In chapter 2,imwathematically define the prob-
lem of USD. We then review the known results on unambiguossritination: unambiguous
discrimination two pure states, unambiguous discrimaratif n symmetric states and a few gen-
eral properties. In chapter 3, we present our three reduttieorems. They allow us to solve
special tasks in quantum information theory such as, eatge ttering, unambiguous discrimi-
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nation of two pure states, unambiguous discrimination plire states with a simple symmetry
and unambiguous discrimination of two subspaces. All thasles are related to the unambigu-
ous discrimination of two mixed states which can be reduoete unambiguous discrimination
of some pure states only. We also definstandardform as a starting point for further inves-
tigations in USD. In chapter 4, we derive lower bounds on #ikife probabilityQ as well as
necessary and sufficient conditions for the failure proligtio reach those bounds. This pro-
vides a first class of exact solutions for unambiguous diga@ation of twogenericmixed states.
This class corresponds to pairs of mixed states for whichawer bound (one for each of the
three regimes depending on the ratio betweeratpeori probabilities) on the failure probability
Q is saturated. For this class we give the corresponding @btif8D measurement. In chapter
5, we derive a fourth, incomplete, reduction theorem whiogether with the first three reduc-
tion theorems aims to solve in a constructive way any USD lprolof two density matrices.
Moreover we derive a second class of exact solutions. Thssaorresponds to any pair of two
geometrically uniform states in four dimensions. In chagtewe give two examples of such
an unambiguous discrimination of tvggometrically unifornstates in four dimensions. These
examples are related to the implementation of the BenndtBaassard 1984 cryptographic pro-
tocol. In the last chapter, we summarize our results andge®plirections for further research
on USD of two density matrices.
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Chapter 2

Optimal Unambiguous State
Discrimination

The optimal USD measurement is known for tyore-statecases. On one hand, the optimal
failure probability as well as the corresponding optimabsw@ement were provided by Jaeger
and Shimony for any pair of two pure states with arbitrpriori probabilities[17]. On the other
hand, Chefles found the optimal failure probability and tbeesponding optimal measurement
for unambiguously discriminatinglinearly independent symmetric pure stafes [19]. We presen
the basic properties of a USD measurement before revielwagdlution to these twpure-state
scenarios.

2.1 The USD measurement

We consider a set af € IN known quantum statefgp; }, i = 1,..,n, with theira priori probabil-

ities {ni}. We are looking for a measurement that either identifiesta staiquely (conclusive
result) or fails to identify it (inconclusive result). Thed is to minimize the probability of
inconclusive result. The measurements involved are tiipiganeralized measurements [2] de-
scribed by a POVM which consists in a set of positive seminitefoperator§ Ey} that satisfies

the completeness relation Ex = 1 on the Hilbert space spanned by the states. The probability
to obtain the outcomé for a given signalp; is then given byp(k|i) = Tr(piEx). We will of-

ten refer to the states of the quantum systersigsal states or evesignals This comes from

the context of communication where the possible states oatgm system correspond to the
different signals sent to communicate.

Let us now mathematically define what an Unambiguous Stateribination Measurement
is, its corresponding failure probability, and the notidroptimality.
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Definition 3 A measurement described by a POYHE} is called an Unambiguous State Dis-
crimination Measurement (USDM) on a set of stafips if and only if the following conditions
are satisfied:

e The POVM contains the elemeRts,,E,, ... E,} where n is the number of different signals
in the set of states. The elementi&connected to an inconclusive result, while the other
elements Ei = 1,..,n, correspond to an identification of the state

¢ No states are wrongly identified, thatTs(p;Ex) = 0 Vi£Zk i,k=1,..n.

Each USD Measurement gives rise to a failure probabilig, i the rate of inconclusive results.
This can be calculated as

QU{E}] == niTr(piE). (2.1)

Definition 4 A measurement described by a PO\{Eﬁpt} is called an Optimal Unambiguous
State Discrimination Measurement (OptUSDM) on a set oéstgt; } with the corresponding a
priori probabilities {n; } if and only if the following conditions are satisfied

o The POVM{E’™} is a USD measurement dipi}

e The probability of inconclusive results is minimal, thaQ'[s{Efpt}] = minQ[{Ex}] where
the minimum is taken over all USDM.

Unambiguous state discrimination is an error-free diseration. This implies a strong con-
straint on the measurement. The fact that the outcBgean only be triggered by the state
implies that the support d is orthogonal to the supports of all the mixed states otheam ti.
This is a strong constraint for any USD measurement, not th@yptimal one. To see that fact
rigorously we need the following lemma.

Lemma 1 For any positive semi-definite operators A andB,AB) = Oif and only if the support
of the two positive semi-definite operators are orthogonal

Tr(AB) = 0 Sy | Sg. (2.2)

Since a USD POVM satisfies {Expi) = Tr(Expk)di to be an error-free measurement, a
corollary of Lemmall can be derived.

Corollary 2 A USD measurement described by the PO} on n density matrice$p;} is
such that

St L S Vik=1,...,n. (2.3)

USD measurements are very sensitive in the sense that a wmiallion of a mixed state
overthrows completely the error-free character of theaalyeexisting measurement. This is true
for any USD measurement, not only the optimal ones. Let usprowe Lemma 1.
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Proof of Lemma 1l If AandB are positive semi-definite operators, they are diagorakaaith
eigenvaluesr; >0 (i =1,...rank(A)) andB; >0 (j=1,...rank(B)). Thus

Tr(AB) = Tr(% ail¥i)(¥il ) Bj|®i)(Pil)
I ]

=Y aiBi|(¥il®)|? (2.4)
]

vanishes if and only if|®;) } and{|¥;) } span orthogonal subspaces. [

2.2 Solution for two pure states

In the simple case of two pure staté&) and|¥1) with arbitrarya priori probabilitiesng and
n1, the optimal failure probabilities (see Fig. 2.1) to unaguaiusly discriminate them is given

by

QP! = 1)1 + 0| (¥o[¥a) 2 for , % < |(¥o|¥1)], (2.5)
1
QP! = 2./Mons |<‘1fo|‘n>|for|<‘ffo|‘ff1>|<,/” < (2.6)
|(Yol¥1)|
oPt _ o g [(Fol¥ 1) 2 for —— < /T 2.7
Q r’O r’l|< 0| 1>| |<T0‘T1>‘ = ’,’O ( )

This result was derived by Jaeger and Shimony in 1995. Whetwtba priori probabilities are
equal, it reduces to the well known equation

Q%P = [(¥o[¥1)l- (2.8)

This solution is known as the lvanovic-Diesk-Peres (IDRitlisince 1988.
The optimal measurement (see Hig.] 2.2) that realizes thetsmal failure probabilities is
given by

Eo = [¥1)(¥1]| ,7
E1=0 for , /= < [(¥o|¥1)], (2.9)
E, = [¥1)(¥4] o

1- n0|< 0‘ l
|<ww )2
10| (o[ ¥1)|

E1= |<‘FH‘P )2

E,=1-Eq—FE

Eo = 1) (Y7
m 1
for [(Yo|¥1)| < <

YL (] no = o[ ¥0)]’ (2.10)
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1
E1=[¥g) (Y| for ——— <,/—. (2.11)
YolY
E, = [Yo) (Yol [{¥ol¥) 1
_

(W) [{ W P} —
| | . | Jm
0 1 .\'f o

- s 2 - . —_— . PN ! 2]
QP 1 ] (W) Pt = 2 {0y |y ) QY = gy + o | [0 3]

9

Figure 2.1: Optimal failure probability for USD of two purtages

1) 1
AVT)

W)

Figure 2.2: Basis vectorid¥7), |[¥5) and|?) of the three POVM elements,, E; andE; for

the optimal USD measurement of two pure states W¥si'¥1) > 0 and|(¥o|¥1)| < 4 /% <

1
[(Fol¥1)]
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2.3 Solution for n symmetric pure states

Unambiguous discrimination can be consider for more thanstates. The only requirement for
an error-free discrimination is the linearly independeatthe signal states as Chefles showed
in 1998. An exact solutions can even be provided ifritgpiantum states happen to be symmet-
ric. Symmetric states are states that can be written in tefnasgeneratof¥o) and a unitary
transformatiorJ such thatJ" = 1. The complete set of symmetric states can be written as

¥j)) = U[¥j_2)=Ul[¥o), j=1,...,n—1 (2.12)
¥o) = U[¥n_q), UN=1. (2.13)

Note that we choose tteepriori probabilities to be equal in order not to break the symmé&ioy.
such symmetric states, we can introduced a suitable orth@i®asis{|y) }«k such thai¥';) =

zﬂ;(l)ckeZi"%M) with 5y |cd2 = 1 andU = 1~ |y) (| [19]. Note that the coefficients

¢ can be calculated thanks to the formitgl? = = zj,j,ezmk% (¥j[¥j). We definecyin =
mingcx and the optimal failure probabilities to unambiguoushcdiminaten symmetric states is
then given by

QP! = n|Crin|%. (2.14)

On the analytical side, some general properties of USD okthistates were recently de-
rived. We give here an overview of these results. Firstelaee the very general necessary and
sufficient conditions for the optimality of a USD measuretradgrived by Eldar in[[36]. Unfor-
tunately those conditions are pretty hard to solve. Theynmuertheless be used to check the
optimality of some USD POVM or, as we will do in chapter 5, taide a new class of exact
solutions. This class correspond to pairs of two Geoméelyitmiform density matrices in four
dimensions. Another general result on USD of two mixed stet¢he derivation of lower and
upper bounds on the optimal failure probability. The loweubds are expressed in terms of the
fidelity. Therefore we first introduce this quantity. The eppound is presented in term of the
failure probabilities of some pure state case.

2.4 Necessary and sufficient conditions for the optimal-
ity of a USD measurement

Necessary and sufficient conditions for an optimal measenétimat minimizes the probability
of inconclusive result can be derived using argument ofijuial vector space optimizatioh [36].
These conditions are valid for any number of mixed statesuk@ow state the theorem.

Theorem 3 Let{p;i}, 1 <i < ndenote a set of density operators with their a priori prottieibs
{ni}. Let denote Tand A; two matrices such that;E= TiAiTiT, Aj > 0 and 'lrl'iT = HyEi, the
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projection onto the support ofiHor all 1 <i < n. Then necessary and sufficient conditions for a
measurementEy}, k=?,1,... ,nto be an optimal USD measurement are that there exist9Z
such that

ZE, = 0 (2.15)
E(Z-nip)E = 0, 1<i<n (2.16)
THZ-nmp)T- > 0,1<i<n (2.17)

We could rephrase this theorem for two mixed states only. Staeement then is slightly
simpler.

Theorem 4 Let pp and p1 be two density matrices with a priori probabilities and n;. We
denote by P and B, the projectors onto the kernel pf and p;. Then necessary and sufficient
conditions for an optimal measuremdltik }, k =?,0, 1are that there exists Z 0 such that

ZE, = 0, (2.18)
Eo(Z—nopo)Eo = O, (2.19)
Ei(Z—-mp1)E1 = O, (2.20)
P{-(Z—nopo)Pi- > 0, (2.21)
Po(Z—mp)Py > 0 (2.22)

One could try to find the general solution for unambiguousdgidminating two mixed states by
solving the above conditions. However, in the general dagppears difficult to find a positive
semi-definite operataZ fulfilling those conditions. Before ending this section, van notice
that

Tr(Z) = Psolﬁ)écess (2-23)

Indeed Eqn.(2.19) is equivalent tgEqg(Z — n1p1)v/Eo = 0. lts trace leads to TZEy) =
NoTr(poEo). Similarly Eqn.(2.20) yields TZE;) = n1Tr(piE1) so that T(ZEy) + Tr(ZE;) =
Potcess The completeness relatidn= E; + Ey + E; together with Eqn.(2.18) gives ) =
Psolf’écess Later in this thesis, we will use Eldar’s necessary and @afit conditions to derive a
theorem about the rank of the POVM elements of an optimal U&Bsurement and a new class
of exact solutions of USD.

2.5 Bounds on the failure probability

2.5.1 Fidelity

The fidelity F(po, p1) = Tr(1/\/PoP1+/Po) is a quantity to distinguish two mixed quantum
statesog andps.
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We can consider the two extreme capgs- p1 and-~p, L .%p,. Onone hand, ibg = p1 then
F(po, p1) = 1. On the other hand, iy andp; have orthogonal supports thér{pg, p1) = O.
The fidelity takes value if0, 1]. whenF = 1, the two states are identical. WhEn= 0, the two
states have orthogonal supports. It is not obvious that tleditfy is a symmetric quantity in its
two arguments, though it is as we will show herel [40, 41]. We fadst consider the fidelity of
two pure states.

F(I%o)(¥ol, [¥1) (Y1) = Tr(v/[¥o)(Yol[¥1)(¥1l[¥o)(¥ol) (2.24)
= |(Yo|¥0)[Tr(v/[¥1)(Y1l])
= |[(Yol¥1)|.

The fidelity of two pure states simply is the modulus of therta between those two pure
states! The fidelity is here clearly symmetric. If we now ddes mixed states, we can define

the operator$o = //Pop1y/Po andFy = /,/P1Po/P1- They actually come from the polar
decomposition

VPoy/P1 = RV =VF. (2.25)

As written in Eqnl(2.25), the two operatdfs andF; are unitary equivalent and their trace are
equal. In other words,

F(pi, pj) = Tr(R) = Tr(F)) (2.26)

and the fidelity is symmetric. It might be sometimes diffidoltwork with the fidelity because
of the three square roots involved in its definition and beeaaf the noncommutativity of the
density operators. For a review of its properties, the eged reader should look at Jozsa’s
1994 paperl[40] inspired by Uhlmanrtsansition probability[41]. Let us however note here
that in our work, the fidelity is given bi (pi, pj) = Tr(\/\/0ipj/Pi) and not byF (pi, pj) =
{Tr(\//Pipi/0i) }? [40] though the properties remain intact.

Actually one can construct a distance measure from the tiidelhe Bures distance
d2 ed0i, Pj) =2(1—F(pi, pj))- Itis well know that the problem of minimum error discrimina
tion between two mixed states is linked to thecedistance a®sror = 5(1— Tr(|nopo— N1p1|).
As we are going to see through this thesis, a link betweeriBidad the failure probability in
USD does exist. It is not as strong as the link betweenrdee distance as the error probability
Perror iIn MED. In chapter 4, 5 and 6, we will intensively use the fiteli

2.5.2 Lower bound for the unambiguous discrimination of n mixed
states

Y. Fenget al. obtained a very general lower bound for unambiguously ohgoatingn mixed
states{p; } with a priori probabilities{n;} [42].
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Theorem 5 Let {p;} be n density matrices with their a priori probabilitieg. We define the
fidelity of two stateg; andp; as F(pi, pj) = Tr(\/\/Pipj/Pi). Then, for any USD measurement
a lower bound on the failure probability Q is

QZ\/ﬁi;msz(m, P;j)- (2.27)

Let us note here that another lower bound on the failure fmitityawas derived by Y. Feng
et al. (two of the three authors of Ref. [42]) in an unpublished wig3]. Let us notice that this
bound is given as an upper bound on the success probability.

Theorem 6 Let{p;} be n density matrices with their a priori probabiliti¢g); }. First we define
the subspace M{i) as Mix(pi) = p N Y j+-%p,- Second, we divide eagh in two parts,o
andg; such that”, = Mix(p;) and.”5 N5 = 0. Finally we define the fidelity of two states
andp; as F(pi, pj) = Tr(y/\/PiPj\/Pi). Then, for any USD measurement an upper bound on
the success probabilitysRcesdS

n _ n & L
. N N E2(A A
Psuccess< i:E niTr(poi) \/n_li;n.m': (B, Pj)- (2.28)

This last bound is tighter than the one in Theorem 5 sifitg niTr(pi) < 1. The equality holds
only if the density matricep; do not have common subspaces. In that case, the two lowedboun
in Eqn.(2.27) and Eqn.(2.28) are equal. We now focus on UStvofdensity matrices only.
Rudolphet al. derived both lower and upper bounds on the failure proldgthidiunambiguously
discriminate two mixed states. This is the object of the $aisection of this chapter.

2.5.3 Lower and upper bounds on the failure probability for t he un-
ambiguous discrimination of two mixed states

Lower bound

In Ref.[26], Rudolphet al. derived their lower bounds considering some purificatiotheftwo
mixed stategg andp1. Moreover, an interesting property of the fidelity is thddaling. Given
two mixed states, we can consider all their possible putiioeand their overlap. In fact, the
fidelity equals the maximum of the modulus of those overlé#gs.therefore not surprising that
those lower bounds involve the optimal failure probabibfytwo pure states where the overlap
is replaced by the Fidelity (see Fig. P.3). More preciseky,emd up with

Theorem 7 Let pg and p1 be two density matrices with a priori probabilities and n1. Let
define the fidelity = Tr(,//Pop1./Po) between these two mixed states. Then a lower bound
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on the failure probability of unambiguously discriminaipg and p1 is

Q% > ny+noF? for % <F, (2.29)
0
Q% > 2./RomiF for F < m < é, (2.30)
0
opt 2 1 N1
Q" > no+mF<for =<, /—. (2.31)
F No
1
. _
| — }lr i
0 1 ‘ o
Spl 2 t / e ‘
QU[J = m + 7?0F Q()l) > 9. T]leFli cgupt > o + sz

Figure 2.3: Lower bounds on the optimal failure probabildy USD of two density matrices

Upper bound

In the same paper [26], the authors presented an upper bouthe @ptimal failure probability
for unambiguous discrimination of two mixed states. Thigimbcomes from considering several
two dimensional USD problems rather that a global USD probl€he eigenbases f& andE;
here depend only on the supportsmgfandp; and not on their eigenvalues. This leads naturally
to an upper bound on the failure probability since the eigkres ofpg andp; would allow to
refine the measurement. The theorem presents a lower bouhe saccess probability instead
of an upper bound on the failure probability.

Theorem 8 Let pg and p1 be two density matrices with a priori probabilitiesp and n;. We
denote the dimension of their kern# and.#1 by  and § and assume thags> s;. There
exist orthonormal base{qk@}?b:l for %, (b=0,1) suchthatfol < j < sp, 1 <i < s,

(KIKL) = Co(6))3;, (2.32)

where thed; are the canonical angles betweeff and.#;. In this case, a lower bound on the
optimal success probabilitygo.'?ctcessjs

S1 . . So . .
Pefcess> _zlP$£écesg\ké>,\ki>) + Y (kloulkg)- (2.33)
J:

j=s1+1
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where

o N VAN . Anin
+A; —2Co9 6 A; for Coq6;) < 4/ —min
PSﬁécesg|ké>,\ki>>={ Ao+ /Ay~ 2C0g J?V thl W) <\ ahe (239
Amax otherwise
with A(’) = rlo(k{|po|ki>, Ai = n1<k(j)|p1|k(j)), Afjnin = min{A(j),Ai} and Alax= max{A(j),A{}.

Let us note that we will detail the construction of such ogibial base$|ktj)) ?’:1 in Chapter 3
when we will present the optimal unambiguous discrimimatbtwo subspaces.

In the next chapter, we will find that any USD problem can beuced to some standard
situation. We will then see that some important tasks in Quarinformation Theory which are
related to the USD of some mixed states can actually be redocgome pure state case.



Chapter 3

A standard form

We are searching for an optimal USD measurement to discait@itwo arbitrary density
matricespp and p; with a priori probability ng and n; respectively. We find that this general
problem can be reduced to a simpler standard situation shemkhreereductiontheorems
dealing with simple geometrical considerations. As the@imes indicate, the threeduction
theorems allow to reduce the dimension of the USD problenfiadt) the reduction can also be
applied to the case of more than two density matrices.

It is important to notice here that all the results on USD okexi states known so far
are reducible to some pure state scenarios. These casesataefiltering, unambiguous
discrimination of two subspaces and unambiguous compagstwo pure states. Those three
cases of USD of mixed states can be solved using some redubgorem and the result of
Jaeger and Shimony about USD of two pure states only. Thisrlinds the fact that those cases
were solved first because no new techniques were needede fallbwing we will often refer
to non-reduciblemixed state case as generic USD problem. In the next chapgeese going
to present two classes of exact solutions for such generig ptf8blems. But first of all, let us
present, prove and use the three reduction theorems.

The first reduction theorem states that, if two density magrishare a common subspace
(see FiglZ311), no unambiguous discrimination is possibli#.dndeed any state vector in such a
common subspace belongs to bpgandp; so that no conclusive result is possible. The failure
probability restricted to this common subspace then equaily. There is no optimization to
perform onto this common subspace and we can focus ouriatterm the USD problem onto
the orthogonal complement of this common subspace.

