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Abstract

W e show that, given a generalm ixed state for a quantum system , there

areno physicalm eansforbroadcasting thatstateonto two separatequantum

system s, even when the state need only be reproduced m arginally on the

separatesystem s.Thisresultgeneralizesand extendsthestandard no-cloning

theorem forpurestates.
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The 
 edgling � eld ofquantum inform ation theory [1]draws attention to fundam ental

questions about what is physically possible and what is not. An exam ple is the theorem

[2,3]thatthereareno physicalm eansby which an unknown pure quantum statecan bere-

produced orcopied| aresultsum m arized by thephrase\quantum statescannotbecloned."

In this paperwe form ulate and prove an im possibility theorem thatextends and general-

izesthepure-stateno-cloning theorem to m ixed quantum states.Thetheorem answersthe

question:arethereany physicalm eansforbroadcasting an unknown quantum state,pureor

m ixed,onto two separate quantum system s? By broadcasting we m ean thatthe m arginal

density operatorofeach oftheseparatesystem sisthesam easthestateto bebroadcast.

Thepure-state\no-cloning"theorem [2,3]prohibitsbroadcastingpurestates,fortheonly

way to broadcasta purestatej iisto putthetwo system sin theproductstatej i
 j i,

i.e.,to clone j i. Thingsare m ore com plicated when the statesare m ixed. A m ixed-state

no-cloning theorem is not su� cient to dem onstrate no-broadcasting,for there are m any

conceivablewaysto broadcasta m ixed state� withoutthejointstatebeing in theproduct

form �
 �,them ixed-stateanalog ofcloning;thesystem sm ightbecorrelated orentangled

in such a way asto give the rightm arginaldensity operators. Forinstance,ifthe density

operatorhasthe spectraldecom position � =
P

b�bjbihbj,a potentialbroadcasting state is

thehighly correlated jointstate ~� =
P

b
�bjbijbihbjhbj,which,though notoftheproductform

�
 �,reproducesthecorrectm arginalprobability distributions.

Thegeneralproblem ,posed form ally,isthis.A quantum system AB iscom posed oftwo

parts,A and B,each having an N -dim ensionalHilbertspace.System A issecretly prepared

in onestatefrom a setA = f�0;�1g oftwo quantum states.System B,slated to receive the

unknown state,isin a standard quantum state� .Theinitialstateofthecom positesystem

AB isthe productstate �s 
 � ,where s = 0 or1 speci� eswhich state isto be broadcast.

W eask whetherthereisany physicalprocessE,consistentwith thelawsofquantum theory,

thatleadsto an evolution ofthe form �s 
 � ! E(�s 
 � )= ~�s,where ~�s isany state on

theN 2-dim ensionalHilbertspaceAB such that
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tr
A
(~�s)= �s and tr

B
(~�s)= �s : (1)

Here tr
A
and tr

B
denote partialtracesoverA and B.Ifthere isan E thatsatis� esEq.(1)

forboth �0 and �1,then the setA can be broadcast. A specialcase ofbroadcasting isthe

evolution speci� ed by E(�s
 � )= �s
 �s;wereservetheword cloning forthisstrong form

ofbroadcasting.

The m ost generalaction E on AB consistent with quantum theory is to allow AB to

interactunitarily with an auxiliary quantum system C in som estandard stateand thereafter

to ignoretheauxiliary system [4];thatis,

E(�s 
 � )= tr
C

�

U(�s 
 � 
 � )Uy
�

; (2)

for som e auxiliary system C,som e standard state � on C,and som e unitary operator U

on ABC.W e show that such an evolution can lead to broadcasting ifand only if�0 and

�1 com m ute. This result strikes close to the heart ofthe di� erence between the classical

and quantum theories,becauseitprovidesanotherphysicaldistinction between com m uting

and noncom m uting states.W e furthershow thatA isclonable ifand only if�0 and �1 are

identicalororthogonal(�0�1 = 0).

To see thatthe set A can be broadcast when the states com m ute,we do not need to

attach an auxiliary system . Since orthogonalpure statescan be cloned,broadcasting can

be obtained by cloning the sim ultaneous eigenstates of�0 and �1. Let jbi,b = 1;:::;N ,

be an orthonorm albasisforA in which both �0 and �1 arediagonal,and lettheirspectral

decom positions be �s =
P

b�sbjbihbj. Consider any unitary operator U on AB consistent

with Ujbij1i= jbijbi.Ifwechoose� = j1ih1jand let

~�s = U(�s 
 � )Uy =
X

b

�sbjbijbihbjhbj; (3)

weim m ediately havethat ~�0 and ~�1 satisfy Eq.(1).

