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Foragiven ensambl ofN independent and identically prepared particles,

we calculate the binary decision costs of di erent strategies for m easurem ent
ofpolarised spin 1/2 particles. T he resul proves that, or any given values of
the prior probabilities and any num ber of constituent particles, the cost for a
com bined m easurem ent is alw ays less than or equal to that for any com bina—
tion of sgparate m easurem ents upon sub-ensem bles. T he Bayes cost, which is
that associated w ith the optim al strategy (ie., a combined m easurem ent) is

ocbtained in a sin ple closed fom .

PACS Numbers : 0250, 0250Le, 03.65Bz

In a problem ofexperin entaldesign, the task ofthe experin entalist isto nd an optin al
cbservational strategy. O rdinarily, one must choose am ong di erent strategies before the
data can be obtained, and hence one must perform a preposterior analysis. W hen the
experin ent Involves a decision am ong di erent quantum m echanical states, such an analysis
is indeed In portant, since, unlike the classical case, virtuial sam pling, ie., repeated sam plings
of the sam e system , are not generally pem ited.

There are a number of di erent approaches for nding an optim al strategy. In the
Inform ation-theoretic approach, one typically detem ines the strategy that m axim ises the

mutual nfom ation (see, eg. [, but this is generally di cul, owing to the nonlinear
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nature ofthe Shannon inform ation. In them Inin ax approach f], one ndsthe strategy that
m inin ises the m axinum oost (or loss) ncurred by the decision am ong di erent strategies.
W hen certain a priori know ledge conceming the nature of the state is available, then one
m ay seek a strategy that m inin ises the expected cost, using a Bayes procedure ], B1.

In the present Letter, we study the B ayesian approach to a binary decision problem foran
ensam ble of polarised spin 1/2 particles. First, we brie y Introduce the Bayesian approach
to quantum hypothesis testing. These notions, developed by Helstrom and others ( @],
B1, and [§]), are then applied to obtain the optim al strategy for a B ayes decision between
two quantum m echanical pure states, for an ensem ble of polarised spin 1/2 particles. In this
exam ple, we rst study the application ofquantum B ayes sequentialanalysisto theensamble.
The resul is then com pared w ith a com bined m easurem ent of the entire ensam ble, treated
as a singlke ocom posite system . O ther strategies consisting of combined m easurem ents of
sub-ensam bles are also considered. The Bayes solution to the problem dem onstrates that
the Bayes cost for separate sequential m easurem ents of the individual particles is the sam e
as that of a combined m easurem ent. This resul di ers from that predicted by Peres and
W ootters []]. Any other strategy tums out to entaila higher expected cost. N everthelss, we
conclude, for the reasons given below , that a com bined m easuram ent of the entire ensemble
is, In general, an optin alone.

F irst, consider a decision problm requiring a choice among M hypotheses H ; wH
conceming a quantum system . H ypothesisH , asserts that the density operator ofthe system

s, k=1 ;M ), and the prior probability of the j-th state jsw ith
k = 1: 1)

From pastexperience, one know sthat the system is in the j-th statew ith a relative frequency
5. The selfadpint operators *x act on the vectors of a H ibert space H , are non-negative

de nite, and have uni trace.
A quantum decision strategy is characterised by a prokability operator m easure (om ) on

H, ie, a sst ofM non-negative de nite selfadpint operators ; satisfying



;= 1: @)

If this pom is applied to the system when hypothesis H, is true, then the conditional

probability of choosing hypothesis H 5 is given by
PrX = JW =%k) = Tr(x 5): 3)

Here, X denotes the random varable that is to be ocbserved, and W , typically being the
param eter, is the unknown state of nature.