The second theorem is easy to understand, though the prpptha to be subtle. Let us
consider the suppor?y, and.#,, of two density matrices. Let us assume that there exists a
subspace o/, orthogonal to¥), (see Figl 3.2). This subspace can be equivalently denoted by
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oy myp{) or Sp, N Hp,. If we perform any measurement on that subspace, we can etdgtd
p1 but neverpg since the measurement is orthogonal#g,. The difficulty step is to see that
such a strategy is optimal. Here again, no optimization timtcsubspace”y, N %, is needed.
After splitting off .7, N .%,,, we are left with a smaller USD problem. Of course, a similar
reduction can be performed for the subspatg N 7, .

The last theorem refers to some block diagonal structureeo$tipports”,,, and.#,, of our
two density matricepg andp;. If the supports#y, and.#),, can be simultaneously decomposed
into a direct sum of some subspaces, it seems reasonabtbdtagitimal measurement can have
the same property. Moreover we can choose the optimal measmt onto the total Hilbert
space to be the direct sum of optimal measurements onto thkessubspaces. In other words,
we only have to look for optimality on each orthogonal sulegpaThis again simplifies the
optimization task.

Let us now derive the three theorems.

3.1 Overlapping supports

In the first theorem, we will consider the situation wheredhpports of the two density matrices
have a common subspace. This is the case whenever we find that

dim(#p,) +dim(#,) > dim (7). (3.1)
Here 77 is the Hilbert space spanned by the two supports. In this dasen be written as
H = H' DA (3.2)

where sz, = .75, N.%p, is the common subspace of the two supports, .##i( its orthogonal
complement in7Z (see Fig[311). The first reduction theorem will eliminate tommon
subspacei from the problem. The intuitive reason is that in this sulegpao unambiguous
discrimination is possible, so the population of the twosignmatrices on it will contribute
always only to the failure probability, never to the conalegesults. This is made precise in the
following theorem.
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q S ;

£l

81“1

Spo Hp =S8, NS,

Figure 3.1: Illustration of a common subspace betwagandp;

Theorem 9 Reduction Theorem for a Common Subspace

Suppose we are given two density matripgsnd p1 in 27 with a priori probabilitiesng
andnz such that their respective support, and.”,, have a non-empty common subspace
. We denote by#” the orthogonal complement o#? in .2 while IT,,, andIT .
denote respectively the projector ontf, and.”#”. Then the optimal USD measurement is
characterized by POVM elements of the form

Eg* = ESF (3.3)
EP = E (3.4)
ECP — EP'4 T, (3.5)

where the operatorséﬁpt, E’lopt’ E;Opt form a POVM{El/(Opt} with support on#” describing
the OptUSDM of a reduced problem defined by

1
pc/): N—O].—ijlpol—,[jf/, r](’)= %a NOITr(pOHJf/) (36)
1
pL= N_lnjf’plnji"" =" No=Tr(oulLy) L)
N = Norno+Ninz . (3.8)

And finally, the optimal failure probability ' can be written in terms of @, the optimal
failure probability of the reduced problem, as

QoPt — 1 _N-++NQOP (3.9)
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Proof To prove the reduction theorem, we first need to recall thalS® Wheasurement de-
scribed by the POVMEy} satisfies TtEgp1) = 0 and T(E1pp) = O by definition. It means, as
a consequence of Lemma 1 given in the previous chapterSthat S, andSg, L Sp,. Since
S is a subspace @, andS,,, it follows thatSg, L 74 andSg, L o7, Therefore, by writing
the block-matrices in? = @ ', we have

0 O
Eo= 3.10
(0 g) 549

0 O
Ei1= 3.11
(o e) N

The completeness relation o# implies firstly
g ( » 0, =1Ly +E) (3.12)
O E? '

and secondly by the completeness relation on the reducepacé?”’
ZE((:II%/. (3.13)

It follows also that the operato&s, (k= 0,1,?) are positive semi-definite operators. Therefore,
by definition,{E,} is a POVM ons#". The fact thaE; is equal to identity in the subspacé,

is here a direct consequence of the property of an USDM#nNext we will see tha{E, } is a
POVM of a USD in#".

We definell,,, andIl,~ as the projector onto#r and .7#” respectively. Thudl,. &
I1,, =1,. For any USDM, because of the diagonal block form of the POW find forQ

Q = noTr(poE;) + NiTr(pE»)

= (1-No)no+(1—N)m (3.14)
+ (Noo+N1n1) (noTr(poEz) + Ny Tr(piE7))
. 1
with p(/) = 7Tr(p01—1%m) H%)/pol—[%w (315)
1
B — 20! !, .

Heren/ (i =0,1) is thea priori probability corresponding to the new density majx(nj +
n=1)

! Nof]o
_ NofMo N\ Tr(polT 3.17
Mo Noro - Narp” e (ol L) (3.17)
N
m Ny = Tr(pal 1), (3.18)

~ Nono-+Niny’
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We notice that.¥ N.7, = 0. Moreover, T(poE;) = O implies Ti(pgE;) = 0 and
Tr(p1Eo) = 0 implies T(piE)) = 0. Then{E,} defines a POVM describing a USDM on
{p{, n/} in 2Z'. The problem is now reduced to the subspa€é We now focus our attention
on the optimality of the reduced USDM.

We can writeQ as

Q = (1—No)no+ (1—N1)n1+ (Nono+Nin1)Q (3.19)
— 1-N+NQ

whereQ' = ngTr(pgE;) + n1Tr(p1E3) is, by definition, the failure probability of discriminatin
unambiguouslyy] andpj in #" with a priori probabilitiesng, n;.

The previous equality implies that the failure probabiliyis minimal if and only if the
failure probability@ is minimal. Thus we have th&tEx} describes an optimal USDM on
{pi, ni} & Qis minimal < Q' is minimal < {E,} describes an optimal USDM ofp/, n/}.
This completes the proof. |

Let us note here that two subspaces that do not have a comrospage are not necessarily
orthogonal. The formal statementi, N.~p, = {0} & 7y, L #p,. Moreover we can give an
easy way to know whether the two supports overlapg@and p;. In fact, it suffices to check
whether the equatiodim(.7#") = rank(pg) + rank(p;) = rank(po + p1) holds. Marsaglia and
Styan proved that additivity of rank of two matrices is rethto the intersection of their column
and row spaces in a simple way [44]. Their result is given nftllowing theorem.

Theorem 10 Let A and B be two complexxm matrices. Leta and g be their column spaces
andZa andZg, their row spaces then

rank(A+ B) = rank(A) + rank(B) if and only if dim(éaNés) = dim(ZaN%g) = {0}.

In the more restricted case of two density matrices, whielHarmitian matrices, the column
and row spaces simply are the suppégt= Zp = 7.

3.2 Trivial orthogonal subspaces of the supports

We now consider the case where the supports of the two demsitgices have no common
subspace. That can always be achieved thanks to the pre@dustion theorem for common
subspace. If there is a part of, orthogonal ta#,,, we can decompose), into this subspace
and another one (see Fig.3.2). It turns out that this sulesp&),, orthogonal ta#,, can be
split off and leads to an unambiguous discrimination withemwor. The same is true fa¥y,.
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Theorem 11 Reduction Theorem for Orthogonal Subspaces

Suppose we are given two density matripgsnd p;1 in 22 with a priori probabilitiesng
and ni. Assuming that their supportg), and.”,, have no common subspace, one can
construct a decomposition

H = H A+ (3.20)

with 7+ = § @ S, - = Hpy NS py and S = Hp, N Sy,
The solution of the optimal USDM problem can be given, wilp béHyoL and Hyll, the

projection onta7;- and.#;", respectively, in? = #"' @ '+, by

SR S (3.21)
EPP = EPHIT, (3.22)
P — E°P (3.23)

The operators E™, E/lO'Ot,E;OIOt form a POVM{E((Opt} with support ons#”’ describing the
OptUSDM of a reduced problem defined by

1
Py = N [LoPol L o= "8, No=Tr(polT) (3.24)
1
pL= N_lnjf’plnjf" np =SB, Np=Tr(palT) (3.25)
N = Nono + Nana. (3.26)

And finally, the optimal failure probability ®! can be written in terms of @, the optimal
failure probability of the reduced problem as

QoPt — NQOF, (3.27)

Proof We translate the problem using a Naimark extension and &girop-valued measure
(PVM). This idea is inspired by the first work of Senal. [32] where an extended Hilbert space
has been used. Let us repeat the Naimark theorem.

Given a POVM{Ex} on a Hilbert space?’, it exists an embedding o into a larger Hilbert
spaceZ such that the measurement can be described by projectibtm®rihogonal subspaces
in Z. More precisely, there exist a Hilbert spagg an embedding’ such thats’. 77 = % and a
PVM {Ry} in # such that with P, the projection defined By? = 7, Ex = PR(P, Vk.
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Figure 3.2: lllustration of the subspac&,, N7y,

To the three POVM elemenk in 77 correspond three PVM elemeriRgin %. The Hilbert
spaceZ can be decomposed into orthogonal subspaces

K = SRy D IR, DR, (3.28)

which give raise to non-orthogonal subspaceg/iras.”¢, = P.”r P. We can therefore translate
properties of the USD POVM to the embedding#f into .

Next we take a look at the embedding @, and.”,, into % and we translate the conditions
for an USDM into the embedded language. We denote the embexidispaces o7 by the
same symbol as the original subspaces6t We can here introduce the projec®t onto the
orthogonal complemen#’* of 57 in Z (P+ P+ = 1y4). Since.7,, € 5, we have T(poRy) =
Tr(PpoPRy) = Tr(poE1) = 0. This implies that#), is orthogonal tog,. Similarly, we find
that.#), is orthogonal ta”w,. Therefore, we can write

ypo C yRo@yR?o (3.29)
Sy C IR, D SRy (3.30)

where.7R,, and.r,; are defined as subspaces.gk, with minimal dimension fulfilling the
above decompositions in the sense tha}, = Suppor{ILy, 7511, ) fori=0,1.

The optimality condition means in particular that no infation should be obtained from the
conditional states following an inconclusive result. Iethwo failure spaces’w,, and.#R,, are
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different, it will be possible to distinguish the conditedrstates which arise from a projection
onto.7R, [32]. Indeed a detection in an orthogonal direction to onéheftwo subspaces will
tell us which failure space was it or equivalently which stafas sent. Therefore the optimality
condition implies that’g,, = .“&,, and then

SRy = Ry = SRy - (3.31)

This is an important necessary condition for the optimadita USD POVM. In the framework

of the Naimark extension, this condition translates ao¥edl. The equality of/g,, and.#R,,

implies that a subspac€y" = 7, N.7), satisfies?;- C .7, in order to assure that the overlap

between any state iy~ and any state i, will be zero. Similarly, 7" = #p, N.%p, C Tro-
Then there exist two subspaced in ./r, and.’/ in .”r, such that

Iry = So b (3.32)
TRy = ST OH. (3.33)

The orthogonal projectioR; then can be decomposed into a sum of orthogonal projectors
asll . +1ILy, with IT, T = 0, and the orthogonal projectidy asIl . +TTy, with
Hyfl‘[% = 0. These projectors are mapped ig#6 via the projectiorP. Since.#* is already
in .2, we havePIl ;.. P =11 .. We defineE/ = PIT4P, Vi=0,1so that

Eo = Ep+Il,, (3.34)
B = Ej+11,.. (3.35)

Furthermore, the two supports”Eé and yf are orthogonal sinceﬂ%ﬂyf = 0 implies
[TPPIL, P = 0 so thatPl14PPIT,.P = Egll,. = 0. Similarly the two supports/g,
and.#y" are orthogonal too.

Moreover,.%g, L .7, and.g"- € .p, so thatg, L .75, Similarly, we havesg, L .7 .
ThenEj andE; have support on a subspag€’, which is the complementary orthogonal sub-
space ot = S @ S

Therefore in? = #' & 3~ @ S = A" @ 7'+, we find

E, 0 O

Eo=| 0 1,. O (3.36)
0 0 0
E, 0 O

E=| 0o o o |. (3.37)

0 01,
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From here, we will follow the same argumentation as we usdtemroof of Theorem 9. The
completeness relation o’ implies firstly

E, 00
EE=| 0 0 0 (3.38)
0 00

and secondly the completeness relation on the reducedatdh#f/

ZE((:L%. (3.39)

It follows also that theée, (k= 0, 1,?) are positive semi-definite operators. Therefore, by defini
tion, {E,} is a POVM ons?".

Let us note that?p, C ;- ® S ® SRy, and.7p, C .Sg- ® H4 & R, The fact that?;- C
Zpo IMmplies that

S = ST © (3.40)

with 77 C 74 & SR, In the same way, with?]’ C 74 & 7R,

Ty = S5 © . (3.41)
Therefore, we can introduce a reduced problem ortodefined such that? = 7’ ¢ .75 @
St
For any USDM, because of the diagonal block form of the POVM fwwd forQ
Q = noTr(poEz) +miTr(piEr) (3.42)
= (Nono+Nin1)(noTr(poE;) + n1Tr(p1E?))
1
with o= —— 11 ..00l1 .2 3.43
Po Tripoll ) pol Ly (3.43)
1
1 = ————T1 o] . 3.44
P1 TH{pall ) p1l Ly (3.44)

Heren/ (i = 0,1) is thea priori probability corresponding to the new density matgix
(no+ni=1)
Nono

h=———  No= Tr(poll 3.45
No Noro - Niny ' N0 (PoI L) (3.45)
/ Nlrll

= -, N — Tr I_I 7! ) 346

N Noro - Nonp ' N2 (paIL) (3.46)

Moreover, TpoE1) = 0 implies T(pyE;) = 0 and T{p1Ep) = 0 implies T p{Ej) = 0. Then
{E} defines a POVM describing a USDM qp/} in 7"
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We can rewrite the failure probabilit as

Q= (Nono+MN1n1)Q’ (3.47)

whereQ' = ngTr(pgE;) + n1Tr(p1E3) is, by definition, the failure probability of discriminatin
unambiguouslyyj andpj in .7#”" with a priori probabilitiesng andn, respectively.

And again, we have thdtEy} describes an optimal USDM ofp;, ni} < Q is minimal <
Q is minimal«< {E;} describes an optimal USDM ofp/, n}. This completes the proof. W

3.3 Block diagonal structure

It is possible to state a last geometrical theorem whichsdeéh two block diagonal density
matricespp andp,. Schematicallypg andp; are then of the form

The problem of unambiguously discriminating such two dgnsiatrices can be reduced to
smaller USD problems onto each one of the orthogonal subspadis is made more precise in
the next theorem.
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Theorem 12 Reduction Theorem for two block diagonal density matrices

Suppose we are given two density matripgsand p; in s with a priori probabilities
No and n1. Suppose thabg and p; are block diagonal (in other words, it exists a set of
orthogonal projectorgI1y} such thatyp_,ITx =1 andp = }_,IIkpillk, i = 0,1). Then
the optimal USD measurement can be chosen block diagonaevelaeh block is optimal
onto its restricted subspace.

More precisely, the optimal USD measurement is charactdrizy POVM elements of the
form

k
ECPt = ZEi opt (3.48)

For k= 1,...n, the operators E°P, EX°P, EX°P' form a POVM{E}(Opt} with support on
7p, describing the OptUSDM of the reduced problem defined by

1 NK
b= eantT =", N§=Tr(o (349
0
1 NK
pk = S ko n¥ =12, Nf=Tr(pIL) (3.50)
1
NX = N§no + Nkns . (3.51)

And finally, the optimal failure probability can be written terms of (3°P!, the failure
probability of the reduced problems, as

QOPt— Z Nk QPP (3.52)

Proof We start with two block diagonal mixed statps and p; with a priori probabilities
No andni. In other words, we assume that it exists a set of orthogomgégtors{I1x} such
thatyy Il =1 andpj = S ITkpilly, i = 0,1. Next, we denotery,, the support of the
projectorI Ix. We first show that only the restriction of the POVM to therthogonal subspaces
<11, 18 relevant to the failure probability. Then we will show tluptimality on each orthogonal
subspacery, leads to optimality on the total Hilbert space. Let us coasalUSD POVIWE; }
onto.7Z and its failure probabilityQ which can be written
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Q = Y niTr(Ep) (3.53)
=y niTr(E?(Z [kpillk))
— Z > MiTr(IKE T Lol Ik)

We can obviously define reduced density matrices onto theubspaces/;, as

IIpI1
ok — kSL k (3.54)
i
N-k .
o= R (3.55)
NC = Tr(Tikpi) (3.56)

with N = 3 Nikm. We can also consider the restrictions of the POVM elemEgti; and
E, onto thosen subspaces. Thus

ES = TIIEoll, (3.57)
EXY = ILEII
EX = ILEIL.

Obviously those operatotﬁk (i =0,1,?) are positive semi-definite and add uplip since
yiE = 1. Each restriction ontg’1;, of a POVM {E;} then forms a POVM onto the subspace
1,- Moreover T(Eikp}‘) = Tr(TIkEipjI 1) = Tr(IIkEipil1k) &; sinceEip; = Eipi&; fori, j =
0,1, so that the@ POVMs aren USD POVMs.

As a consequence, the failure probability for any two bloglgdnal density matrices can be
expressed in terms of the failure probabilit@s= 5; n¥Tr(EXpX) of then reduced problems as

Q= Z N Q¥ (3.58)

We can now show that if each block is optimal then the blockaoleal POVM ontos7 is optimal
too.

To prove it, let us consider an optimal USD POVM onto each dntden orthogonal sub-
spaces#y,. We denoteQX °P the optimal failure probability onta#fy,. By definition of the
optimal failure probabilityQ¥ > QX °P! for each subspacefy,. Since bothN, andQX are posi-
tive numbers, this yields

Q> Z N QK OP (3.59)
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This bounds can be reached fd;} being the direct sum of the optimal USD POVMS{E}‘}
Le.Ej=31_; EJK, j =0,1,2. The completes the proof. |

3.4 A standard form of USD problem

At this point, it is useful to introduce a notation to summaarour knowledge about the USD
of two density matrices. We hav#’ = .%p, + .%p, then dim(J¢’) = dim () +dim (., ) —
dim (.75, N.“p,). It implies, by denoting the dimension of the Hilbert spa#easd, that the
respective rankgy andr, of the density matricegg andp; satisfy

ro+rq>d. (3.60)

For example, the case of two density matrices of the same (rankl) in an Hilbert space of
dimensionn described by Rudolpbt al. [26] can be written as(h—1) 4+ (n—1) > n” while
the USD between one pure state and a mixed state describegrpguet al. [32,[33,/34] can be
characterized as the “tn= (n+ 1)” case. We will see in the following section that important
tasks in quantum information theory can be solved elegahtyks to those three reduction
theorems.

First of all, let us discuss some immediate consequencdsedhtee above theorems. The
first reduction theorem corresponds to the elimination ef tbmmon subspace. A common
subspace is present whegH-r1 > d holds. Its dimension id~ = ro+r1 —d. Therefore, after
elimination of that subspace, we end up in the agser; = d’ with rj = ro—d~ and similarly
for r; andd’. Then, we can reduce the Rudolph’s case of discriminatirgmioiguously two
density matrices of the same raftk— 1) in an Hilbert space of dimensianto the “1+ 1 = 2"
case of two pure states because the common subspace23-imensional. Rudolpét al. [26]
already noticed it in their paper. The reduction is consiveqivenpg andp;.

The second reduction theorem corresponds to the elimmafithe orthogonal part of one
support with respect to the other, i.e%,, N .7, and %, N.%y,. The non-empty subspaces
Hpy N Sp, and#p, N Sp, can be found systematically. For examplés, N .7, can be found
by projecting.#}, onto.,, and then by taking the complementary orthogonal subspagg,jn
of that projection. As a matter of fact, this assures that arereduce a general USD problem
always to that of two density matrices of the same namk< min(ro,r1), in a Hilbert space of2
dimensions. Indeed, if after the first reduction, the raniois bigger than the rank g, then
the subspacer, .7 is at least of dimensior{ —rg and can be eliminated. With the help of the
first two reduction theorems, we can reduce any problem afidisnating unambiguously two
density matricepg andp1, with rankrg andrq respectively, in a Hilbert spac#”’, into a problem
of discriminating unambiguously two density matriggsand p; with rankr (r < min(ro,r1))
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in 27’ c 2, a 2-dimensional Hilbert space. The reduction is constructifee first theorem
allows us to split off the common subspace and the secondeireleads to the reduce problem
of discriminating unambiguously two density matrices & #ame rank. The third theorem tells
us that if the two density matrices have a block diagonatstine, we can reduce the problem of
unambiguously discriminating them to some smaller ones) eae corresponding to a block. In
fact, the three reduction theorems allow us to defis@adard fornof USD problem as follows.

Definition 5 Standard form

Any Unambiguous State Discrimination problem of two dgnsiatrices of rank ¢ and
r1 is reducible to that of two density matrices of the same ragkmin(ro,r1)) in a 2r-
dimensional Hilbert space withowtverlapping supports, withoutrivial orthogonal sub-
spaces and withoutlock diagonalform. Such a problem is calledstandard Unambigu-
ous State Discrimination problem.

The expressiortrivial orthogonal subspaces’ stands for the subspa#gsn.7p, and.#p, N
“po- It is also interesting to note that the dimension of theufailspace can not be greater
than the lowest rank of the involved density matrices. Inlmguage used in the proof of the
second reduction theorem, we first hdsse= PR,P so that din{.#¢,) < dim(.#R,). Second the
dimension ofw, can not be greater thanbecause’r, = supportR,.”,R;), fori =0, 1, and
IR, = SRy = SRy, Therefore dindg, < minjdim.#, and we can define the maximum rank
of E; as

max

rg, = min(ro,ry). (3.61)

This result looks natural considering that we can finallyueany problem of discriminat-
ing two density matrices with rarnig andrq, respectively, to the problem of discriminating two
density matrices of the same rank < min;r;.

Finally, a generalization to more than two density matricas be achieved. Considering
n density matricegy (k = 0..n— 1) with a priori probabilitiesny, we can construat pairs of
density matrices

Po=pi, i €[0,..,n—1] (3.62)
and
. Z?;(l),#i N;Pj
P1= Ti-n (3.63)
with fjo = ni, 11 = 1— n;, and apply the two reduction theorems to these two densityicea

in the following sense (notice that has no physical meaning). As soon as a common subspace
between any”p, and.#5, exists, we can split it off from all the”p;’s because if we cannot
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discriminate unambiguously this part of the supporpgfand p; then we can not discriminate
unambiguously between this part of the support of allgheThe second theorem must be used
more carefully. As soon as a subspaceAy, is orthogonal ta%p, (75, N7, # {0}), we
can eliminate it from the problem because it is orthogonahtsupports of all th@;, j # i.
However we cannot eliminate a subspacef orthogonal ta¥, (5, N -5, # {0}) because
we know nothing about the orthogonality of this subspacelfidhe states ifp;. In other words,
we can only reduce the density matgxcorresponding t@o.

In the following section we are going to apply the reductibedrems to three important
tasks in quantum information theory. Those tasks are Sthé&ifrg, Unambiguous Comparison
of two subspaces and Unambiguous State Comparison of tveogpates. We are going to see
that those three tasks are reducible to some pure statemigse o

3.5 Applications of the reduction theorems

3.5.1 State Filtering

Let us considen pure state$|¥;)} with a priori probabilities{ pi},i =0, ...,n— 1. We may want

to group them in several sets and to unambiguously discateiamong these sets. This task
is calledState Filtering[32,[34]. The simplest case deals with two sets only wherditbieset
contains one pure state and the second set regroups thennegrai- 1 states. This problem was
studied in various papers by Bergetial. [32,33,34] who gave the complete solution[inl[34].
We derive here this last result is an extremely simple wagkb#o the second reduction theorem.

We have to unambiguously discriminate the two g¢%)} and {|¥i)}i=1,.n-1. We can
consider the density matrices corresponding to these ttgaasewell as theia priori probabili-
ties. The first density matrix obviously @ = [¥o) (Yo| with a priori probabilityng = po. The
second mixed state can be written as

n—1
p1= Zi pil Fi) (il (3.64)
i=
This is not a proper density matrix since it is not normalized/e then must writgp; =
n-1 |y, ;
%. Its a priori probability simply isn; = zir‘;ll pi = 1— po. State filtering finally
is equivalent to unambiguously discriminate

po = o) (Yol (3.65)
with a priori probabilityno = po and
_ IimlY (Y|

.~ (3.66)

P1
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with a priori probabilityn; = 3" pi.
After writing these two density matrices, the solution te iroblem is trivial.

Indeed a consequence of Theorem 11 is that we can reducedbkemprof USD between
a pure state and a density matrix, af*hh = (n+ 1)” case, to the problem of discriminating
unambiguously two pure states, a1l = 2” case, by splitting oft’7,, N .75, of dimension
(n—1). The two reduced states are the original pure $tge and the unit vector corresponding
to the projection opy onto the support of the mixed statg. This unnormalized vector is given
by [¥5) = I11|¥0), wherng is the projector onto the support pf. The corresponding unit
_ 1¥o)
GE

vector simply is/'¥()

Theorem 11 tells us that the optimal failure probabi@SP* for State Filtering is given by

Q" = NP ([¥o), [¥4)). (367
with
1
Po= N—OH%/POH%/, no="81 No=Tr(pol L) (3.68)
1
pL= _1ij’plnji"” ny =SB, No=Tr(palT) (3.69)
N = Nono + N1, (3.70)
A" ={[¥0),[¥0)} (3.71)

Furthermore, the optimal failure probability for two putates|¥,) and|¥) with a priori
probabilitiesn; andn; is given by

/
QOPL([ o), [¥5)) = N+ nb| (Fol¥4) ? for ,/% <|(¥o[¥h),  (372)

0

/

1
OPY(|Wo), [¥)) = 2, /it (Yol ¥4 if |(Fol¥L)| < (| B< = 3.73
opt " / / 2 1 rli

Q"' (1¥0),|¥0)) = no+ ml(Yol¥Y)|” if =g <1/ = (3.74)

[{(Fol¥o) — | o

therefore the optimal failure probabiliQ°Pt of the non-reduced problem becomes
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/
Q= N(nf + G| (¥l ¥)/?) for [Tk < [(¥|¥5)] (3.75)
0
opt " " I‘]i 1
QPt= N(2,/nin (ol FE)|) if [(FolFH)| < ([ L< = 3.76
QP = N(nj+ | (Fo[ ¥ ) it =< [ (3.77)
oo (ol ¥ ~ |/ no’ '
If we denoteS= 3"~ pj|(¥o[¥})|2 we find
Ng = 1 (3.78)
N, = S (3.79)
M5 [?
r UONO_@
= N - N (3.80)
NN S
n = = (3.81)
N NP2
[(Yol¥o)| = [[¥5ll- (3.82)
We finally end up with
QP = pol[ T2+ —— it > <y, (3.83)
[Foll> [[Foll*
. S
QP = 2/PoV/Sif S<pp < AR (3.84)
0
Q% = po+Sif p<S (3.85)

3.5.2 Unambiguous Subspace Discrimination

To unambiguously discriminate two subspaces, one has tmhbigaously discriminate their
respective bases. We can therefore consider the two enseodrresponding to these two bases
with a flat distribution because the basis vectors all pasgessame probability of appearance.
In fact we consider the projectors onto those respectivesas unnormalized mixed states and
try to unambiguously discriminate them. In that sense, gatxs discrimination is a special case
of mixed state discrimination where the two density matriaee proportional to the projectors
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onto the respective subspaces.

There is a infinite amount of basis in which one can write aqutgyr. Therefore the difficulty
is to find a suitable basis of the space spanned by the two aoésgo discriminate. Such
a suitable basis is given by the so-calleahonical basesvhich allow us to write the two
projectors in a block diagonal form, where each block is tirmensional. This technique was
used by Rudolplet al. for the derivation of the upper bound on the failure probgb®. Thus
the unambiguous discrimination of two subspaces can beceedio some pure state case and,
because of that, be solved.

First, let us repeat that the first two reduction theoremmiars to focus our attention on the
unambiguous discrimination of two subspa&sand$; of rankr in a Z-dimensional Hilbert
space. Next we choose an orthogonal b@sig } of S and an orthogonal basf$h;) } of §;. The
unambiguous discrimination between these two subspaeastrresponds to the unambiguous
discrimination ofog = # 3 |a&)(a| andpy = 2 3 [b;j) (bj.

Given two subspace®) and$S,, it is always possible to find an orthonormal baSis) } of
S and an orthonormal bas{sb;) } of S;, calledcanonicalor principal basesuch thata|bj) =
Cog6)dj, Coq6) > 0. In such a basis, the projectors oi&pandS; are decomposed into a
direct sum ofr two-dimensional subspaces. Thanks to theorem 12, the alimution to USD
of two pure states is the only requirement for an optimal usigoous discrimination of and
S

In fact, we can assume without loss of generality flagb;) = Cog 8 )4, Cog6) > 0. In-
deed, we can always construct the so-catiadonical baseg$|a;) } and{|b;)} for two subspaces
if we follow Rudolph’s techniquée [26]. LeXy be the (2)xr matrix whose columns spe. We
then write a singular value decomposition)(gfxl,

XJX1 = UoSU/, (3.86)

where theUy’s are tworxr unitaries andS is positive semi-definite and diagonal wifh =
Cog8), (8 < [0,2m)). Let us define the vectots;) as theit" column ofXgUq and the vectors
|bj), the j'" column ofX;U;. The set{|a;)}, respectively{ |b;)}, forms an orthonormal basis of
S, respectivelys,, since it is merely a rotation of a former basis. Moreoventbetors|a;) and

bi) satisfy(aj|b;) = Coq6)dj. The angle$ are called theanonical anglesind, the vectors
|aj) and|b;), thecanonical vectors|a;) and|b;) together span the total Hilbert space. The funda-
mental propertya;|bj) = Cog 6)§; allows us to writgpg andp, in a block diagonal form, where
each block is spanned Hya;), |bj)}. Indeed, in the basi§la;) |b1),|a2),|b2),...,|a),|br)}, the
two density matricepg andp; takes the form
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[ ] o o
= 0o [ ] o
o o0 [ ]
where, each block is a two-dimension subspace spannd¢apyb;)}, orthogonal to the — 1
other two-dimensional subspacgsy) |bx) }, k=1,...,i—1,i+1,...,n.

Thanks to theorem 12 we can express the failure probabflilpyambiguously discriminating

S andS; as
Qopt _ Z Nka opt’ (3.87)

where theQX°Pt are the optimal failure probabilities for unambiguouslyaiiminating|ay) and
|by) with their corresponding priori probabilitiesng and n'l‘.

We can easily calculate all those quantities whidieis the projector onto the two dimen-
sional subspace spanned |ay) and|by). Thus

N = T = (3.88)
K el 1
N® = IZU.Ni = IZ”IF =7 (3.89)
'N-k
nf = = (3.90)

Moreover, for each 2x2 subspace, the optimal failure pritibabetween the two pure states
|ax) and|by) with a priori probabilitiesng andn is given by

QroPt — n1+no|<ak|bk>|2for,/%s|<ak|bk>, (3.91)
1

QP = 2o {axlbi| for [{albi| < /1 < e (3.92)

QKOP — 1o+ nal(ab) 2 for bl % (3.93)

In fact, the total failure probability can be expressed imigof thecanonical anglesis

Qopt — % Z Qk opt (3_94)
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with foralli € [1,...,r],

kopt __ 1 @
QP! = 11+ neCos’(6) for Cosdy N o (3.95)
kopt __ No 1
Q“P' = 2,/noniCog ) for Cog(6k) < ,/,71 < &0 <60’ (3.96)
QXPt = ny+ n1Co(6) for /% < Cog 6). (3.97)
1

There are in conclusion numerous possible expressionsificiple 3') of the optimal failure
probability depending on the values of the canonical angles

3.5.3 Unambiguous State Comparison

Let us consider a set afmixed quantum stategss; } which occur witha priori probabilities{ p; }.
We are giverm states out of that set and want to know with certainty whedle¢he m states are
identical or not. We name this task Unambiguous State Casgoraim out of n’, following the
terminology introduced by Kleinmaret al. in [28].

Such an unambiguous state comparison is a special case mbigwous state discrimina-
tion. Indeed to decide with no errors whether thestates are all identical or not, we have to
unambiguously discriminate a first mixture of only identisi@tes from a second mixture of non
identical states. More precisely, we have to unambigualistyriminate the two density matrices

1 n
po = %;(pioi)m (3.98)
1=
and
1 /20 om n
0
== i O; - = 3.99
P1 o <i;p| .) nlpo (3.99)

whereno = ' ; p" andn; = 1— ng are introduced for normalization purpose.

In the next subsections, we are going to detail the unamhbigoomparison of two pure states
('two out of two’) and a special case of unambiguous comparis n pure states (i out of n’).
We will see that those cases are reducible to some pure s@earios and then analytically
solvable.

Unambiguous Comparison of two pure states

The first case we study is the simplest situation of Unamhigutate Comparison. It involves
only two pure statest ) and |¥Y_) with a priori probabilitiesp, and p_. We know it is



3.5. Applications of the reduction theorems 45

always possible to write two pure states in some suitabl®adrmal basi§|0), |1)} as|¥Y+) =
a|0) + B|1) wherea andp are real and such that® + 32 = 1. We can therefore denote k&
the (real) overlap betwedH . ) and|¥_) as® = (¥, |¥_) = 2a? — 1. First of all, we write the
two density matrices to unambiguously discriminate. TisatokEqn.(3.98) and Eqn.(3.99), we
can explicitly express them as

1

po = %mimmx‘hnup%|‘1c‘1c><‘12‘1t|), (3.100)
1

pr = S(FL¥ )L |+ [FF ) (Y. (3.101)

with no = p2 + p2 andni = 2p. p_ so thatne > Ny since(p; — p-)2 > 0. Note tha ¥ )
stands fof¥) @ |®). We will now show that these two mixed states are block diagon

In chapter 2, we have seen that their is a freedom on the stagble of a density matrix.
More precisely, a mixed state is left unchanged under a mynitaxing of its state ensembile.
Next we remark that the density matgx is left unchanged if one swap$ . ¥Y_) and|¥Y_Y ).
Therefore, it seems natural to use a Discrete Fourier Toamsto diagonalizgo,. That is why,
we can consider fgp, the two unnormalized vectors

b. vy
(\E@):i(l 1)<@|+ >> (3.102)
Ib-) 2\1 -1 )\ Hjv v,
that is to say
~ 1
o) =5 ([¥+¥-) £[¥-¥4)). (3.103)
This yields the new state enseml@le\/m, |by)} where
|b )——1 (|byb_) £ |b_by)) (3.104)
- 2(1x@2) T '
We finally end up with
1
p1= é((1+@2)|b+><b+|+(1—@2)|b—><b—|)- (3.105)

It is worth noticing that, sincéb, |b_) = 0, the state vectorb. ) are the eigenvectors gk
with eigenvalued. = 3(1+©?2).
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In that form, it appears obvious tha§ andp; are block-diagonal. To convince ourself, we
simply write the different overlaps involved here.

20
(Y+¥4[by) = 21107 (3.106)
20
(¥, ¥.b) = O (3.108)
(Y ¥ |b) = O (3.109)

It remains to give the optimal failure probability to unambously discriminat@g andp; or
equivalently the failure probability to unambiguously queme two pure statd¥ . ).

In fact |b_) is orthogonal tqoe and to|b,.) or in other wordgb_) € ., N.#p,. Thanks to
Theorem 11, we know that this directidm_) can be perfectly discriminated. This direction does
not contribute to the failure probability for unambigugusbmparing|¥ ;) and |[¥Y_). We are
left with the three dimensional subspace spannegddnd|b..). Sincepg is two dimensional,
Theorem 11 can again be used. It tells us that we can redisceg 8 problem further and only
consider the problem of two pure statbs) and|b’,) with propera priori probabilities.

We introduce here the projecti(plai) of |b;) onto the support gbp. The corresponding unit
\U )
[CAl
Ik is the projector onto the two dimensional subspace spamyéul. b and|b’, ).

Theorem 11 tells us that the optimal failure probabi@S®' is given by

vector is|b/l) = cited above. We proceed as we did for the case of state fiterrere here

QP = NQP(|by), b)), (3.110)
with
1
Po= N—OH%/POH%/, ng =810, No=Tr(pol L) (3.111)
1
p) = N ST, nf =010 Ny =Tr(pi L) (3.112)
= Nono + N1, (3.113)
= {[b4),[p)}. (3.114)

Let us calculate the relevant quantitids No and(b/ |b). Since|b.) is an eigenvector of
p1, N1 simply is its eigenvalue. Thus

1+ @2
>

Ny = (3.115)
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To find Ng and (b, |b,.) we first have to calculat@) and|b’, ). We can expreskk?’i} in the
non-orthogonal basi§Y ¥ 1), [Y_Y_)} of .7, so that

) = (¥ ¥ilba) ¥ ¥s) (3.116)

a2
e [ SECIA)

20
= 1to?) 2(1+®2)(|‘F+‘P+>+|‘P—‘F—>)-

The norm of this vector therefor is

—— 20
VL) =53 (3.117)

which yields

1

b}) = W(H@‘PH +[¥-Y-)). (3.118)

SinceNg = Tr(IT . pol 1) = (b |po|b’.) we simply obtain

2
No = 1+2® — N, (3.119)
Finally, the last relevant quantity simply is
—~ 20
(bl [bs) = [Pl = 15z (3.120)

Considering the three possible regimes of the optimalr@iprobability for two pure states,
we end up withQ°P!, the failure probability of unambiguously comparing theotpure states
|¥.1), expressed as

14 @2 2072 14 @2 N1
opt — < )=, 3.121
Q No——+tMmi g2 for =gz~ = o ( )
2 2
opt _ m_1+0
Q 2,/nom® for 1102 = \/ny = 202 (3.122)
2072 1+ @7 207
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Let us note here, that we could derive the last expressio@8Rbfising the result derived for
State Filtering (Eqgn.(3.78) to (3.85)) with the followingreespondences

1+ @2
Po = m—5—, (3.124)
Pj = P+, (3.125)
2072
S = Ny g2 ork (3.126)
— — 20
[Yoll = ||b/i||:m- (3.127)

In the next application of our reduction theorems to statmmarison, we will use more
properties of the Discrete Fourier Transform.

Unambiguous Comparison of  n pure states with a simple symmetry

We propose to study the problem of companmmearly independent pure statd§) with equal
a priori probabilitiesp; = % and equal real overlad = (¥i|¥;), Vi,j =1,...,n.

Related to this comparison task, Eqn.(3.98) and (3.99utethat there is a USD problem
that involves two density matricgg andp; and theira priori probabilities expressed as

1 n
Po = ﬁ;|T|T|><T|T|‘ (3.128)
i=
1
No = o (3.129)
and
nnfl on 1
= o (3.130)
n-1_1
m = —w1 (3.131)
where
1 n
E= 1 3 Y (3.132)

Note thaté is not a projector since the vectof§;) are in general not orthogonal. We will
now show that these two density matrices are block diagondlthat their unambiguous
discrimination can be reduced ndwo pure states USD problems only.

Actually we can consider the cyclic permutatiGrihat mapg¥;) to [¥i11) fori =0,n—1
and|¥,) to |¥o) and the Discrete Fourier Transform. From now on, all the xedeare given
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modulon to simplify the notations. In fact, it is pretty clear thattbgg and p; are invariant
under the cyclic permutatidd®". We can therefore, as we have already done for the comparison
of two pure states, use the Discrete Fourier Transform toghahe state ensemble of and

p1. If we do so, we will see that bothy and p; are block diagonal where each block is an
eigenspace oE®". The main reason for that is that the permutation opef@tisrdiagonalized

by the Discrete Fourier Transform. Importantly, theectors states gy aren eigenvectors of

C®" with distinct eigenvalues (i.e. theroots of unity). Therefore, the vectors states gy are

in different eigenspaces @*". As a matter of factpy andp; are block diagonal where only
one vector state qfi is in each eigenspace 6f°". Thanks to theorem 11 and 12, the USD of
Po andps is reducible tan two pure states cases.

Now that the flow of the argumentation is clear, let us first flygandp; are invariant under
cen,
First, we examine the action 6" on pg.

l n

CoMpoct™ = c®”n|;(|\1f.>(\1f\)®”c2*®” (3.133)
- %I_ilc@”(w.xw)@”d@“ (3.134)
_ %ii(cwocfi\c*)@” (3.135)
— 23 (¥ () (3136)
P XL (3.137)
= o (3.138)

where the index+ 1 equals 1 since the indexes are given moduN/e can also investigate the
action ofC the operatog = 35" | [¥;)(¥il.

céch = ( Z‘T' ‘P.) (3.139)

_ ch, (Fi|ct (3.140)

= Z|‘P,, | (3.141)
- (3.142)
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Sinceé is invariant unde€, £“"is invariant unde€®". p; = n,[‘:ilf(@” - nnj_lpo where both
&9 andpg are invariant undeC®", the immediate consequence is thats invariant unde€®"
too.