Now, Jet C ;5 be the cost of choosing hypothesis H ; when H 4 is true. Then the expected
cost of the observational strategy speci ed by thepom £ ;g is A1

Mo M
c = $CyTr(y 3) Tr Ri i; )
=131 i

w here the Hem itian risk operators R; are de ned by
Ri = jC ij Aj . (5)

A st £ ;g of pom that m inim ises the cost (4), under the constraints (2), is de ned as
optin aland the cost isBayes, ie.,C = C (the suprescript * here corresponds to the optin al
strategy) . Necessary and su cient conditions for the optin ality of a pom are known to be

B1, @] the selfadpintness of the operator

# ®
= Ry y = Ry ©)
j=1 j=1
and the non-negative de niteness ofthe operatorR ; forallj= 1; ;M . Them Inin um
expected B ayes cost is thus
C (;f 49 = Tr : (7)

In asimplkcasewhereM = 2, ie., forbinary decisions, one can easily verify E] that the

optin alpom is profction valued, and the B ayes cost becom es

C (3£ 49 = 1Cuut 2Cyp

X
2C12 Cy) i 8)

>0



where ; are the eigenvalues of the operator ™, N, wih

_ 1C21 Co1) _ : )
2C12 Cyz2) 1

Here and in the sequel, we choose a 0-1 cost structure; Cy5 = 1 i3, le., assign cost 1 to an
Incorrect decision and 0 to a correct decision. A 1so, the pror probability for state 1 is given
by 1= ,andhence ,=1
Now, we consider an experim ent where a physicist m ust estin ate (decide) the direction
of polarisation of a given ensamble of N goin 1/2 particles, using a Stem-G erlach (sq)
device. T he physicist know s that the particles have been ltered through another sg device
with amagnetic eld n the x vy plne at a constant anglke ; or , from the x-axis, and
In either case the spin up state hasbeen selected. T he physicist can select the ordentation
angk of the detector relative to the x-axis. W hen the particke passes through the eld
of the detectorm agnet, the physicist cbserves either the spin up (head) or spin down (tail)
state, whereupon he m ust decide between the altematives ; (ie., the polarsation direction
= 1) and ,.W e do not specify the values of the angls £ g, but the di erence between
the two angles is given by Jj, 1= 2
First, consider the case where the physicist perform s sequential cbservations of each
ndividual spin 1/2 particle. Suppose, for sin plicity, that N = 1. The physicist has to
decide, either before or after the observation, whether the particke is polarised in the | or
» direction. If a decision were to be chosen w ithout any ocbservation, then a B ayes decision
against the prior distrbution W ) of W (in thiscase, W = 1 or 2) would be optin al.
Suppose that X (gpin Up’ or Hown’) is cbserved before a decision is chosen. Then, the
decision process for the physicist follow s the sam e procedure as the previous case. H owever,
the di erence here is that the distribution of W has changed from the prior to the posterior
distrdoution. H ence, a B ayes decision agamnst the posterior distribution ofW isnow optin al.
T he conditional probability for cbserving the spin up ¢+ 1) state, when the state of the
system is %, is given by

k

b() Pr® =+1§1 = ) = cos( 5

) : 10)



Ifone xestheanglk ,then the expermm ent is entirely analogous to a classical coin tossing
problm [, wih coins whose bias is given by the above by . H owever, having the freedom
to choose the anglke for each value of the prior , the physicist must choose an optin al

direction given by []

sn, @ ysin ,
o = tan! : 11
ot () ] ) o5 , 11)

Hence, we have a problem of tossing quantum coins whose bias is a function of the prior
probability
Having chosen the optin alanglk ., the Bayes decision rule speci es that ; is to be
chosen if the spin up state is cbserved, and , otherw ise. T he B ayes cost against the prior
,when N = 1, can easily be obtained by calculating the eigenvalues of % ~ , wih the
result {1

1 q
C(;l)=§1 2 2 @+ cos2 ) +1 12)

Now, suppose that N = 2, and the result ofm easuram ent of the st particlke has been

cbtained. A sm entioned above, the physicist m ust follow the sam e procedures as In the case

N = 1, wih the posterior distrbbution ( ) Instead ofthe prior . From Bayes’ theorem,
the posterior probability that = ; isgiven by
b () t) @ )
or
1
() = T b()) ; 14)
T b)) + @ H)) @ )

according to the outcome (+ or ) of the st measurament. The optin al orentation
angle, before perform ing the second m easurem ent, isnow given by e ( (+)) or oo ( (),

accordingly. The Bayes cost forthiscase N = 2) is given by the weighted average, ie.,

C =DhbC(&yh+ba o)1)



N ext, we consider an arbitrary numberN ofparticles. A gain, the procedures are the sam e
as above, except that the prior is now replaced by one ofthe 28 ! posterdors [ ¢+ + +),
], after observations ofN 1 particles. In a classical B ayes decision procedie BJl, B], it is
di cul (orim possible) to obtain theBayes cost asa closed fiinction ofN . T he reason isthat,
rst, one must study the tree [[(] of the posterior distributions, w ith branches proliferating
as 2V . To each branch (ie., posterior) of the tree, one associates the cost C ( ;1), and
then calculates the welght (orobability) for the sequence of outocom es associated w ith that
brandh. A fter these considerations, one can, In principle, ocbtain the weighted average of
the ocost, which volres 28 ! tems. (N ote that, Hr classical coins, the branches of the
posterior tree do recom bine and hence proliferate as N . H owever, the weights associated
w ith the branches do not recom bine, and therefore one cannot avoid the consideration of
2N 1 tem s.)
In the case of our \quantum coins", the situation appears even worse, since, after each
observation, the physicist m ust tum the device in accordance w ith ormula (11). Thisresuls
n changing thebiasky ( ) ofthe \coins" at each stage, and hence onem ust also Incorporate
the bias tree (which proliferates 2" ). However, it tums out that this optin al ordentation

forces the posterior tree to recom bine into two branches, ie.,

1 q
;) = 2 1 1 4 ) cogl b ; 15)

where oorresoonds to the outcom e ofthe Jast (n 1-th) tralbeing spin up (+) ordown
( ). This result can be proven by induction as follow s. First, forn = 1, it is easily verdi ed
that (1; )= ( )asgiven n (13) and (14).Next, assum e that the lJast (n 1-th) outcom e
of the trialis ( ), and that the posterior is given by the above (; ). Then, if the next
trialoutcom e is (+ ), follow s from B ayes’ theoram , that the posterior distrioution, aftern+ 1

observations, is given by

( ) = b() @) .

b() @ )+H) @ @ )
w ith = ot @; )). After some algebra, one can show that the above ( +) =
n+ 1;+). Theotherthree cases [ ( ), etc.] can also be treated In the sam e m anner.



A Though the weights for di erent brandhes neither recom bine In the quantum case, since
C ( n;+);1)=C ( I; );1),the nalaverage cost is jastC ( (; );1) timesthe sum of
all the di erent weights which is jast 1), and hence we nally deduce that the Bayes cost

for sequential observations is

C (;N) =

1 1 4 @ ) cod" ; 1e)

Nl Q
Q

for etther value ofthe N  1-th outcome (+ or ).

N ext, consider the case where the physicist treats the entire ensam bl as a single com —
posite system . The total spin of a system with N particles is Just N =2, and the density
operator for a soin N =2 particle polarised in the direction n = (cos ;sin ;0) isgiven by

q_

C(n = 2% §CunCpe '™ ™ @7
where h;m ) = 0; ;N . According to the resul in (8), onemust nd the eigenvalues ofthe
matrix N In order to obtain the Bayes cost. W e rst show that them atrix *, ~ s
of rank two, and thus has only two non-zero eigenvalues. D e ne two vectors u = fu,g and
v = fv,g by

W 2% nceRt (18)
and

Ve 2 w2 W Cae® @9)
Then, (")nn = U, Uy and (L)nn = V, V5. Shhoe the nnerproductu u=v v= 1,0ne
cbtains

X
= (")mnu, = u
n

and sim ilarly, v = v . Now, et w and be an eigenvector and the corresponding

eigenvalue of the m atrix %, N, e



("1 W= W 0)

W e may expand the elgenvector w In tem s of a basis that contains ettheru orv , ie.,
W = gu +u, orw = v + v,. Here, u, denotes som e vector orthogonal to u , and

sin ilarly forv, . However, since ~u, = v, = 0, we have
w = Qqu oV (21)