The Discrete Fourier Transform is the main tool of the neldwdations. The matrix elements

of U are given by

1 5 -1k
ujkzﬁez'" no,k=1,..,n (3.143)

The eigenvalues & simply are then roots of unity which can be expressed as

k—1

Aj=e 4T k=1,..,n (3.144)

Let us briefly derive this result. In a tensor representatigp= 041« therefore

(Ucu®)p; = ;quchugj (3.145)
- :;%ez"(“)n(“) 8q +1)k%e2‘"w (3.146)
- %%ezm(“)n(“) g 2 (3.147)
_ %%eﬂm“’”n“'”e—zm“’n” (3.148)
. e2‘"“’n”%%e2i"q(pn” (3.149)
S (3.150)

where we used the relation

% 5T = gy, (3.151)

q

The unitary freedom in the ensemble of a density matrix alag/to write any density matrix
p = 3iHi|p) (| asyivilvi){vi| where

Vvilvi) =5 Uij ;| uj).- (3.152)
]

We now change the set of state ensemble of lggtland p;. In the former case, we use the
Discrete Fourier Transform U, aXn) matrix acting om non normalized vector%ﬁ’j LY.

In the later case, we use the unitary transformatioan n non normalized vector%\‘lﬂ-) to
change the state ensembleéoand therefore to change the state ensembfm odo.
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We begin with the state ensemble gf and its newa priori probabilitiesv; thanks to
Eqgn.(1.6).
1

Vi = HZGPK...THUJ(U”‘T]...Tj> (3.153)
J

1 *
= ﬁ;UikUij(‘Pk...THTj...‘I’j> (3.154)
J
1 . *
= H(ZUik_;kUij<Tk"'Tk‘Tj"'Tj>+Zuikuik<Tk"'Tk‘Tj"'Tj>) (3.155)
J

- %(@”Zui’.; 3 Ui+ 3 Ukl (3.156)
J

At that point of the calculation, two cases must be consitle@n one hand there is the case
wherei = 1 and on the other hands# 1. Two properties of the Discrete Fourier Transform are
important here. They can be summarized as

noo [ ynifi=1
jzlu., = { 0ifi£1 (3.157)
§|uij\2 = 1Vi. (3.158)

=1

The above calculation of the neavpriori probabilitiesy; for i = 1 then leads to

1
Vi = ﬁ(@)ngufkj;(UljJrZWlkF) (3.159)
_ %(@”Zufk(\/ﬁ_ulk)ﬂ) (3.160)
_ %(@”(ﬁZUfk—Z\Ulk\z)H) (3.161)
_ %‘(@”(n—l)—i—l). (3.162)

A similar calculation fon # 1 gives

= O"YU: S Ui+ S Uil? 3.163
vV ( Z kj;k j Z| k|) ( )
(e" Zuiﬁ(o —Ui) +1) (3.164)
(_@ng|uik|2+1) (3.165)

(—@"+1). (3.166)

S/ Sk Sk Sl
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Finally, pg takes the form

1+(n—-1)O" 1-Q"
O B e R LY (3.167)
n n
(3.168)
with
|P1) = ! ¥i...¥;) (3.169)
! 1+(n—1)®”§ etk '
1 ip(k=D(i-1)
Q)= —=S AT 0 ¥ F) fori # 1. 3.170
‘ k> \/1_7@2 ‘ J J> ?é ( )
The fundamental property of those states vegldy), i = 1,...,n s that they are eigenvectors

of C*" with n distinct eigenvalues. Note here ti@it" has the same eigenvalues ti@abecause
this eigenvalues are roots of unity. In other words,

CoM@j) = Aj|@j), (3.171)

with Aj = e 25 k=1,...,n. Indeed the operat@®" acts on the vectddy) as

CoND) = C®n\/%®n§e2i"(kl>n“1)\‘1’1-...‘1’]) (3.172)
_ \/%@zez‘”(“)rf”)c@?”|\fj...wj> (3.173)
_ \/%@n;ezm(“)n“1)C|T,->®---®C|T,-> (3.174)
- 1+(rf—1)®”2 in(kil)"(jfl)|‘I’j+1~-~‘1’i+1> (3.175)
_ ! it ey L) (3.176)

Vv1+(n—-1)e" ;

oimksl (SRS

1 i il i
— e szez ¥y ) (3.177)
= e TPy (3.178)
AP, (3.179)

By definition, pp can be written in a block diagonal form where each block isigarespace of
cen,

We follow the same technique to change the state ensemiple &incep; = n,?filf[@” —
ﬁpo, we focus our interest on the matgx We use the Discrete Fourier Transfoldhracting
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on then unnormalized vector%|‘l’j> to change the state ensembleadind, as a consequence,
of ps.
We calculate the newa priori probabilitiesu; of the new state ensemble &f

1

U = ﬁZ(‘Pkk\UﬂlUij\TD (3.180)
]

= ZUkUIJ (Fil¥j) (3.181)

— Zu,k ;ku., (FI¥)+ 3 Ui (i 7)) (3.182)

= ﬁ(@)guﬁi j;kUij +Z|Uik| )- (3.183)

This calculation is similar t@g’s case. Only the quanti®" is changed t®. Therefore, we end
up with

l1+(n-10),i=1
i=< " e (3.184)
' { 1(1-09), vi#1.
Finally, £ takes the form
1+(n-1)® 1-©
£ = Rl + 2525 v (3.185)
n n
with
vy = = ¥)) (3.186)
Yo 1-|—(n—1)®; - '
1 i k=1 (i-1) .
Yy) = T |¥;) fori#£1. 3.187
The immediate consequence is that
@n
n-t (1+(h-1)@ 1-@
L= nn_1_1< - |Y1><Y1|+—Z|Yk><Yk| (3.188)
1 1+(n-1)O"
] ( ) |D1)( M (Dy| (3.189)
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Moreover, the state vectof¥;) of & are eigenvectors @ therefore the state vectois ... Yin)
of £“M are eigenvectors @“". A short calculation can verify this claim.

Cloj) = CYUpl¥ (3.190)
]

= ZUjkCPPk) (3.191)

= ZUjk\‘PkH) (3.192)

[Pir1) (3.193)

N Zezi"“l)n(kn

_ ZeZirr(H-lrl]) )elen - ‘Tk—s-l) (3.194)

_ e—zm( Zezm_J 1)(:§+1 1) Fperq) (3.195)

— A ;ez'"H“ Fie) (3.196)

— gantF \CID) (3.197)

= Aj|Dj). (3.198)

This implies that

C® - @C|Pj1...Pn) = C|Pi)®: - @C|Din) (3.199)

= Ai1|Pi1) @ ® Ain|Pin) (3.200)

= Air... Ain|DPi1... Din) (3.201)

Since the state vectors 6" are eigenvectors @“", £“", like po, is block diagonal, where
each block in an eigenspace®@f". The immediate consequence is tpatlinear combination
of €™ andpg is block diagonal, too.

Let us denotes,, the eigenspace associated with the eigenvalyes C*" and Il the or-
thogonal projector ont§,. We have

Po = Z [Typol Iy, (3.202)
p1 = Z [Tgpal k. (3.203)
(3.204)

Therefore, Theorem 12 tells us to focus our attention oremtteduced problem defined by the

two density matricepg = #{ﬁiﬂoﬁ andpk = #{ﬁiﬂﬁ- Moreover the reduced density matp
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simply is a pure state

ITkpol Ik = | @) (@ (3.205)

since then state vectors ofg are eigenvectors &&“" with distinct eigenvalues. By means of
Theorem 11, we can reduce the USD problem of unambiguousQridiinatingpg and p'l‘ to
the one of two pure states only.

Finally the unambiguous discrimination of andpz or, equivalently, the unambiguous com-
parison ofn linearly independent pure statég;) with equala priori probabilitiesp; = % and
equal real overlap® = (¥|¥;), Vi,j = 1,...,nis reducible tan two pure states cases.

The goal of this section was to show that the unambiguous adasgn ofn pure states with
equala priori probabilities and equal and real overlaps is reducible toespure state case. As
we have already indicated in the introduction, the quediioknow whether any unambiguous
comparison of pure states is always reducible to some patecises remains opened. However,
as expected, the unambiguous comparison of mixed statesésally not reducible to some pure
states case [28].

This concludes this chapter. In the next chapter, we wiikaghe first class of exact solutions
for a generic USD problem.
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Chapter 4

First class of exact solutions

The structure of this chapter is the following. In the sew#al, we derive three lower bounds on
the failure probability to unambiguously discriminate tdensity matrices in three regimes of the
ratio between the twa priori probabilities. Our derivation uses the Cauchy-Schwarguaéty
and allows us to look for necessary and sufficient condittongach the lower bound in each
regime of thea priori probabilities. In section 412, we report the notiorpafallel additionthat
leads to some useful relations for USD in connection withfwst reduction theorem. In section
4.3, we finally derive the main result of this chapter as atd@o a necessary and sufficient
set of two conditions for the failure probability to reacle thounds are given. We also give the
corresponding optimal POVM.

With that result, we give the optimal USD POVM of a wide clagpairs of mixed states.
This class corresponds to pairs of mixed states for whichalver bounds (one for each of the
three regimes depending on the ratio betweeratpeori probabilities) on the failure probability
Q are saturated. This class in nonempty since it contains saime of generic mixed states
as well as any pair of pure states. For those pairs, we prakigl@rst analytical solutions for
unambiguous discrimination of generic mixed states. Thesgeyond known results which are
all reducible to some pure state case as we have seen in cBaptd 3.

4.1 Lower bounds on the failure probability

The failure probabilityQ of a USD strategy is given b = 5; Qi, whereQ; = n;Tr(E;pi). From
this definition we immediately see th@ < nj. In this chapter, we consider the USD of two
signal state@p andp; that are mixed states with priori probabilitiesno andn;. Accordingly,
our POVM contains three elemeriSy, E1, E; } which correspond respectively to the conclusive
detection ofpg, to the conclusive detection @f; and to an inconclusive result. The failure
probability then equal® = Qg + Q.
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Our interest is first focused on the prod@@Q.. We can give a lower bound expressed in
terms of the fidelityr = Tr(,/,/Pop1./Po) of the two statepo andp;. The bounds, formulated
in the following theorem, are tighter than those given ingtea2. Moreover, we pay additional
attention to the condition under which the bounds can beheshc

Theorem 13 Lower bound on the productd®:

Let pp and p; be two density matrices with a priori probabilitieg and n;. We define
the fidelity of the two stategy and p; as F = Tr(/\/Pop1y/Po). Then, for any USD
measurement with inconclusive outcometfie product of the two probabilitiesg@nd Q
to fail to identify respectively the stapg and p; is such that

QoQ1 > non1F2. (4.1)

The equality holds if and only if the unitary operator V anigifrom a polar decomposition

VPoV/PL= \/ /PoP1y/Po V (42)
satisfies
V1/BoV/E: = a/pry/E (4.3)

for somea € RT.

Before we turn to the proof of this theorem, note that retat.3) implies a condition on
the optimality of a USD POVM([32, 33, 45]. It is clear that apality of a specific USD mea-
surement implies that the conditional states after thenolusive results do not allow further
USD measurements as we already discussed it in chapterScdimdition is satisfied, for exam-
ple, when the supports of the conditional states coincide fid a stronger property whenever
equality holds in Theorem 13. Indeed, if we haWk, /pov/E; = a,/p1v/E; with a € R, then
it follows immediately that/E; po/E; = a?/E;p1/E;. This means that the conditional states
corresponding to inconclusive results must be identicabupormalization. Therefore no infor-
mation whatsoever about the signal state can be extractettfrese conditional states.

Proof of Theorem 13 This theorem was stimulated by the proof of tit@mbroadcastingheo-
rem [46]. The basic ingredient for the derivation of the baisithe Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

Theorem 14 [47] Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
If x and y are members of a unitary space thiefi|ly|| > |(X,y)].
The equality holds if and only if a'y for somea in C.

A unitary space is a complex linear spagétogether with an inner product fro’ x . to C.
Therefore the complex space of bounded operators actingddhert space is a complete unitary
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space (i.e. every Cauchy sequence converge) if we considexd element#\ andB the inner
product T(AB'). The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then takes the fqyfr(AAT)/Tr(BBT) >
|Tr(ABT)| where equality holds foh = aB, a in C.

Let us now consider a POVM elemeBj and two density matricepg and p1. We can
decompose these three operatorpas- |/p1,/p1 andEx = /Ex/Ex andpg = \/mUUT\/;To
whereU is an arbitrary unitary transformation coming from the &tem in the decomposition
of a positive semi-definite operator. Hence we obtain froem@auchy-Schwarz inequality with

A=U"/poy/Eq andB = ,/p1v/Ex

V TH(Epo)y/Tr(Epy) = [Tr(UToy/Ey/ B/ = [THUTVBoEy/pr) . (4.4)

By Theorem 14, the equality holds if and onlyuf', /po/Ex = a\/P1v/Exk, for somea € C.
We now consider a USD POVNEy }k—o,12. Using the fact that TiEpp1) = Tr(E1po) = 0, we
find for Eg andE;

0= \/Tr(Eopo)y/Tr(Eopy) > [Tr(UTy/BoEoy/p1)], (4.5)
0= /Tr(E1po)y/Tr(Expr) > [Tr(UTy/BoELy/P)| (4.6)

This simply means that T0 T, /poEo./p1) = Tr(UT\/PoE1,/p1) = 0. ForE;, we obtain

\/TH(E2p0) [ Tr(Ezpr) > [Tr(U" /o2 /B . @.7)

From this it follows that we can write

V TH(Ezp0)y/Tr(Ezpa) = [TH(UT /B2y /P1) + 040 = [Tr(U T poyo) |, (4.8)

where we used the relatigr Ex = 1. Furthermore, the inequality (4.8) must hold for any uryitar
matrixU so that we find

\/Tr(E200)y/Tr(E2p1) = max(Tr(Uy/Po/pi). (4.9)

Here, again, the equality holds if and only if a unitary operd)hax which maximizes the right
hand side satisfies

Uax/Poy/Ez = a/pry/E; (4.10)

for somea € C. To find the unitary matriceldyay that maximizQTr(UT\/m\/me we use the
following lemma:
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Lemma 2 For any operator A in the space \Mf nx n matrices we find
mv\z/;\x\Tr(AW)\ =Tr(|A]) (4.11)

where the maximum is taken over all unitary matrices. Theimmaix is reached for any unitary
operator W that can be written as W VTe®. Here @7 is an arbitrary phase while the unitary
operator V is defined via a polar decomposition

A=AV (4.12)

with |A| = VAAT =V VATAVT. (See proof in Appendix B.)

Let us introduce the operatorBy := |/Po\/Pil = \/v/PoP1/Po and Fr = VIRV =
\/ v/P1Po+/P1, Which are motivated by the polar decomposition

VPoy/P1 = RV =VFy. (4.13)

These operators are related to the fidelity of the two demsétrices through the relatidh =
Tr(y/\/P1Po\/P1) = Tr(Fo) = Tr(Fy) [40]. Thanks to lemmal2, Eqrl.(4.9) implies

V TH(E2p0)\/Tr(E2py) = [Tr(|y/Bov/al)| = Tr(|y/Bov/Pil) (4.14)

where equality now holds if and only Byax in (4.10) arises from a polar decomposition of
V/Po/P1. In other words, we have

Vie? /poy/E = av/piVE (4.15)

for somea € C.

Next we use the definitions of the partial failure probaleittQ; = n;Tr(E;p;) and
choose the phas€? to be the same as the phase @fin (4.13) to obtain the desired
inequality QuQ; > noniF2. Equality in the previous equation then holds if and only if
VT /povE: = a,/p1ivE, for somea € R*. This completes the proof. u

We can now derive the bounds in the different regimes of thie r{% between the twa
priori probabilities. Actually, the procedure is to find the minimaf the failure probabilityQ =
Qo + Q1 under the constraints of the previous derived inequ&g®: > non:1F2. According to
Theorem 13, we can provide the necessary and sufficientttaméor equality.
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Theorem 15 Lower bounds on the failure probability

Let po and p1 be two density matrices with a priori probabilities and n1.. We define

the fidelity F of the two statgsy andp; as Tr(/+/Pop1,/Po). We denote bygand R, the
projectors onto the support @b andp;. Then, for any USD measurement with inconclusive

outcome E, the failure probability Q obeys

F2 N1 _ Tr(Ppo)
>N1———+noTr(P for — < 4.16
Q> anr(Plpo) NoTr(Pipo) P = (4.16)
Tr(PLpo) N1
> 2./ F for £, 2= < 417
Q= 2v/Nofs F =~V no™ Tr(Pop1) (4.17)
F? F N1
> + n1Tr(R, for < , 2=, 4.18
Q> ”OTr(Po o) N1Tr(Pop1) TrRon =V o (4.18)

Equality holds if and only if the unitary operator V arisingpiin a polar decomposition

J/Po/P1 = \/+/Pop1/Po V. satisfies VI, /poy/E; = a/prvE;, with a = IR0l o —

F
Tr(Popz)

/1 =
i anda

in the the first, second and third regime, respectively.

Proof First of all, according to Theorem 13, we know that for any UBBasurement the
2
inequalityQuQ1 > noniF2i.e.Q; > % holds. It follows that the failure probability is lower

bounded as

F2
Q> Qo+ NoMni _
Qo

(4.19)

Since we are interested in a lower bound@ret us consider the case where equality holds

in Egn. [4.19). In this case, we have
QoQ1 = NonaF?

NoniF?
=Qo+
Q=Qo Q%

(4.20)
(4.21)

From Theorem 13 we know that Eqi.(4.20) holds if and onWif/po/E; = a./p1VE, for
somea € R*. We will now connectr to the other quantities. The previous relation implies, via

the respective definitions, that

Qo= Gz@Ql-
N

(4.22)

The former relationship corresponds to the proportiopddétween two vectors of the vector
space of bounded operators while the latter relationshigesponds to the proportionality be-
tween their norms. We can combine the two equatibnsi4.20§&a2) to

Qo = anoF
1
Q1 = Ean'

(4.23)
(4.24)
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So the final statement is th@= Qg + %EFZ if and only if V', /po/E; = a,/p1vEz, wherea
now is explicitly related to the other parameter$as= angF andQ, = %an.

Second, we have to derive a range constrainQgrand Q;. We know already tha@; <
ni. Moreover, from work by Herzog and Bergou [n [29], we learatthoTr(Pypg) < Qp and
N1Tr(Pop1) < Q1. Indeed, from the structure of the USD POVM elements, we e E; +
E, = 1 with A, C ), and g, C J#p,. We consider only the non-trivial case where the
supports ofpp andp; are not identical. Then the structure must be suchBEpat E;, = P+ R
whereP; is the projection onto the support pf andR is a positive semi-definite operator with
supportsg C .#,, which satisfie€g+ R = P;- otherwise T(Egp1) # 0. Then it follows that the
partial success probabilig is PS = noTr(Eopo) = NoTr(P{-po) —NoTr(Rep). In our non-trivial
case we will have TiRpg) > 0 as soon aR # 0. This yieldsP§ < noTr(P{-po) or equivalently
Qo > NoTr(Pipp). In the same way, one can fi@@ > n1Tr(Pop1). We then have

NoTr(Pupo) < Qo < 1o, (4.25)
N1Tr(Pop1) < Q1 < N1 (4.26)

These two constraints can be combined in
F2

Tr(Pop1)

This can be seen as follows. SinQe = %EFZ the constrain{{4.26) 0@, takes the form

NoTr(P1po) < Qo < No (4.27)

FZ
Tr(Pop1)

We now have two lower bounds and two upper bound€g1i(4.25) and[(4.28)) and we want
to find the tighter ones. To do that, let us consider the USD M@Wwen by {E, = P1,Eq =
P;-,E1 = 0}. Thank to Theorem 13, we fingbn1F2 < nonaTr(PLpo) Tr(Pyp1) or in other words
NoF? < noTr(Ppg). We can also consider the USD POVM given i, = Py,Eg = 0,E; =
Py-} and with Theorem 13, we havqb%jpl) < no. Finally, we obtainnoTr(Pipo) < Qo <

F2
M0Ti(Rop) -
2
Next, we define the function(Qp) = Qo + % and minimize it under the constraint

NoF? < Qo < No (4.28)

NoTr(Pipp) < Qo < noﬁfm). The resulting minimum will constitute a lower bound Qr
The functiong(Qp) is convex %(Qo) > 0) and, therefore, it takes its minimum at the point
0

Qm'” where the derivative vanishe(-?g5 (Qo)=0 yleldlnng'” /Non1F) or at the limits of the

constraint intervalQg"" = noTr(P1pg) andQi" = ’70Tr Fopr) ) That gives us the minimum of the
functlonq(Qo) in three different regimes. In the first regime we hayg (Qo) = NoTr(PLpo) +

anr(PpO and Q™ = noTr(Ppo) if \/MoMiF < NoTr(Pupo) that is to say if, /I < Tr(Ruo)
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In the second regime we haugiin(Qo) = ZWF andQ@" = /MonF if Tr( PlPO < / <

Tr(POpl). The third regime givesimin(Qo) = ’70Tr(Pop 7+ N1Tr(Pop1) ande'rl = '70Tr(P0p1) if
F N

—m <
Tr(Pop1) — \/ no*
As a result we obtain lower bounds for the failure probapi) in three regimes as given

in Egn. [4.16). For each regime, the value@f which minimizedq(Qo) is given and via
Eqn. [4.28) we find the corresponding value thahas to take. We read off the values as
o= @, a= \/% anda = ﬁ for the first, second and third regime, respectively. This
completes the proof. |

Let us note that, by construction, those bounds are tighter the ones in chapter 2 ]26].
Indeed, one could recover the three bounds$ in [26] by loofanghe minimum of the function
d(Qo) under the weaker constraimgF2 < Qg < no as we will show in the last section of this
chapter.

4.2 Parallel addition poX—tpy

Before deriving the central theorem of this chapter and frewide the first class of exact so-
lution for USD of two generic mixed states, we will first rdcabme useful results of linear
algebra. We denote byl the pseudo-inverse of a matri, which has not necessarily full
rank. The pseudo-inverse can be defined via the singulaexd#composition dfl = UDV as
M~1=UD~1Vv, whereU andV are unitaries an® is a positive semi-definite and diagonal ma-
trix. WheneveM is of full rank, the pseudo-inverse coincides with the ilseerin general, it is
not known how to express the pseudo inverse of a @mB) 1 in terms of the pseudo inverses
A-1andB~1! [48,149]. However, a related operatisA + B) !B, calledparallel additionand
denoted byA : B has been defined and studied in 1969 by Anderson and Duffin dindmu out
useful in our context.

Lemma 3 [48] Let A and B be two positive semi-definite matrices jj ten the support’a.s
of A: B is given in terms of the supports of A and B as

IaB=SaANSB. (4.29)
(See proof in Appendix C.)

Next let us recall the first reduction theorem for USD of mixstdtes (Theorem 9). We
consider the problem of discriminating unambiguously tvemglty matricegpp and p; with a
priori probabilitiesng andni. We denote by the rank ofpg and byr4 the rank ofp;. A general
USD problem can satisfyy +r1 > d, whered is the dimension of the Hilbert spac& spanned
by the two states. This means in particular that the two stppgan overlap.
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In the first reduction theorem it has been shown that any sugb problem can always
be reduced to the one of discriminatipg and p;, two density matrices of rank; and r)
with a priori probabilitiesn, and nj, spanning the same Hilbert spac€ of dimension
d =r;+r]. Indeed we can split off any common subspace of the suppdis.#,, to end
up with 5/% mypi = {0}. As we have already seen, two supports do not overlap if ahd on
if rank(pg) + rank(p;) = rank(p{ + p;) holds. In such a reduced case, Lemma 3 implies
S py.p; = 0 thatis to sayg : p = 0.

We definingE := p} + p; to write the parallel addition as{~~1p]. Sincerank(p}+ p}) =
dim(.2#), we end up witi& having full rank and&2~ ! = 1 5. We therefore have the following
corollary to Lemmal,

Corollary 3 Let pp and p; be two density matrices spanning a Hilbert spa¢é LetX be the
full rank operator defined as the sum of these two densityioestr

If Fpo NS, = {0} thenpoZ~p; = 0.

According to the first reduction theorem we can, without logenerality, consider only
USD problems of two density matrices without overlap of tigipports. In the following, we
consider two density matricgs and p; (which are positive semi-definite matrices) such that
S N-7p, = {0} or equivalentlyrank(pg + p1) = rank(po) + rank(p1) = dim(s¢). As ex-
plained above, for such a problepyX1p; = 0, with = = pg + p1 having full rank. This leads
to

p = pZlp, i=0,1 (4.30)
sinceZx~1 =1 .. The projectors onto the supportsmfi = 0,1, can then be written as
P=yvoZ tym i=0,1 (4.31)

To finish, let us precise that the two density matrices inedlin a standard USD problem
fulfill all the above properties since they do not overlap.

4.3 Necessary and sufficient conditions - first class of
exact solutions

We are now ready to derive the main result of this chapter. fireepart of this result gives
compact necessary and sufficient conditions for a pair oethstates to saturate the bounds of
the failure probabilityQ. The second part gives the corresponding POVMs in an exfdicn.
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Theorem 16 Necessary and sufficient conditions to saturate the boundseofailure probabil-
ity

Consider a USD problem defined by the two density matpgesd p; and their respective

a priori probabilities g andn such that their supports satisfy,, N.#p, = {0} (Any USD
problem of two density matrices can be reduced to such a faeurding to Theorem 9).
Let iy and R be the two operatorg/\/pop1,/Po and /\/pP1Po+/P1. The fidelity F of the
two statesop and p; is then given by F= Tr(Fy) = Tr(F1). We denote byand R, the
projectors onto the support @ and p;. The optimal failure probability & for USD then
satisfies

F2

Tr(Pipo)
P — e+ noTr(Pipo) & { O 1
Q anr(Pl o0) NoTr(Pipo) { -

TrplpOFo =0 for | —= <
F,>0 No — F

(Plpo)

Po— \f P20 Tr(Ppo) ~ /m F
Pt — 9/ F< for <. /<
E fofl { F o~V no™ Tr(Popr)

1—1/ F1>O

5 __F
Po Fo>0 F N
Pt — po—— +nyTr & Tr(Fopy for <4/=
Q nOTr(Popl) e p1— @Fl >0 Tr(Pop1) = V no
(4.32)

The POVM elements that realize these optimal failure prdhegs, if the corresponding
conditions are fulfilled, are given by

Eo = Z /po(po—aFo)/poZ ™ (4.33)
1
E1 = Zl\/ﬁTl(Pl——F1> vzt

e = 3 (Vavm+ vV ) o (Vava+ v e T

with a = @ for the first regime.a =, /It for the second regime and = %
for the third regime and where the unitary operator V arisesf a polar decomposition

= \/v/PoP1y/PoV

Proof of Theorem 16 First, we give a proof for the necessary conditions.

Proof for the necessary conditions From Theorerti I5 we know that the bounds on the failure
probability are satisfied Whenev‘eﬁ\/_B = a,/p1E; with o = @, a =, /% anda =

(Po ) for the three regimes, respectively.
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We replacee; by 1 — Eg — E1, multiply on the left byV and on the right by /po. This leads
usto

po— aFo = /PoEo+/Po (4.34)

where we used the relation (4113)00./p1 = FoV and the fact that the support pf andE; are
orthogonal foii # j. Indeed, in Lemma 1, we have seen thdElp;) = 0 < Ejp; = 0 becausé;
andp; are positive semi-definite operators. The right hand si¢d.Bg) is positive semi-definite
because of the forlAA" with A = v/PovEo. Thuspg — aFy must be positive semi-definite as
well. A similar calculation where we multiply on the right Qyjp, instead of by, /po leads us to

1
p1— EFl = Vp1E1vp1 (4.35)

which is again a positive semi-definite operator.

With that we have proved that if equality holds in the bountd§heoreni1b then we have

{ Po—aFo =0 (4.36)

pL—2F1>0
which form, therefore, necessary conditions for equatitihie bounds of Theorem115.
Proof for the sufficient conditions Now we start with the assumption that the conditions

(4.386) are fulfilled. Then we can construct an explicit POVMusating the bound, therefore
providing that the conditions are sufficient. Let us defireefilowing POVM elements :

Eo = = /po(po—aFo)/pox* (4.37)
1
Ei = Zl\/ﬁTl(pl_EFl) VDY

e = = (VA VeV ) R (Vavm oV =

First, let us verify that this is indeed a valid POVM. The threperators are positive
semi-definite since they are of the folAMA whereM is a positive semi-definite operator. In
the first two cases this is true because of the condition®)4is3 the third case it follows from
the positivity ofFy. The three operators sum to identig+ E; + E; =1, as can be checked by
straightforward though lengthy calculation, making us&qh. [4.18). Next, we have to check
that the given POVM is a valid USD POVM, that is,(PoE1) = Tr(p1Eg) = 0. This relation
holds since the supports g and p; do not overlap. Therefore, corollary 3 applies and we
havepoZ~p1 = 0 from which follows that,/po~"'p1 = 0 and/p1Z 1pg = 0. Finally, one
can check in a straightforward though lengthy calculatexploiting the properties used in the
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previous checks that this POVM leads to the three desirdarégprobabilities. This completes
the proof. |

Let us first note that the assumption about the non-oventgppiupports was only used to
prove the sufficiency of the conditions. Their necessitysduoa require this assumption.

Moreover given a pair of two density matrices with thaipriori probabilities, the middle
regime does not always exists. A necessary condition fexitstence is

Tr(Pipo) Tr(Pops) < F? (4.38)

as pointed out by Ulrike Herzog in [29].

To conclude the presentation of our first class of exact mwisf we would like to repeat that
only the first reduction theorem is needed to derive Theorémiri chapter 6, we will provide
pairs of density matrices that fall in this class as well asspaf density matrices that are not
included in it. It means that this class contains pairs ofsdgmmatrices but does not cover all
pairs.

4.4 The two pure states case revisited

It is possible to use Theorem 16 for two pure stdt€s). We change here the label of the
two states from ‘@1’ to '+ /—’ since one can always write two pure stat¥s.) = a|0) +
B|1) wherea and 8 are real and such that? + 32 = 1 in some suitable orthonormal basis
{|0), |1)}. For two pure states, the operatéts are easy to explicit. Indede,. = F|¥Y ) (Y|
andF_ = F|¥Y_)(Y_| with F = |(¥,[¥_)| = |2a? — 1|. Moreover one has the simple relation
Tr(Pip-) =Tr(P_py) = F2.

The conditions in Theorem 16 then take the following form:

(1-F2)p, >0 for Z—:LgF (4.39)
(- ZfF)p+ZO for F < ’7_—<£
(1—/7:F)p- >0 “Vne T F
1 n—
1-F?)p_>0 for = <,/ —
(1-F)p-= FES\Vns

N+
straints above are always fulfilled and our result reduc#satoof Shimony and Jaeger. Moreover

Since(1—,/{=F) and(1—/1-F) for £ < /= <F range between 0 arfé?, the con-
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we can give the POVM elements in a compact form thanks to tleead@r> 1. The choice of
our basis yields

a’? +ap
= 4.40
pi=( 5 ) (4.40)
such that
1/a? 0
-1_ =+
)3 _2( 0 BZ)' (4.41)
It is therefore easy to write the optimal USD POVM as follows
(1—aF) ( a? g5 )
Er=——2 4, 95, (4.42)
4 a8 B
-5 (a? 5
E.="7% L ap, (4.43)
a
and
E,=1-E, —E_ (4.44)

with a = F for the first regimeg = , /?’—; for the second regime arad= % for the third regime.

This expression oE. leads naturally to the desired failure probabil@® = F(any + L)
with the respectivers.

We can go beyond this remark and investigate under whichitonsl our bounds reduce to
those given in chapter 2. The bounds derived by Rudetg. in [26] take the form

Q™ > ny+noF? for %SF, (4.45)
opt m 1
Q"™ > 2y/noniF for F < n < =
0
Q%' > ng+nyF2 for ES h
F No

Actually one can find Rudolph’s bounds following the argutaéon in the proof of Theorem
15 but using the weaker constraipgF2 < Qp < no. This means in particular that our bounds
are tighter. To convince ourself, we can nevertheless densiur bounds and Rudolph’s bounds

in the five regimes of the ratiQ/% given by

TI’(Plpo) < F

0<F<
- F T Tr(Rpy)

1
< —. 4.46
< (4.46)
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Note that this orderlng is due to the Theorem 13 that tellbatst < (P1p°) sinceF2 < Tr(Pypo)

andW < 1 sinceF? < Tr(Pyp1). On the other hand, the mequal:ﬂ@po < Tr(Ffopl) is

not always fulfilled as we already discussed (see Eqn. (%#.38% can now compare the two
bounds in each regime.

In the middle regime given bgm <, / < Tr(Pyp1), the two bounds are equal. In

the second regime given by < , /% < %"0), Rudolph s bound still equals the overall lower
bound 2/NoniF and is therefore less or equal than our bound. In the thirotmegiven by
Tr(POpl 1/ < %, a similar argument holds: Rudolph’s bound still equalsdterall lower
bound 2 /f70'7 F and is therefore less or equal than our bound.

In the outer regimes, things are a bit more subtle. We mushagmsider the function
2
d(Qo) = Qo + % This function decreases for € Qp < /noniF and increases for

VvNon1F < Qo.

In the first regime, we have by definiti ’71 <F< Plpo (See Eqn. (4.38)). We can multiply
this inequality bynoF to get,/NomF < n0F2 < noTr(Plpo) For that rangeq(Qo) mcreases
so thatQ(noF?) < Q(noTr(Pypg)) or in other wordsoF? + ny < noTr(Pypg) + anr(Plpo)

In the fifth regime, we havg— < < \/7 (See Egn.(4.50)). We can again multiply this
inequality bynoF to get '70Tr( o <no< \/WF For that rangeq(Qp) decreases so that

Q(noTr(Popl)) > Q(no) orin otherwordsnoTr( o+ N1 Tr(Pop1) < no+ N1F>2.

Since our bounds are tighter, Rudolph’s bounds are reathed pbnly if, first, the conditions
in Theorem 16 are fulfilled and, second, the equalitigdo;) = Tr(Pypg) = F2 hold like in
the pure state case. Let us now state the correspondingetheannd give the only part of the
proof that changes with respect to theorems 15 and 16.
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Theorem 17 Necessary and sufficient conditions to saturate the bounf£5

Consider a USD problem defined by the two density matpgesd p, and their respective
a priori probabilities g andn such that their supports satisfy,, N.%p, = {0} (Any USD
problem of two density matrices can be reduced to such a facording to Theorem 9).
Let iy and R be the two operatorg/\/pop1,/po and /\/p1Po+/P1. The fidelity F of the
two statesop and p; is then given by F= Tr(Fy) = Tr(F1). We denote byand R, the
projectors onto the support @b andp;. The optimal failure probability & for USD then
satisfies

Po—FR20 g /M (4.47)

pr—2F=0 Mo

Po—4/EF >0
QP =2 /MomF { Yok, > 0 fmFSv%Sé
P1— mFlz 0
1 _
p1—FF >0 F No

QP =1 +noF? {

Q®'=no+mF? < {

The POVM elements that realize these optimal failure prdhegs, if the corresponding
conditions are fulfilled, are given by

Eo = X 1/Po(po—aFo)/poxt (4.48)
1
e = xie (e 26) vees

VR ) o (VayB+ v R 2

with a = F for the first regimea = ,/% for the second regime anal = % for the third
regime and where the unitary operator V arises from a polacaeposition, /po./p1 =

/PopL/PoV.

E, = &1 <\/E¢;To+

In the first regimea = F implies thatE; = 0. The resulting POVM has to be a projective
measurement with projections onto the supporppfind onto its orthogonal complement, i.e.
Eo = P{, E; = 0 andE; = P;. A direct proof from the explicit expressions in Eqn. (4.48)
difficult, however a simple reasoning allows to verify thiatement. We consider only the non-
trivial case where the supports p§ and p; are not identical. Of course, a two-element USD
POVM satisfie€p + E; = 1 with g, C .“p,. Then its structure must be such tikat= P, + R
whereP; is the projection onto the support pf andR is an operator with supportr C %,
which satisfieEg + R= P{-. Then it follows thatQ = ny + nNoTr(Pipo) + NoTr(Rpo). In our
non-trivial case we will have TRpp) > 0 as soon aR # 0. Therefore we find as an optimal
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solution within this class of two-element USD POVM, the POWWWth R = 0 leading toE, =

P, andEg = Pj-. We can actually write the failure probability &' = n; + noF2. Indeed
p1 = gF1 thenp? = %\ /P1po,/p1. This impliesF?py = PipoPy and finally Ti(Pioo) = F2.
This is consistent with the results derived above and givesorrect failure probability. In the
third regime, we have = % ThereforeEg = 0 and the corresponding POVM is a projective
measurement witkg = 0, E; = Py", E; = P,

Proof of Theorem 17 We will only derive the three minima of the functiaf{Qp) = Qo +

%EFZ since the remaining part of the proof does not change (thef parrespond to Theorem
15 where the bounds are derived). Here we consider weakge reonstraints 0Qg and Q;:
0 < Qp < no and 0< Q1 < 1. We then minimizegy(Qp) under the constrainigF 2 < Qg < no.

Again, the functiom(Qp) is convex %(QO) > 0) and, therefore, it takes its minimum at the
0

point Q" where the derivative vanishegj‘i&(Qo) = 0 yielding QI"" = ,/fon1F) or at the
limits of the constraint interval@X" = noF? andQ"" = ne). That gives us the minimum of
the functionq(Qp) in three different regimes. In the first regime we hayg (Qo) = NoF?+ N1

and Q)" = noF? if \/NoniF < noF? that is to say if, /% < F. In the second regime we
have gmin(Qo) = 2,/MofiF and Q" = \/MofiF if F < 1/% < 1. The third regime gives
Omin(Qo) = No+ N1F2 andQP" = ng if £ < \/%-

As a result we obtain lower bounds for the failure probapi(itin three regimes as given in
Eqn. [4.4Y). Sinc€y = anoF, we read off the values af asa =F, a = , /”—é anda = % for

n
the first, second and third regime, respectively. This ceteslthe proof. |

In the next chapter, we will derive a second class of exacitwis. This class is concerned
with pairs of geometrically uniform states in four dimenso
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Chapter 5

Second class of exact solutions

In this chapter, we derive three important results. Firsdesve a theorem concerned with the
rank of an optimal USD measurement. Next, we propose a eoyolvhich is interested in the
spectrum of an optimal USD measurement. Finally we give taenmesult of this chapter, a
second class of exact solutions. This class correspondsyt@air of geometrically uniform
states in four dimensions. To be proved, this result requmest of the theorems previously
derived in this thesis.

5.1 Overall lower bound and rank of the POVM ele-
ments

The maximum rankga"of a USD POVM elemenE;, i =0,1is

I = dim(p,), (5.1)
reg” = dim(Ap,). (5.2)
(5.3)

In the case where’p, N.%), = {0}, themaximum ranlof the USD POVM elements;, i = 0,1
is dim(#p, ), the rank of the mixed statgs. IndeedE; has supportin#y,,i,j = 0,1, # i and
therefore, it.p, N7, = {0},

rank(E;) < dim(p,) (5.4)
< dim(2) —dim(7p;) (5.5)
< dim(Fp,) +dim(Fp, ) —dim(,) (5.6)
< dim(“p), i=0,1. (5.7)

Note that in Chapter 3, we already proved that
rec = min(dim(.p,),dim(.#, ) ). (5.8)
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The first theorem of this chapter states that the two POVM etdstey andE; of an optimal
USDM both havanaximum ranlonly if the two operatorpg — \/%Fo andp; — %Fl are pos-
itive semi-definite. The attentive reader can recognizewleoperators involved in the middle
regime of Theorem 16.

Theorem 18 Rank of g and |

Consider a USD problem defined by two density matrmgeand p; and their respective a
priori probabilities no and n1 such that their supports satisfy,, 1.7, = {0} (Any USD
problem of two density matrices can be reduced to such a facuording to Theorem 9).
Consider also an optimal measuremégf ™, EL™, E f’pt} to that problem. Let ffand F be

the two operators,/,/Pop1./Po and //pP1po/p1. The fidelity F of the two statgs and
p1 is then given by = Tr(Fo) = Tr(F1).

If the two POVM elementsg® and E™ have maximal rank dif,,) and din{.#p,),

respectively, then
m
Po—+/pFo=>0
o (5.9)

p1—/7F1>0.

Proof We consider an optimal measurement for unambiguously idigtating two mixed
statespg and p1;. We can therefore use the necessary and sufficient conslidierived by EI-
dar [36]. We recall them here. Necessary and sufficient ¢cmmdi for a measuremerEy},

k=?,0,1 to be optimal are that there exi&t$> 0 such that

ZE =0, (5.10)
Eo(Z —nopo)Eo =0, (5.11)
E1(Z—n1p1)E1 =0, (5.12)
Pi-(Z —nopo)Pi- > 0, (5.13)
Py (Z—n1p1)Py > 0. (5.14)

If Ep and E; havemaximum rankand Eqn. (5.11) and Eqgn. (5.12) are fulfilled then the two
Hermitian operator®;-(Z — nopo)P{- andPy-(Z — n1p1)P; must vanish. Indeed the situation
is the following. We consider two positive operatdrsnd B, with A full rank andABA" = 0.