T herefore, the m atrix %, " Is of ank two, as clain ed. On the other hand, ifwe fom

the inner product of the two vectorsw = ¢gu + u, and u, we ocbtain

C
W u=g¢c= = —q@ u; 22)

and sin ilarly,

w V= g= g(u V) —@ (23)

W ithout any loss ofgenerality, wem ay now sst ¢ = 1, and then by elin lnating ¢, from the
above equations, we obtain the eigenvalues of them atrix N, i ey

1 Sl
> @ ) a ¥ o4 (2 1) ; @4)

where

= 20N g Cp €2 = oM () ©5)

T herefore, the binary B ayes decision cost for a spin N =2 partick is

C (;N) =

NI -
'_\
'_\

4 (1 ) cod" : (@6)

O ne mm ediately observes that the above cost (26) isthe sam e asthat obtained from sequen-
tial analysis, given by (16). Hence, the Bayes solution to our optin isation problem states

that a combined m easuram ent is as advantageous as sequential m easurem ents. These two



strategies, however, are not the only ones, and m any other partially combined m easurem ent
procedures are possibl. However, In the present form alisn of sequential analysis, the only
e ect ofany Interm ediate m easurem ents, either partially com bined or not, consists in updat-
Ing the posterior distributions. Since the B ayes cost is a m onotonically decreasing fiinction
ofthe num ber of updating steps, this In plies that any partially com bined m easurem ents w i1l
Increase the cost. Therefore, we m ay now conclide that the optin alm easurem ent strategy
consists In either perform Ing a com bined m easurem ent of the entire ensamble or perfom —
Ing sequential m easurem ents of the ndividual particles. Any other strategies w ill result in
higher costs.

This resul isquite di erent from that expected by Peres and W ootters, who con gctured
that sequential m easurem ents can never be as e cint as a combined m easurem ent [f].
H owever, it is in portant to note that their con ecture isbased upon an nform ation-theoretic
approach, and the solution of an optin isation problem using a Bayesian approach can yield
a di erent resul. M assar and Popescu [[I]], on the other hand, have proved the above
m entioned ocon pcture explicitly for the case N = 2. The m ethod used thereln is e ectively
sin ilar to a Bayesian approach, w ithout the use of the pror distrdbutions. H owever, when
a prior distroution is available, the Bayes solution is known to be optin al in general J].
If prior know Jedge is not available, one can still apply the Bayesian approadh, using a non—
Inform ative pror. The analysis of such cases is, however, beyond the scope of the present
Letter.

T hroughout the present Letter, we have only considered the cost associated w ith m aking
decisions. In any practical situation, on the other hand, one m ust take Into consideration
other costs (eg., the cbservational cost, the cost of analysing the resuls, etc.). In our exam —
pl of sequential analysis, for exam ple, at each stage before perform ing an observation, the
physicist m ust analyse the previous results In order to determm ne the optin altuming angle.
Onem ight argue that H] the analysing cost can be Ignored, since, after all, scientists are so
underpaid that the cost of their Iabors is usually negligble! N onetheless, the cbservational

costs cannot be ignored in general. A ssum ing the lnearity of the utility function (e4g., that



the total cost is just the sum of the decision cost and the observational costs), it is clear
that any ssparate m easuram ents w ill result in a higher total cost, since the decision cost for
optin alsequentialm easurem ents (ie., ssquentialm easurem ents w ith optim alangular orien—
tations) can neverbe lower than that fora com bined m easurem ent. T herefore, we conclude,
after these considerations, that a com bined m easurem ent is optin al in general.

In connection w ith the decision problem for classical coins which was brie y m entioned
above, it is interesting to note that all the quantum results obtained by calculating the
eigenvalues of the density operators can, in principle, be recovered from purely classical
calculations, even for sequential m easurem ents, if and only if the spins of the particles
oconcemed are 1/2. That is, provided one does not perform any combined m easurem ents,
the resuls can be obtamned from classical calculations. M ore details of this, as well as
a treatm ent including the cbservational costs, may be found In [H]. (See, also ] for a
com parison between classical and quantum o©oin tossings.)
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