We can see this relation as of the fo@&’ = 0 with C = Av/B. Moreover, such an equation
CC' = 0is equivalent t& = 0 for any matrixC (See Appendix A for a proof of this statement).
ConsequentlyABA" = 0 is equivalent téAv/B = 0. Finally, sinceA is full rank A-1 exists and

B must vanish.



5.1. Overall lower bound and rank of the POVM elements 75

In Egn. (5.11) and (5.13), we have= Eg andB = P{-(Z — nopo)P;-. In Eqgn. (5.12) and
(5.14), we haveA = E; andB = Py (Z — n1p1)Py-. As a resultP;(Z — nopo)Pi- andPy-(Z —
nlpl)POL must vanish ifEg andE; have maximum rank. Finally to prove the statement of the
theorem we can show the following equivalence:

ZE, =0 mn
: Po—+/m-Fo=>0
3Z >0 suchthat{ P (Z—mpi)Pt=0 < Zg (5.15)
Pi-(Z— nopo)P;- =0 1=y P20

wherePy-(Z — n1p1)Py- and Pj-(Z — nopo)Py- are positive semi-definite operators. To prove
this statement, we proceed by equivalence.

Since the two supports do not overlap, we can make use of theafik operatorL =1 =
(po+ p1) "t introduced in chapter 4. Let us repeat here that its maingstyjis

P lp;=pidj, i=0,1. (5.16)
As a consequence, we get the interesting relations

po ! = poziPf, (5.17)
Pipoz ! = PL. (5.18)

IndeedpoX ! = poX (P14 P{) = poZtp1p; t + poXIP)) = po= 1P, Moreover,P{- =
Pl = P} (po+ p1)= 1 = P{-po=~1. The same relations are of course true when we swap 0
and 1.

pi=t = p= iR (5.19)
P!l = Py (5.20)

It follows that the two equalitieB}- (Z — nopo)P{- = 0 andPy-(Z — n1p1)P;- = 0 are equivalent
to Po="(Z — Nopo) = 1po = 0 andp1X~1(Z — n1p1)X"1py = 0. Hence the assertion

ZE;, =0
32 >0 suchthaty Py~ (Z—nip1)Py =0 (5.21)
Pi(Z ~ nopo)P =0

can be replaced by

ZE =0

P 'ZEpi = nipi, for i =0, 1. (5.22)

37 > 0 such that{
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Since the operatdZ is positive, we know it exists an operatérsuch thatZ = YY'. We can
insert it inpiZ*lzZ*lpi = nip; and find that it exist8\, a unitary transformation such that

WY 1p = /mivp, i =0,1. (5.23)

Moreover, ¥ is full rank. As a result we can decompogeas Z = po~ 1ZZ 1pg +
oL 178 p1 4+ p1 27128 1 pg + p1 X122 1py. This directly yields

Z = nopo+ NP1+ vNoMiy/PoWy Wiv/Pr1 + /Mol v/PIW, Wo/Po (5.24)
= (v/Mov/PVIWA + v/A1v/P1) (/oW Wor/Po + v/N1v/P1)

We finally read offY T as
YT = ynow'/po+vniver (5.25)
whereW’ =W,

We now make use of the relati@E, = 0 which is equivalent t0 TE; = 0 sinceAAT = 0 =

A= 0 for any matrixA. We can explicitly writeY 'E; = 0 with YT = \/noW™ /o + /N1/P1
andW = W)W This leads to the statement

wwh =1,
3Y,W such that YY =7, (5.26)
—/MoW'\/PoE> = \/N1/PiE:.

In fact, this relation—\/%WT\/mE? = /N1/P1E> is only possible when-W is a unitary trans-
formation coming from a polar decomposition.gPo,/p1 otherwise theorem 13 in chapter 4 is
violated. Indeed theorem 13 tells us that the product bet@@eandQ; is lower bounded as

QoQ1 > non1F? (5.27)
where the equality holds if and only if a unitary operafoarising from a polar decomposition
V/Pov/P1 = 1/ /Popiv/BoV (5.28)
satisfies
VT/poVE: = aypiVE; (5.29)

for somear € R™. Moreover = max; [Tr(U,/po./p1)| is reached only for unitarié$ coming
from a polar decomposition Qf/po,/p1. For any unitaryy which does not come from a polar
decomposition, we then have the strict inequaffity- [Tr(V',/po\/p1)|. In other words, itV
does not come from a polar decomposition then

Non1F? > nona| Tr(V1/Bov/p1) . (5.30)
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Moreover, sinc&' T, /po/E; = a/p1v/Es, the Cauchy-Schwarz (in)equality tells us that

QoQ1 = nomiTr(E;po)Tr(E>p1) (5.31)
= Nom[Tr(V'y/poErv/p1)| (5.32)
= nona|Tr(V'y/Pov/p1)l. (5.33)

ConsequentlyjoniF? > QuQ1 and the theorem 13 is violated. This implies thal/ comes
from a polar decomposition Qfpo./p1. At that point, we simply use the equivalence derived in
chapter 4

Po—y/EFo >0
— /W' /o> = /1y/PiE; < \/,7; (5.34)
pr— /R0,

Indeed Theorem 13 tells us that, for anW coming from a polar decomposition ¢fpo./p1,

— VW' /BoE; = v/N1v/PIE: < Q%' = 2/NoniF. (5.35)

And Theorem 16 says that, for anyV coming from a polar decomposition gfpo./p1,

Po—y/EFo >0
QP'=2y/MomF & o (5.36)
P1— 4/ %Fl > 0.
This completes the proof. |

There are at least three consequences to the theorem abanst, itFindicates that an
optimal POVM is, in general, unlikely to have its elemeBtsandE; of maximum rank. This

comes from the fact that the positivity of two operatpgs— , /%Fo andp; — , /%Fl is only

possible the middle regime defined ESSF;—P@ <4 /% < Tr(FfOpl). Second, we can use Theorem

18 to investigate further the spectrum of an optimal USDMstlaut not least, we can derive
a new class of exact solutions for the problem of unambigiyaliscriminating two mixed states.

5.2 Maximum rank and a priori probabilities

Theorem 18 can be rephrased as

_ /m K(Eo) < dim(.%,)
Po— /2R >0 rank(o Po
If { o is violated ther{ or (5.37)

/n
P/ =0 rank(Ez) < dim(.%, ).
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In this section, we discuss why Theorem 18 suggestsEfandE; have maximum rank only
in a small regime of the ratio between the tevpriori probabilities around 1.

We already know that the positivity conditions in (5.37) grete restrictive since they are
reachable only in the middle regime of the ra{}%. Indeed we repeat here that

o Po—\/RsFo=0  Tr(Pipo) _ [m F
Qopt —2 F < No for <2<
o P1— 1/ %F]_ >0 F No Tr(POpl)

(5.38)
where Q°P = 2, /fjoniF is an overall lower bound on the failure probability that manbe
reached in the two outer regimes.

Second, the boundaries of this middle regime can actualimdge tighter. Indeed the three
regimes of the rati % where built considering some constraints @Qn and Q1. Stronger
constraints means tighter boundaries and the constram@@yand Q; could in principle be

made stronger if more knowledge on the two density matipgemndp; is provided.

Let us give such an example of stronger constraint®Qgrfor, say, a POVM having the
symmetryE; = UEpU whereU is a unitary transformatior:

SinceEg C %), , there existiR > 0 in %), such thaE; + E; = P, + R Moreover the POVM
elementE; is invariant undet) sinceUE,U =U (1—Ey—E;)U = (1—E; — Ep) = E;. Hence,
Eo+ E> = U(E1 + E;)U = By + URU. We therefore obtain the trace equality

Tr(E;) = 2Tr(R). (5.39)

Indeed T(E; + E;) = Tr(P1) + Tr(R) and T(Ep + E;) = Tr(Ry) + Tr(R) so that T(1) +
Tr(E;) = Tr(Py) + Tr(P1) + 2Tr(R). And, for a standard USD problem, the equality r=
Tr(Py) + Tr(P1) holds.

We can now conside®o. E; + E; = P+ Rand T(E1pp) = 0, we can consequently write

Qo = noTr(E;po) (5.40)
= NoTr(E:po) + NoTr(Epo) (5.41)
= noTr(PLpo) + NoTr(Reo). (5.42)

The operatonpon IS a positive semi-definite operator so that its eigenvatuesall positive
or equal to 0. We can here introduggin, its smallest non vanishing eigenvalue. It follows that

We will see in the next section that such a symmetry is pos$iisl USD of two geometrically uniform states.
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Qo > noTr(Pipo) + NoTr(R)Amin. Together with Eqn.(5.39) this yields

A .
Q > Uon(P1P0)+n02m'nTr(E?) (5.43)

no)\min

> noTr(PLpo) + Tr(Ezpo). (5.44)

In other words, for any USD POVM such that = UEgU whereU is a unitary transformation,

NoTr(PLoo)

>
QO o 1—Amin/2

(5.45)

whereAmin = min{S peaﬁPleon)}. It becomes clear that with more knowledge on the mixed
statespp andp1, we could make the boundaries of the middle regime tightee dxtreme case

would be a middle regime reduced K}Z{% = 1. These considerations might indicate that, in
general Ey andE; havemaximum ranlonly for some range of the ratio between g@riori
probabilities around); = ng=1/2.

5.3 A fourth, incomplete, reduction theorem

In the case where’p, N.7), = {0}, themaximum ranlof the USD POVM elements;, i = 0,1
isri, the rank of the mixed statgs. Moreover if not only.#p, N.%p, = {0} but alsa’p, N.7p, =
{0} and.%,, N.7,, = {0} thenpg andp; have the same rankin a r-dimensional Hilbert space
and we end up with

re=r,i=0,1° (5.46)

One can actually use Theorem 18 to study the spectrum of ¢émeegits of an optimal USDM.
In fact, we can state that, for a standard USD problemg # \/%Fo andp; — \/%Fl are not
positive semi-definite then the optimal measurement is siu@hE, possesses one eigenvalue
equal to 1 andEg or E; too. Let us make this result precise in the following thearem
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Corollary 4 A fourth, incomplete, reduction Theorem

Consider a standard USD problem defined by two density nestpg and p; and their

respective a priori probabilities)p and n1 (any USD problem of two density matrices

can be reduced to such a form according to Chapter 3). Consadlgo an optimal

measuremen{Eg"™ EP,E?P'} to that problem. Let #and F be the two operators
/PoP1+/Po and \/T. The fidelity F of the two statg® and p; is then given by

F=Tr(Fy) = Tr(F).

pO — \/ No FO = . . .
If is violated then there exists (5.47)
p1—/mF1>0

E;"e) = e)

l€) € .7, and|€) € #p, such that EPe) = |¢)
E™e) = ESPe) = EXPe) = ESPel) = 0

or

E;"le) = e)

le) € .7, and|€) € %, such that ESP¢) = |€)
E;™le) = E;"|e) = Ege) = E;"|€) =0

First let us note that this theorem makes this assumptiorstdredardUSD problem. Itis in
principle not necessary to make such an assumption to des\existence of some eigenvector of
E», Ep or E; with eigenvalue 1 since Theorem 18 is valid for any pair ofgigrmatrices without
overlapping supports. Nevertheless, this theorem aim®ta lbourth’ reduction theorem. It
means in particular that, for any given USD problem of twosignmatrices, we would like to
apply our 'four’ reduction theorems and always end up witihaptimal USD measurement.

The above theorem is a kind of incompletzluction theorem A reduction theorem is a
theorem that allows us to decrease the size of the USD prolWesplitting off some subspace
onto which no optimization is needed. To have a completeatamiutheorem here, we would
need to characterizi) and |¢) without solving the whole optimization problem. But only
the existence ofe) and |€/) is so far ensured. If such a reduction theorem were found then
we would have a recipe to solve any USD problem. Let us asshatégl and|€/) are fully
characterized and let us start from a general USD of two mstates. We use the three first

reduction theorems to make it standard. We then check whtbéwo operatorpg — , /%Fo

andp; — , /%Fl are positive semi-definite. If yes then we know the optimalifa probability
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as well as the optimal measurement to perform since thisfedlsanto the first class of exact
solutions (middle regime). If the two operatqrg— %Fo andp; — %Fl are not positive
semi-definite, we can use our last reduction theorem to gebfritwo dimensions. At that
o

niFl of

If the two

point, we check again the positivity of the two operatpfs— /%Fé and p; —
0

the reduced problem. We see here a constructive way to sojv&&D problem.
operatorspg —

n; ng " .
\/ n_zFé andp] — n—ZFl’ never happen to be positive, we end up with only two

pure states and can finally find the optimal measurement {geE.B). The only problem in that
nice picture is that we only know thgg) and|€’) exist but we cannot until now characterize them.
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Here comes another important remark. There are only two wafisd a complete charac-
terization of the two eigenvectots) and|€’). The first is to consider a low dimensional USD
problem. The second is to consider a highly symmetric prabl@he former case simply is

the two pure states case. Indeed, either the operggor

1tFoandpr -/ 1°F; are positive

semi-definite or we have) € .7, and|€/) € 7y, ,, eigenvectors oE; andE /o. In only two
dimensions, there is no freedom gepland|€’) must be[¥q,1) and|‘I’0/l) If we are interested
in higher dimensions, we use some symmetry to give us enooggtraint to fully characterize
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le) and|€), we can go up to four dimensions. This is the object of ourdastion. Before that
let us prove Corollary 4.

Proof of Corollary 4 To prove this corollary, we begin with the statement giveif ireorem

18 for two density matricepg andp; with same rank in a 2n-dimensional Hilbert space. The
maximum rank offp andE; then equah. Let us for example consider thank(Ep) < n. The
other option corresponding t@nk(E;) < n follows the same argumentation. Because of the
completeness relatioB, + E; + Eg = 1 fulfilled by the POVM elements, we have, onto the
subspaceZp,, the following equalityPoE; Py + PoE1Py 4+ PoEoPy = Py, However,.7g, € th SO
that we are left with

PoE> Py + PoEgPy = . (5.48)

Furthermore, inPyEgPy’s eigenbasis, we havByEpPy = z{‘;ll)\i|)\i><)\i| since By is of rank
n—1andPy = 31 |Ai)(Ai| + |€) (€| where|e) completes tha dimensional orthogonal basis of
“p,- As aresultE;le) = (1 -Eg—Ej)|e) = |e) —0—0 and|e) is an eigenvector o, with
eigenvalue 1.

We can actually go one step further. Since the completeredason is already fulfilled
onto the subspace spanned|Byand|€’), no optimization is required onto it and we can split
it off from the original USD problem. The remaining USD prebi to optimize concerns
p, and p; originated respectively from the density matpg and p;. Moreover, pj has rank
n—1 while p; has rankn. We can indeed denote b¥e the subspace spanned [gy. The
reduced Hilbert space i&’/.¢ and.#p,, the support oy, looses one dimension. Thanks to
the second reduction theorem, we can reduce this problefretorie of two density matrices
of rank n—1 in a Hilbert space of dimensiom2- 2. Indeed, the subspacﬁ/% mypi IS
one dimensional and leads to the detectiorppfwith unit probability. We call|€) the unit
vector spanning this 1-dimensional subspace. We are l¢ft avireduce USD problem in a
2n — 2 dimensional Hilbert space. Importantlg) is in ,%/pé mypi C Ypio = ,Ypio. Indeed,

H = o0 g = 4 @Sy © Ty SOthat, N = A/ Hey, Sy = S .

In other words, ifpg — \/%Fo and p; — %Fl are not positive then it exist®) in .7,

eigenvector ofE; with eigenvalue 1 and€) in %y, eigenvector ofE; with eigenvalue 1.
Without the assumption thak(Ey) < rk(pi), we have in general that by — \/%Fo and

P1— 4 /%Fl are not positive then there exists in either.#p, or ./p,, eigenvector ok, with

eigenvalue 1 an¢¥) in either.%#p, eigenvector oE; with eigenvalue 1 or#,,, eigenvector of
Ep with eigenvalue 1. The completes the proof. |
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The third consequence of Theorem 18 is the derivation of piienal USD measurement for
any pair of two geometrically uniform states in four dimems.

5.4 Second class of exact solutions

Geometrically unifornstates, or GU states, are a generalization of symmetriessiaf)/ 51/ 52,
[22,(53/36]. While symmetric state are generated from onergéor state and a single unitary
transformation, GU states are generated from one genexatba group of unitaries. They are
interesting for both practical and theoretical considerst. On the practical side, real applica-
tions often exhibit strong symmetries like GU symm@tr@n the theoretical side, this symmetry
allows us to seek for simpler conditions and then new resatttially Eldar proved that the op-
timal measurement to unambiguously discriminggemetrically unifornstates can be chosen
geometrically uniformtoo. This result allows us to derive now the general sotutar unam-
biguously discriminating any pair of GU states in four diraem. Next we give the mathematical
definition of thegeometrically unifornstates before presenting the optimal failure probabitty f
unambiguously discriminating twgeometrically unifornstates in four dimensions and the cor-
responding optimal measurement.

5.4.1 Geometrically uniform states

A set of GU state is a set of mixed statgs }, i = 1,...,n such thatp; = UipUiT wherep is

an arbitrary density matrix called tlgeneratorand the sefU;}, i = 1,...,nis a set of unitary
matrices that form an abelian group. In order not to brealsytnemetry of the states, we assume
that all theira priori probabilities are equal tﬁ.

A consequence of the group structure of the{&t is that we can always considey as the
identity, andp; as the generator for a given set of GU states. We can therafioas's write two
GU states apg andp; = U pgU whereU is an involution (i.e. a unitary transformati@hsuch
thatU? = 1) with ng =1 = % Let us note that two GU states are two symmetric states since
only a single unitary is needed.

In the next section, we give a second class of exact solufmmdSD of two generic density
matrices. We provide the optimal failure probability as ivés the optimal USD measurement
for any two GU states in four dimensions.

2In a cryptographic context, tHait valuestates andbasisstates in the BB84-type protocol using weak coherent
pulses and a phase reference exhibit such a GU symmetry.
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5.4.2 Optimal unambiguous discrimination of two geometric ally
uniform states in four dimensions

Theorem 19 Optimal unambiguous discrimination of two geometricaliyfarm states in four
dimension

Consider a USD problem defined by two geometrically unifaatespg and p; of rank two
with equal a priori probabilities and spanning a four-dingonal Hilbert space. Letdand

F1 be the two operators/.,/pop1+/Po and//pP1po./P1. The fidelity F of the two statep
and p; is then given by = Tr(Fy) = Tr(F;). We denote byand R, the projectors onto

the support opp and p;. The optimal failure probability & for USD then satisfies

1. Q%P = F if pp—Fp>0 (5.49)

po—Fo #0

opt __ _ i
2.Q 1—(X|polx) if { Spe¢PLUPL) = {a,—b}, abeR*

3. Q% = 1 otherwise

with P-U P~ = a|0) (0| — b|1)(1] and |x) = ﬁ(e*i/*r9<<llpolo>>\/6|o> +/a1)).
The POVM elements that realize these optimal failure prdhegds are given in the different
cases by

1.E = Z/po(po—Fo) vPoZr* (5.50)
E1s = UEQU
E, = 1-Ep—UEQU

2B = X
E;s = UEQU
E, = 1-Ep—UEQU

3.Eb = O
Epz = 0
Eo =1

Proof We consider a USD problem defined by twgeometrically uniformstatespg and
p1 =UpoU, U2 =1, of rank two, spanning a four-dimensional Hilbert spaceisTheans in
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particular that”p, N.7p, = {0} andrmaX_ rQaX_ rgax_ 2.

Due to the symmetry of the states, we also notice taat Fo = p1 — F1. Note that thea
priori probabilities are equal in order not to break the symmetmyrédver, thanks to Eldar [36],
we can choose the optimal USD measurement to be GU, too. TBlBAVM elements are such
that

Eo . (5.51)
E; =UEQU,
E, =UEU.

The statement in Theorem 16 for eqagbriori probability

opt _ Po— FO > 0
QV=F < 01 F1 >0 (5.52)
then reduces to
Q®'=F & pp—F>0. (5.53)

Note that we are not interested in the equivalence. The aaftin from the right to the left
is the only important direction for our purpose here. In tbate we need the assumption
SpoN-Sp, = {0} to prove that: Ifop — Fy > 0 thenQ' = F. Without this assumption, only the
other direction is true.

If po—Fo # 0, Theorem 18 tells us that the ranks of the POVM elem&ptand E; are
not maximum Eg andE; have the same rank because of the symmetry). As a consegifence
po — Fo # 0 thenrank(Ep) = rank(Ez) < 2. It follows that if pp — Fp # O then the two POVM
elementsEy andE; have either rank 1 or rank 0. tank(Ep) = rank(E;) = 0 thenE, =1 and
Q= 1. Let us now focus on the remaining casek(Eg) = rank(E;) = 1.

Let us now prove that a measurement widink(Ep) = rank(E;) = 1 andrank(E;) < 2 is
necessary a projective measurement wéthk(E,) = 2. We can introduce the unit vectors and
real numbersx) € 7, |y) € #p,, X andy such that

Eo = x|x) (X,

= Yly) (Yl (5.54)

We call #;y, the two dimensional subspace spanneddynd|y), Py the projection onto it and
P)é, the projector onto its orthogonal complement. By definitbdéthe subspacery,

PyE2Py = Py (5.55)
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Thereforerank(RyE:Py) = rank(Ry) = 2 and E; must be at least of rank 2. However
rank(E;) < 2. Thereforgank(E;) = 2 and

E; =Py (5.56)
We can now consider the subspagg, only. On that subspace, we have

that is to sayPy = X|X) (X +y|y)(y|. SinceP,y is a projector,Py = szy and it follows that
X[%) (X] £ Y[y) (Y] 4 XYY y) (X] £+ XYy |Y) (x| = X|x) (x| +Y|y){y|. The off-diagonal terms are
equal if and only if(y|x) = O while the diagonal terms are equal if and onlxi#¥y = 1. The
POVM then is a projective measurement wiéimk(E; ) = 2.

We now give the optimal USD measurement for a GU projectivasugeement. Since the
measurement is made of projectors, we haw&dE;) = 0 which is nothing butx/U |x) = 0.
Becausex) lies in.#p,, this relation is equivalent to

(X|P{UP{|x) = 0. (5.58)

P;"UP;" is a Hermitian operator and therefore owns real eigenvaNete that ifP{-UP;- must
be of rank 2 sinc# is full rank. Thus we denota andc the two eigenvalues d¥-UP;- and|0)
and|1) its two eigenvectors. In this eigenbasig, € 7, can be expressed as

X) = ( g ) (5.59)

This leads tox|P{-UP{-|x) = |a|?a+ |B|%c. Importantly this scalar product can only vanish if
a> 0 andc < 0. We call—c = b > 0 such that, in{|0),|1) },

PLUPL = ( g _Ob ) . (5.60)

If we include the normalization dk), we end up with a system of two equations. This system
simply is

lal?a+|Bl*c=0
5.61
ot e 61
and admits a family of solutions parametrized by a phlbse
d® 1
0a=—,=——}. 5.62
{ vi1+a/b & 1+b/a} ( )
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In the basig|0), |1)} we can therefore write

ei<I>
IX) = < vita/b ) (5.63)
1+b/a
We can use again the fact that we are interested in the optmeakurement. Note that we
already considered optimality to state thapgf— Fy # 0 then the POVM is eithefEq = E; =
0,E; = 1} or a projective measurement. Indeed Theorem 18 is only coedewith optimal
USD POVM. So far|x) is valid for any USD measurement such tEgt= |x)(x|, E; = UEqU
andE, =1 —-Eg—UEgU. Let us now find the optimal one. To do so, we evaluate the sscce
probability Pitcess Because of the symmetry of the two GU statesFE§po) = Tr(E1p1) and
the success probabiliB{icess= 3Tr(Eopo) + 3Tr(E1p1) for unambiguously discriminating the
two GU statepg andp; takes the form

Pglf)écess: Tr(EOPO) = <X|p0|x>- (5-64)
After calculation, we obtain
1 )
Poftcess= 3 (D(01P0[0) +alLlol1) + 2v/abRe (0lpol 1)) ). (5.65)

We choose the phask to maximize this success probabillit’gﬁ{ﬁ’ctCess That is why we choos®
such thaRe((0]pp|1)€'®) = |(0]po|1)|. Therefore® must be—Arg((0]pp|1)) and

e 1Arg({0lpg|1))
IX) = ( viya/b ) (5.66)
1+b/a
This completes the proof. |

This theorem leads to a fundamental question: ’Is it posgifind a unified expression for
the failure probabilityQ?’ In the first class of exact solutions, we can write the tHegleire
probabilities of the three regimes as

1
Q= anoF +_mF

with the above-mentioned. But we do not really expect the bounds in the outer regimé®to
often optimal (see discussionin section 5.2) so that thpsesssion does not seem so fundamental.
More significatively, for the second class of exact soluiam unified expression of the failure
probability exists. In higher dimensionitm(.7#’) > 4), the number of cases for the optimal
failure probabilityQ might become very large. If this is the case, a unified exprader Q
would be a pre-condition to find the general solution to USDaaf density matrices.

In the next chapter we analyze an application of both themaeand practical interest. In
fact, we consider thBennett and Brassard 19§4otocol (BB84 protocol) implemented through
weak coherent pulses with strong phase reference. Thiegepts the first solved example of a
non reducible USD problem.
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Chapter 6

Application of the second class of exact
solutions to the BB84 protocol

In 1984, Bennett and Brassard proposed a protocol to disériéd unconditional secure private
key between two parties over a public channel in order taonadlaGsecure communication. This
proposed Quantum Key Distribution protocol, the so-caBethnett-Brassard 1984 (or shortly
BB84) is here unconditional secure because of the laws afr@gjuantum mechanics) and
not anymore because of the assumption of a limited compui@tpower of some hypothetical
eavesdropper. In the standard BB84 protocol, Alice sendsobtthe four state$0,1,+,—} to
Bob. Here{0,1} and {+,—} are orthogonal pairs and O and correspond to théit valueO
while 1 and— correspond to théeit valuel. Bob then detects the signal sent in one of the two
bases0,1} or {+,—}.

In this thesis, we consider the implementation of a BB84typotocol that uses weak co-
herent pulses with a phase reference. In that scenariog Aends one of the four states
{|%)|i—\/%), |%.>\i\/g)}. The bit valueis encoded in the sign of the coherent states that is to
say\%> and\'—\%} correspond to theit value0, |[=%) and\i\/g) correspond to theit value 1.
Moreover the phaseplays the role of the basis in the standard BB84 protocostlyitet us note
that the factor% in the amplitude comes from the technique used to implentenpolarized
coherent states. Secondly the first modg) is common to the four signal states. This mode
is therefore irrelevant for the following analyze. Furtimere it is worth noticing that the states
corresponding to thbit valueO and 1 are not orthogonal since

i|__a
V2 /2
ia  —ia

NCARE]

( )70, (6.1)

( ) #0. (6.2)
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This QKD protocol is therefore not the standard BB84 protottoremains that two important
guestion can be addressed.

With what probability can an eavesdropper unambiguoussfirdjuish thebasis of the
signal?

With what probability can an eavesdropper unambiguoudigrdene whichbit valueis sent
without being interested in the knowledge of the basis?

In fact the first question refers to the unambiguous diseration of the twobasis{|i—\/%)}
and{\i\/g)}. Therefore we can build a mixed staggthat corresponds to the bas{i@\[/%)} and
a mixed statg; for the basis{|ifg>}. We end up with

m = 3 (IS 1=C1). 63
o= (ST, (64

where we ignore the irrelevant first mode.

The second question refers to the unambiguous discriroimati the twobit value mixed
states. We can for that case build the two density matrices

1/ a , «a ia . ia
oo = §(|ﬁ><—2|+|72.><ﬁ|‘), 65
= (1S5 69

where we again ignore the irrelevant first mode.

The states{|i—\/%)}, {|i\/g)} are four linearly independent pure states. Therefore thay s
four dimension Hilbert space. In the next section we willregs the four density matrices above
in that four dimensional Hilbert space and prove that they&ld states. After that, we will solve
the two USD problems arising from the two questions mentorieturns out that the first case
is reducible to some pure state case while the second oneegequir last theorem to be solved.

Let us now start with the explicit expression of these fouxedistates.
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6.1 Two geometrically uniform states in a four-
dimensional Hilbert space

A coherent state of amplitude can be written as a poisson distribution of photon numbeneén t
polarization moda' as

|a)=e‘@ s (aa)
n!

|0), (6.7)

n=0
where|0) denotes the vacuum state. Moreover, the four signal states, |i + a) are coherent
states in four different polarizationst45° and circular left or right. These polarizations are
expressed in terms of two orthogonal polarizatibband bg as

1
T = ﬁ(b‘ﬁ—bg), (6.8)
1 .
al = ﬁ(bh—lb;), (6.9)
1
& = 5=, (6.10)
1 :
ag::E@—@y (6.11)
Consequently, we can write the four states as
a. . a
o) = \ﬁﬂﬁ% (6.12)
a . ia
¥1) = |ﬁ>|ﬁ>’ (6.13)
Yo) = |-=) ) (6.14)
vV2' V2" '
a . —ia
[Yo) ‘ﬁ>|ﬁ>' (6.15)

The first mode is common to the four states and therefore willefit out. In the phase
space, these four states are generated ffgh and a rotation of anglg. This means they are
symmetric states and we can write them in a suitable bad@nfimlg Chefleset al. [19]. The
idea is thah symmetric states can always be written in an orthonormas&®;) } as

n-1
[F) =Y cjen ;). (6.16)
j=0

Note that the phase of the complex numbgrss not relevant since we can absorb it in the defi-
nition of the basis element®;). Actually the modulus of the coefficientgs can be expressed
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[19] as
62 = n—lzk;/e—z‘"“knk'N (). (6.17)
This leads in our case to |
|co| = %Zeﬁ\/cosﬁgﬂ—cos(%), (6.18)
ca| = izeﬁ\/sinh(%)+sin(%), (6.19)
|co| = ize‘%\/cos}‘(%) —cos(%), (6.20)
lcs| = %Ze‘%\/sinh(%) —sin(%). (6.21)

wherepy = |a|? stands for the mean photon number. Moreover, in the dagig }, the unitary
transformation acting of¥f o) that generates the other three states is

10 0 O
0i 0 O

K=160 -1 o (6.22)
00 0 —i

such thak* = 1. The four symmetric states (see Hig.]6.1) are then expressed

Co
W) = | |, (6.23)
C2
C3
Co
i01
¥1) = K[¥o) = ) (6.24)
—C2
—i03
Co
—C
¥2) = K2[Yo)= 'l (6.25)
C2
—C3
Co
3 —iC]_
¥s) = Ki¥o)=| _ (6.26)
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Im(a)

/N

‘lI}l) Q_MK “IJO>
\

> Re(a)

|Wa)

|Ws)

Figure 6.1: Schematic view of the four symmetric states éphase space

At that point, we are ready to write the four density matricesesponding to thieasismixed
states and thbit valuemixed states.
Thebasismixed states (see Fig.6.2)

po = 5 ([¥o)(Yol+[¥2)(T2l), (6.27)

pr =

NN

(%) (1| +[¥3)(Y3]) (6.28)

are by construction of rank 2.
They can be written in a four dimensional Hilbert space spdry the four linearly inde-
pendent state®;),i =0,1,2,3 as

2 0 coc O
0 ¢ 0 o

= 6.29
Po CoCa 0 C% 0 ( )
0 ccz 0
and
c3 0 —cc; O
0 2 0 —cic3
= 6.30
P1 —CoCp 0 C% 0 ( )
0 -ccz O cz

where we choose all the coefficiermigo be real.
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Im(a)

O Ty

O

N

&~ g

O

|Wa)

O w3)

Figure 6.2: Pairing of the four symmetric states for lasismixed states

Re(a)

Thanks to Eqn. (6.27) and Eqn. (6.28), we clearly see that

p1=KpoK" = KTpoK.

Moreover, we can calculate thigpoK = KTpoK T in the following calculation.

1
KooK = E(K|‘I’o>(‘1’o\K—|—K|‘I’2><‘I’2\K)

_ %(|‘I’1)(‘I’3I + W) (¥1))
1

= 5 (KT¥2) (¥2lKT+ KT |¥0) (¥olK)

2
= K'poKT.

(6.31)

(6.32)
(6.33)

(6.34)
(6.35)

The consequence is that we can construct two new unitaryaestwhich are involuticﬂ'lsuch

thatp; = UL pgU~+. This two involutions are given by

K+K' K-k
U = + +1 =

UT

2 2 +

We can choose to use in the following calculation

10 0 O
01 0 O
u=U-= 00 -1 0
00 0 1

LA unitary transformatioty is called an involution if and only /2 = 1.

(6.36)
(6.37)

(6.38)
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We have finally written théasismixed states agg andp; = U pgU whereU? = 1. This means
that the question 'With what probability can an eavesdroppembiguously distinguish the
basisof the signal?’ is related to the unambiguous discrimimatbtwo geometrically uniform
mixed states in dimension four. The choice of such a invotuthatrix will simplify the next
calculations. Finally, in the four dimensional Hilbert spawe see that

2 0 0 0
0 c2 0O

= 6.39

Po+ P 00 & 0 (6.39)
0 0 0 c

such thatrank(po+ p1) = 4 = rank(pp) + rank(p; ). The two GU statepy andp; do not have
overlapping supports and we can apply Theorem 19 about USDabf a pair of states. Tt
valuemixed states (see Fig. 6.3) are also rank two matrices bytremtion. They can be written
as

po = (1%0) (%ol + ¥1) (¥1]), (6.40)
pr = ([ ¥2)(¥| +[¥s)(¥s). (6.41)
Im(a)

vy O Wo)

O
|Wa)
\%O T5)

Figure 6.3: Pairing of the four symmetric states for litevaluemixed states
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In terms of the coefficients’s, we obtain the following form in the four dimensional Heltt
space spanned by the staf#s),i =0,1,2, 3:

2
1 'CO
it
0
L
=3C3Co

Po =

and

1-i
—72 C3Co

L

7 G

G

300
0

0 cocs
1-i
=-C1Co 0
2 2 23
Slee G
0 _1+4i CoCa
1-i
—=-C1C2 0
2 : 6.43
g e (6.43)
—le G

It is unfortunately impossible to choose the phase of thdficamt ¢; so thatpg andp; are real
matrices. Therefore we simply choose all the coefficeetd be real and we end up with

c3 Llcoer 0 Hleocs
1+ c2 1
_ 2 C1Co 1 2 C1C2 _0 6.44
Po 0 Hlcye S leocs (6.44)
L esco 0 Hege, 3
and
3 —Lleoer 0 — I cocs
_1_‘HC 2 | 0
_ 20 € z 012 ; 6.45
P1 0 —%Czcl C% —%0203 ( . )
—lese 0 —lese; c3
The involution connectegdy andp; simply is
1 0 0 O
0 -1 0 O
K2 = 6.46
O 0 1 O ( )
O 0 0 -1

Of course, the question 'With what probability can an eavagper unambiguously determine
whichbit valueis sent without being interested in the knowledge of thed®43s also related to
the unambiguous discrimination of two geometrically unifiomixed states in dimension four.
Here again, the sumg + p1 in the four dimensional Hilbert space is given by

¢ 0 0O
0 c2 0O
— 6.47
Po+p1 00 & 0 (6.47)
0 0 0 c
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implying that the two GU stategg and p; do not have overlapping supports. Consequently
Theorem 19 can be used.

Actually one could consider a third USD problem coming frdra pairing of the four states
Y; (see Fig[G&M). This last case is concerned with the unarobigydiscrimination of the two
mixed statego = 3 (|¥o) (Yol + [¥3)(¥3|) andpr = 5 (|¥1)(¥1|+[¥2) (¥2|) but this case is
simila@ to the previous case. Indeed one can go from the former taathe ¢ase by using the
unitaryK2. This is not the case between the two problems of unambigdyidissriminating the
basisstates and thkit valuestates.

Im(a)
WO T e

7\0
\Z >R€(O/)

O

|Wa)

O w3)

Figure 6.4: Third possible pairing of the four symmetridassa

6.2 USD of the basismixed states

Let us repeat that the two density matrices to unambigualistyiminate are

2 0 coc2 O

0 C% 0 C1C3
ez 0 ¢ 0

0 cc 0 3

Po = (6.48)

2unitary equivalent
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and
c3 0 -—cc O
0 02 0 —C1C3
=UpoU = 1 6.49
P1 Po ot 0 C% 0 ( )
0 -cc O cz
with
10 0 O
01 0 O
U= 00 -1 0 (6.50)
00 0 -1

With a bit of concentration, one can realize that these twisiig matrices are block diagonal.
Indeed, we can use the permutation matrix

1 0 0O
0010
P=1451 0 0 (6.51)
0 00 1
and obtain
cZ  4cc; O 0
+coC2; 3 0 0
P P= 6.52
Po.1 0 0 C% O] ) ( )
0 0 +Cc1C3 C%

This already tells us that we can analytically solve thidgopem which is reducible to some pure
states case. Indegmh and p; are block diagonal where each block is two dimensional. We
will nevertheless use the non reduced density matrices dotfie optimal USD measurement.
The reason is that, as we will in the next paragraph, we carpaterthe operatopg — Fy and
check its positivity for any value of the amplitude Note here that the spectra o§ — Fop and
p1 — F1 are identical sincg; — F1 = pp — Fo for two GU states. With that, we have the optimal
failure probability as soon as the optimal measurement.irAgee could use the second and
third reduction theorems but the present example givesaigghortunity to use other tools.

We now focus our attention onfm only sincep; is similar to it. The density matrix

3 ccz O 0
CCz ¢ 0 0

0 0 ¢ cc3

0 0 cic3 C%

PpoP = (6.53)
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can be easily diagonalized using the block diagonal unitaairices

% % 0 0
Vegties  \/c+c
6 w0 o
PUP=| V ol v °50+ L o |- (6.54)

VGG /S

C3 —C1
NCEEICE:
If is not too difficult to find that the eigenvalues BpgP are therefore given by

0 0

Ao=C5+¢c3 (6.55)
A =34 c5 (6.56)

which gives, in terms of the mean photon numper

l+eH
Ao1= > (6.57)

If we undo everywhere the permutation matRx the density matricepg 1 can obviously be
diagonalized with the help of the unitary transformation

Co 0 C2 0
Ve R < R
0 1 0 3
2 2
Uo=| o VIS VA (6.58)
\/C5+c3 c3+c
O C3 —C1
c?+c3 ct+c3

Cg 0 CoC2 0
V&R Ve

0 1 0 C1C3

212 21 2

/0o = . C1tCs 2 veates (6.59)

c3+c3 0 c3+c3 0
2
C1C3 3

°oved 0 e

The next step is to calculate the operaftgr= /,/pPop1,/Po- Our two GU states are related
through the relation/p; = U,/poU. As a result, the equality/po./p1 = FoV leads to

VPoU/po = FoVU. (6.60)

In the pg’s eigenbasis, we obtain

Uov/PoU +/PoUo = UgFoV UUg = UgFgUg T (6.61)
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whereT = UgVUU is a unitary transformation. One can calculate the opeléggfpoU /0oUo
and find

-2 0 00
0 -2 00
0 0 00 (6.62)
0 0 00
which is always positive if multiplied by some signature mat
+1 0 0O
0O 1 0 O
T= 0 0 00 (6.63)
0O 0 OO

Note here that, in terms of the mean photon numibethe quantities:% — c% —e? cos‘% and
2-32=e7 sin5 are not always positive. In the end, the positive operggas of the form

|c3— 3 0 00
0 c2—c3l 0 0

UoFUg = 0 |10 3 N E (6.64)
0 0 00

The explicit form of the unitary/ is only relevant to calculate the elements of the optUSDM.
But our first goal is to find the spectrum of the operatgr Fy. For that, four cases are to take
into account depending on the signa3f- ¢ andc? — c3.

Everything is gathered to obtain the explicit form the oparag — Fy in the eigenbasis of
po- Indeed, we have

3+c, 0 00 G-c3) 0 00
0 c}+c§ 00 0 c2 00
Uo(po—Fo)Uo = 0 10 3 0ol™ 0 |10°§| 0 0 (6.65)
0 0O 00 0 0O 00
max{c3, c3} 0 0 0
0 max{c3,c3} 0 0
= > 0. .
2 0 0 00|20 (6.66)
0 0 00

The spectrum of the operatpp — FO is positive for any value of the mean photon numper
As a consequence, the optimal failure probabi@yeaches the lower bounds= Tr(Fy) =
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|c3 — c3| +|c2 — c3|. In terms of the mean photon number(see Fig[6b5), the optimal failure
probability is given by

_# in
Q=e (|cos%|+|sm2|>. (6.67)

Q
|

0.8}
0.6
04
0.2}

2 4 6 8 lOJ[AE

Figure 6.5: Optimal failure probability for USD of thsismixed states

Let us note here that if we were interested in the unambigdmasimination of

po = (ol +|—ay-al) (6.69)
andp; = %(|ia)(ia|+\—ia)(—ia\). (6.69)

then we would find
Q=-¢eH(|cosu|+ |sinu|). (6.70)

Let us conclude this section and this example by adding tleatam give the optimal mea-
surement to achiev® = F. Indeed, the useful matriX is diagonal and therefore its inverse
simply is

G2 0 0 0

sai_| O c? 0 O

(6.71)
0 0 0 ¢;?

In the four different cases parametrized by the signatyrie elements of the optimal POVM
are finally given by

Eo = X /Po(po—Fo)v/poX (6.72)
E; = UEWU (6.73)
Er = S (VPo+ PV )Ro(vPo+Vyp)Z (6.74)
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where all the different matrices involved in these equatiare perfectly known. This concludes
this section and the first example.

6.3 USD of the bit valuemixed states

The second case corresponds to the unambiguous discriomimdithe two density matrices

2 Ll 0 Heocs
Li @ L
C1Co C1Co 0
= 2 1 2 - 6.75
Po 0 ey p% leocs (6.75)
1 eaco 0 Hlege, 3
and
3 —Lleoer 0 — i cocs
1+i 2 1
_ _ | — 7 %% C1 —=3 C1C2 0
pr=Updl = 0 ~en c3 —Lleoes (6.70)
—lese 0 —ese; cz
with
1 0 0 O
0 -1 0 O
U=K2= o 0 1 0 (6.77)
0O 0 0 -1

This USD task is far more complicated than the first one. ItifBcdlt to find the unitary
transformations to diagonaliza and p; and therefore the square root of those states as well
asFy andF; cannot be easily expressed. We have to resort to a partdeé@mposition of the
two statespg andp;. This decomposition allows us to diagonalize the operpgor Fp in an
unknown basis and find its spectrum. First we review someaateproperties of the density
matricespp andps. Next, we solve the unambiguous discrimination of these®Aubstates.

Actually one can write

whereA is a real diagonal matrix arfd= %2 a pseudo projector. They are defined as

co 0O 0 O
0O cgc OO

A= 6.79
0O 0 co O ( )
0 0 O c3



6.3. USD of the bit valuemixed states 103

and
1 oo
Hio1 =
1-i 0 1+i 1

y

Here come three remarks arising from this decompositiomst [&f all, let us note that they
commute since they are both diagonal. Due to the symmetweaetpy and p; and to the
commutation betweefrandU, we havep; = UAPAU = AUPUA Second of all, we can consider
the sum of the two density matricgs and p;. We havepg + p1 = APA+ AUPUA= A(P +
UPU)AandP+UPU = 21. Thus

Po+ p1 = 2A° (6.81)

and we could denotd = \/g The last remark is the more important. ActuallfFy = 4. This
is not a lot but it implies thal® is equal to twice a two-dimensional projector. As a mattdaof,
there exists a unitary transformatidhso that

2 00
00O00O
WPW' = .82
00O00O (6.82)
0 002
Such a unitary matrix can be given by the Discrete Fourien3fi@am
1 1 1 1
111 i -1 —i
W—§ 1 1 1 1 (6.83)
1 —i =1 i

The interest of the decomposition provide in Eqn.(6.78)& it allows us to writgpg = APA
in an unknown basis better suited to investigate the speabfithe operatopg — Fo. Indeed we
can write

po = APA (6.84)
= \ATZ% (6.85)
= VPoRRov/Po (6.86)

where we introduce the unitary transformatiBg such that% = Ryg\/pPo. Consequently, we
obtain
PA AP
+
= —— 6.87
RopoRy 33 (6.87)
PA’P
= (6.88)
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For the unambiguous discrimination of the tlwasismixed states, we knew the unitary trans-
formationUg that diagonalizegg. It was possible to writéy and finally express the operator
po — Fo. Here we can not directly work with the eigenbasigpgf Instead, we try to use the ma-
trix RopoRg, knowing only the existence of this unitary transformatiyn \We are only interested
in the spectrum opg — Fy and the precise form dRg is finally irrelevant as long as it permits
us to find the spectrum gdp — Fp. Nevertheless, we must say, that the explicit expressidineof
POVM elements will not be provided since, it that case, we eéeditto knowRy. Moreover, as
we will soon see, we will not be able to calculate the compteqaression of for all the regime
of the mean photon number.

Let us now calculate the spectrummf— Fy. We first apply the Fourier Transfori onto
RopoRg to end up with

1
WRpoRW' = EWPA@PWT (6.89)
B+ct+c3+c3 0 0 cg+ici—c3—ic3
1 0 00 0
= = 6.90
2 0 00 0 (6.90)
3—icf—c3+ic3 0 0 B+E+c3+c3

Actually, since the states is normalized, we have + ¢2 + c3 + ¢3 = 1 and therefore
1 00A
WF{)poRE;WT:% 8 8 8 8 (6.91)
A" 0 0 1
where
A= G- +ild-d). (692)

In fact, a Hermitian matrix of the form

i
(bere s ) (6.93)

with a, b and g real and positive, has for eigenvalues
AL =axb (6.94)

and for eigenvectors

1 [ +e?
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Here we are only interested in the spectrunp@fThe formula above gives us its eigenvalues as

A — 7“[2'/\' (6.96)
_H
_ “Eze : (6.97)

As for the basismixed states case where we calculate the opetdjofooU |/poUo, we now
consider the operatdl Ry,/poU \/pToRE;WT. Actually this operator is of a similar form than
W RypoRIW'. Indeed we obtain

(cf+c5) —(c5+c5) 0 0 —A*
fot 1 0 00 0
WP{)\/poU\/poRoW :E 0 0 0 0 . (6.98)
—A 0 0 (cf+¢5)—(G+c3)

Thanks to Eqn.(6.94), we find that its eigenvalues are
Ve = (G+c5)— (B+c3) £ |Al (6.99)

Moreover, with the help of Eqn.(6.95), we obtain the unitémgt diagonalizes the operator
W Ry,/PoU ,/poRW . This unitary is of form

A g o A

. AT /3 Al
0 2 0 O
KIh= — 6.100
V2 0 0 vV2 0 ( )
1 0 O

If we replace the coefficients by their expressions in term of the mean photon numhexe
end up with

—eHtez 00 0
1 0 00 0
KWR)\/mu\/;TORZ)WTKT=E 0 S 0 (6.101)
0 0 0 —eH—g2

The eigenvalues in the top left corner is always positivdevtiie eigenvalue in the bottom right
corner is always negative. Therefore the operkgan its eigenbasis is of the form

KW RFRRW KT = KW Ry/poU v/ooRIW KT (6.102)
ez —eH 00 0
1 0 00 0
= = 6.103
V2 0 00 0 (6.103)
0 0 0 e7 +eH
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and the unitary matri¥ equalsRIW'K'TKWRU, whereT is the signature

(6.104)

o O o
o O O
O OO

o O O

-1

We have now all the necessary matrices to calculate the top@@— Fo in the Rg’s eigenbasis.
We obtain

KW Ry (po — Fo)ROW'KT = KW RypoRW KT — KW Ry\/poU /o) RIWTKTT  (6.105)
= KWPAPW'KT— KWPAUAPWK T

CosH{5)—Cog(5) 0 0 —iSir?(u)
_ 0 00 0
0 00 0
iSie(u) 0 0 Sinh%)-Sirt(%)

We are very closed to find the spectrumgf— Fp. We can denote by the previous matrix.
The eigenvalues of this matri are given by the roots of the polynomR(x) = x> — Tr(M)x+
Det(M) which simply are

Xt = % (Tr(M) + \/Tr(M)2—4Det(M)) . (6.106)

All this complicated construction was necessary to obtagndpectrum of the operatpp — Fo.
We victoriously end up with

Spectpo—Fo) = % (1— ez ie’“\/l—l—e“ - Ze‘ﬁcos(u)) : (6.107)

This spectrum is not always positive (see Fig] 6.6). )
Only in the regime of relatively large u, the quantity %(1—e7“ —

g H \/1+ e H— Ze;fCos(u) is greater than 0. More precisely,

Spectpo—Fy) > 0< u > o ~ 1.4386 (6.108)

wherepy is the solution of the equatio% (1— e? —eH \/1-1— e H— ZefCos(u)) =0.

In the regimeu > Lip (see FigL6.]7), the optimal failure probability reachesdterall lower
bound and we therefore get

Q=F=Tr(Fy) =e7. (6.109)
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Figure 6.6: Spectrum of the operajmy— Fo for USD of thebit valuemixed states
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Figure 6.7: Optimal failure probability for USD of th®t valuemixed states fou > Lg

The corresponding optimal measurement is moreover given by

Eo = X 'y/Po(po—Fo) vPoX ™ (6.110)
Ei = UEQU
E, = 1-—Eg—UEQU.

Note that foru = o, the POVM elementEg andE; have rank 1 since one eigenvalugogft- Fy
vanishes.
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We can remark here again that if we wanted to unambiguoustyidiinate

o = 3 (a)al+lia)ial) (6.111)

andpr = Z(|—a){(—a|+]|—ia)(—ial). (6.112)

NI NI

then we would find fot > 0.7193

Q=eH (6.113)

In the regimeu < Lo where the operatgay — Fp is not positive, we have to check the spectrum
of the operatoP{-UP;. Itis actually, as far as we know, not possible to calculatgically its
spectrum. Even if itis not really satisfying, we compute reuically the spectrum d?-UP-. It
turns out that it always has two eigenvalues of oppositeisitite regimeu < Lp. Consequently,
we can write the operat®;-UP;- in its eigenbasig|0),|1)} as

P{-UP{ = al0)(0| —b|1)(1], a,be R™. (6.114)

And in virtue of Theorem 19, the optimal failure probabil{see Fig[6.8) for unambiguously
discriminating thebit valuemixed states is

Q= 1— - (b(0|po[0) +al1lpo1) + 21/ab|(Olool 1)) (6.115)

Q
|

0.8}
0.6
0.4}
0.2}

' ' ' H
2 4 6 8 10
Figure 6.8: Optimal failure probability for USD of th®t valuemixed states

So far, no neat expression in termstofs known for this optimal failure probabilitQ°P* for
U < Mo even if we do know its structure. This comes from the rathenmacated form of the
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stategog andp;. As a final word, let us add that the optimal USD measuremesftfisrm

o 1A1g((1)pgl0)

Eo = %) (X Vi

E; = UEU with|x) = |  Vibra |, (6.116)
E, =1—Ep—UEU 8

even here also, we can note write them in term of the mean pmtmberu. On the last graph
[6.9, we can show and compare the two optimal failure prohisilderived in this chapter.

Q
|

0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2}

' ' ' ' H

2 4 6 8 10

Figure 6.9: Comparison between the optimal failure prdiiags for USD of thebasisand the
bit valuemixed states

This conclude the last chapter of this thesis.

This last example might appear a bit unsatisfactory to tadeesince no analytical expres-
sion forP-UP;- is known. However this is exactly the contrary. During my on Unambigu-
ous State Discrimination, | was guided by the four densityrites presented in this chapter.
They were my inspiration as well as my life ring. They are attyuat the core of the derivation
of the two classes of exact solutions and the numerous thmsoderived in this thesis would not
have been found without them.
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Chapter 7
Epilogue

The main results of this thesis are, first, the two classesadtesolutions, second the reduction
theorems, and finally the solution to unambiguous comparefan pure states having some
simple symmetry and the application of our results on USDB®84-type protocol.

There are actually two directions for research in USD. Thst fmath is of course the
derivation of new solutions. The second is to find new appboa of the already known
solutions. In this thesis, we have tried to follow both patBs one hand, we have derived new
tools and new classes of exact solutions. On the other haadhawve given two examples of
application for our tools.

With respect to the newly developed tools, we have presehtedotion of parallel addition
poX~1p1 in the context of unambiguous state discrimination. We lsse shown the relevance

of the two operators/./Pop1+/Po and.//pP1po/P1. We have finally provided two new classes
of exact solutions as well as the three reduction theorem&asw discuss.

The two classes of exact solutions derived in this thesisrerenly two analytical solutions
for unambiguous discrimination of two generic density neas known so far. There now
exist six analytical solutions for optimal unambiguouscdimination of quantum states. They
correspond to the unambiguous discrimination of:

1. Any set of linearly independent symmetric pure statek [19

2. Any pair of nonoverlapping mixed stamaJch that the two operatogg — o //PoP1+/Po
andpy — %« /\/P1Po/P1 are positive semi-definite, and whemedepends on the regime of the
ratio , /% [chapter 4]. Note that the case of 'Any pair of two pure statet/ed by Jaeger and

LAny USD problem of two density matrices can be reduced to sufchm according to Theorem 9.
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Shimony [17] is included in this class of solutions.

3. Any pair of geometrically uniform mixed states of rank tima four-dimensional Hilbert
space [chapter 5]. We find that only three options for the @sgion of the failure probability
exist. First, if the operatgoy — , /%Fo is positive semi-definite, then the pair of density matrices

falls in the first class of exact solutions. If this is not tlase, either the operatBf-UP;- has one
positive and one negative eigenvalue or it has two eigeegatd the same sign. In the former
case, we can give the optimal failure probability in termshef eigenvalues and eigenvectors of
PlLU Pf. In the later case, no unambiguous discrimination is ptessibd the failure probability
simply equals unity.

4. A pure state and a density matrix with arbitrarpriori probabilities [34].
5. Any pair of mixed states with one-dimensional kerhel [26]
6. Any pair of subspaces[35].

Note that for the classes 2 and 3, we provide the optimalraifwobability as well as the
optimal measurement. Moreover, the solutions 4, 5 and 6 edacible to some pure-state
solutions. As we showed in this thesis, the reduction thasrand the solution for USD of two
pure states are sufficient to derive those three solutions.

The three reduction theorems allow us to reduce USD probterasnpler cases for which
the solution might be known. This is the case, as we showeblapter 3, for the&inambiguous
comparison of two pure statd27, [28,[29], theunambiguous comparison of n pure states
having some simple symm&r;state filtering[33, [34] and theunambiguous discrimination
of two subspacef35]. The reduction theorems also permit us to define a dedatandard
USD problem. This problem is concerned with two density ma$ of the same rankin a
2r-dimensional Hilbert space. This is proposed as a startigt ffor further investigations in
unambiguous state discrimination in order to avoid tric@es or unnecessary complexity. The
reductions come from simple geometrical consideratiorts Gan be summarized as follows.
With the first reduction theorem, we split off any common qdze between the supports of
the two density matricegg andp;. Thanks to the second reduction theorem, we eliminate, if
present, the part of the support pf which is orthogonal to the support g andvice versa
With the third reduction theorem, if two density matrices #fock diagonal, we decompose
the global USD problem into decoupled unambiguous discraton tasks on each block.
These three reduction theorems are also used to deriveajéneorems on unambiguous state

2n linearly independent pure states with eqaigiori probabilities and equal and real overlaps.
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discrimination. For example, the first reduction theoremeiguired to derive the two classes
of exact solutions since the assumption of two density megrivithout overlapping supports is
made.

With respect to the applications, we have used our new toole unambiguous compari-
son ofn pure states with a simple symm&raynd to answer two crucial questignelated to the
implementation of the Bennett-Brassard 1984 Quantum KeyriDution protocol. In fact we
prove that the comparison aoflinearly independent pure states with eqgadgdriori probabilities
and equal and real overlaps, a task related to the USD of twsityenatrices, can be reduced to
n unambiguous discriminations of two pure states and canlibesolved. The question to know
whether any unambiguous comparison of pure states is alwdysible to some pure state cases
remains op& With respect to the BB84-type protocol implemented wittatveoherent pulses
and a phase reference, we give the probability with whichaaegdropper can unambiguously
distinguish thebasisof the signal as well as the probability with which an eavepger can
unambiguously determine whidiit valueis sent without being interested in the knowledge of
the basis.

Finally, as we discussed in chapter 5, a unified expressiothéofailure probability for the
second class of exact solutions might be a pre-conditiomtbriew solutions in unambiguous
discrimination of two density matrices. Moreover new cangnces of Theorem 18 should be
investigated.

3n linearly independent pure states with eqagliriori probabilities and equal and real overlaps.

4First "With what probability can an eavesdropper unambiglp distinguish thebasisof the signal?’ and
second 'With what probability can an eavesdropper unanthigly determine whichit valueis sent without being
interested in the knowledge of the basis?'.

Swhile the unambiguous comparison of mixed states is gelgeral reducible to some pure states case [28]
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Chapter 8

Appendix

8.1 Appendix A

Theorem 20 Theorem For any operator A,

ATAlx) = 0= AT|x) = 0. (8.1)

Proof We show this equivalence by proving separately the two icagibns.
<] This direction is trivial. IfA|x) = 0 thenATAx) = 0.

:] Here we make use of a fundamental theorem of linear algebranfp linear mapA, the
kernel of At equals the orthogonal complement of the imagédhat is to sayKer(AT) =
Im(A)L. Let us start with a vectdx) such thatATA|x) = 0. A|x) is in the kernel ofAT so that
AlX) is in Im(A)*. Moreover, by definitionA|x) is in Im(A). It implies thatA|x) = 0. This
completes the proof. [ |

8.2 Appendix B

Proof of Lemma 2 For any operatoA, we can introduce a polar decompositide- |A|V with
|A| = VAAF =V VATAVT. Note thatV is unitary and not necessarily unique, whitdAf and
V/ATA are unique and positive semi-definite. Moreover, siddenight not have full rank, let us
introduce the unitary transformatidi = ZV whereZ is a unitary matrix of the form

_( 1y, O
Z—( O|| T) (8.2)
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andT, a unitary matrix having support oﬁf@‘. From this remark, it follows that iA = |A|V
is a valid polar decomposition thek= |A|V’ is as well a valid polar decomposition. Indeed,
A=|AV' =|A]V and|A| = V'VATAV'T = VVATAVT,

We can now introduce a polar decompositiorAdh the quantity T(AW) and find

[Tr(AW)| = [Tr(JAVW)| = [Tr(|A[Y2|AY 2V W), (8.3)

We denoteX = |A|Y/2 = XT andY = |A|Y2VW (W andV are both unitary matrices) and apply
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (Theorem 2) to obtain

Tr(AW)| = [Tr(XTY)] < /Tr(A) /TrWIVTAVW)) = Tr(JA)) (8.4)

Equality holds if and only ifA|1/2 = B|A|}2VW, for somep € C. This is possible if and only
if BVW = R, whereRis of the same form than the unitazyin Eqn. [8.2). We can multiply each
side with its adjoint and then fing8|?> = 1. This implies thap = e~'? for some anglep so that
we find the connectiollV = VTRé?. SinceV comes from a polar decomposition [#f andR
is of the form of T, W' is a valid unitary for a polar decomposition [#|. This completes the
proof. |

8.3 Appendix C

Proof of Lemma 3 To complete the proof, we see two basic properties of the@ippf two
positive semi-definite matricéd andN

N C M, (8.5)

yM - yM+N- (8.6)
The first ingredient is to see thAt B is Hermitian. Indeed, we can write

AA+B)B = AA+B) }(B+A-A) (8.7)
= A(A+B) '(A+B)-AA+B) A (8.8)

Let us underline tha(A+ B) 1(A+B) = Ally, , = Asince.’a C .Yays. Similarly (A+
B)(A+B)'A=1I1y, A=A Asaresult,

A(A+B)™'B = A—AA+B)!A (8.9)
= (A+B)(A+B) lA—AA+B) A (8.10)
= A(A+B) !B (8.11)
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Now we can prove tha¥’a.g C /AN .7B. IndeedSy(a;p)-18 C FA aNdSga,p)-14 C 7B
SinceA(A+B)~!1B = B(A+B) 1A, it follows that.7ap C .7AN. 5.

The last step is to prove thataN.7g C Sa.s. TO d0O SO, lek be in.¥AN . and find a vector
y € ./pAU.%g such thatA: B)y = x. Actually, such ayis given by(A~! +B~1)x. Indeed

(A:B)y = AA+B) B(A14+B1)x (8.12)

B(A+B) 'AA 1+ A(A+B) BB x (8.13)
(8.14)

= B(A+B) x+AA+B) x

since,¥x € ./aN .78, AA~x = x andBB~1x = x. Finally we can writg/A: B)y = (B+A)(A+
B)*lx = Xxsincex € YaAN.B C Sa+B. These completes the proof. [ |
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