The converse ofthis statem ent| that ifA can be broadcast,�0 and �1 com m ute| is

m oredi� cultto prove.Ourproofiscouched in term softheconceptof�delity between two

density operators.The� delity F(�0;�1)isde� ned by
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F(�0;�1)= tr
q

�
1=2

0
�1�

1=2

0
; (4)

whereforanypositiveoperatorO ,i.e.,anyHerm itian operatorwith nonnegativeeigenvalues,

O 1=2 denotesitsunique positive square root. (Note thatRef.[6]de� nes� delity to be the

squareofthepresentquantity.) Fidelity isan analogueofthem odulusoftheinnerproduct

forpure states[5,6]and can be interpreted asa m easure ofdistinguishability forquantum

states: itrangesbetween 0 and 1,reaching O ifand only ifthe statesare orthogonaland

reaching 1 ifand only if�0 = �1.Itisinvariantundertheinterchange0$ 1 and underthe

transform ation �0 ! U�0U
y,�1 ! U�1U

y forany unitary operatorU [6,7].Also,from the

propertiesofthedirectproduct,onehasthatF(�0 
 �0;�1 
 �1)= F(�0;�1)F(�0;�1).

AnotherreasonF(�0;�1)de� nesagoodnotionofdistinguishability[8]isthatitequalsthe

m inim aloverlap between theprobability distributionsp0(b)= tr(�0E b)and p1(b)= tr(�1E b)

generated by a generalized m easurem entorpositiveoperator-valued m easure (POVM )fE bg

[4].Thatis[7],

F(�0;�1)= m in
fE bg

X

b

q

tr(�0E b)
q

tr(�1E b); (5)

where the m inim um istaken overallsetsofpositive operatorsfE bg such that
P

b
E b = 11.

Thisrepresentation of� delity hastheadvantage ofbeing de� ned operationally in term sof

m easurem ents.W ecalla POVM thatachievesthem inim um in Eq.(5)an optim alPOVM .

One way to see the equivalence ofEqs.(5) and (4) is through the Schwarz inequality

fortheoperatorinnerproducttr(AB y):tr(AA y)tr(B B y)� jtr(AB y)j2,with equality ifand

only ifA = �B forsom e constant�.Going through thisexercise isusefulbecause itleads

directly to theproofoftheno-broadcasting theorem .LetfE bg beany POVM and letU be

any unitary operator.Using thecyclicproperty ofthetraceand theSchwarzinequality,we

havethat

X

b

q

tr(�0E b)
q

tr(�1E b)

=
X

b

r

tr
�

U�
1=2

0
E b�

1=2

0
U y

�
r

tr
�

�
1=2

1
E b�

1=2

1

�
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X

b

�
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1=2

0
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1=2

b
E
1=2

b
�
1=2

1

��
�
� (I)

�

�
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�
�
�

X

b

tr
�

U�
1=2

0
E b�

1=2

1

�
�
�
�
�
�
=

�
�
�tr

�

U�
1=2

0
�
1=2

1

��
�
� : (6)

W ecan usethefreedom in U tom aketheinequality astightaspossible.Todothis,werecall

[6,9]thatm axjtr(VO )j= tr
p
O yO,whereO isany operatorand them axim um istaken over

allunitary operatorsV .Them axim um isachieved only by thoseV such thatVO =
p
O yO;

thatthereexistsatleastonesuch V isinsured by theoperatorpolardecom position theorem

[9].Therefore,by choosing

U�
1=2

0
�
1=2

1
=

q

�
1=2

1
�0�

1=2

1
; (7)

wegetthat
P

b

q

tr(�0E b)
q

tr(�1E b)� F(�0;�1).

To � nd optim alPOVM s,we consultthe conditionsforequality in Eq.(6). These arise

from step Iand theonefollowing it:a POVM isoptim alifand only if

U�
1=2

0
E
1=2

b
= �b�

1=2

1
E
1=2

b
(8)

and

tr
�

U�
1=2

0
E b�

1=2

1

�

= �btr(�1E b)� 0 , �b � 0: (9)

W hen �1 isinvertible,Eq.(8)becom es

M E
1=2

b
= �bE

1=2

b
; (10)

where

M = �
�1=2

1
U�

1=2

0
= �

�1=2

1

q

�
1=2

1
�0�

1=2

1
�
�1=2

1
(11)

is a positive operator. Therefore one way to satisfy Eq.(8)with �b � 0 is to take E b =

jbihbj,where thevectorsjbiarean orthonorm aleigenbasisforM ,with �b chosen to bethe

eigenvalueofjbi.W hen �1 isnoninvertible,therearestilloptim alPOVM s.Onecan choose

the � rstEb to be the projectoronto the nullsubspace of�1;in the supportof�1,i.e.,the
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orthocom plem ent ofthe nullsubspace,�1 isinvertible,so one can construct the analogue

ofM and proceed asforan invertible �1. Note thatifboth �0 and �1 are invertible,M is

invertible.

W ebegin theproofoftheno-broadcastingtheorem by usingEq.(5)toshow that� delity

cannotdecrease underthe operation ofpartialtrace;thisgivesrise to an elem entary con-

strainton allpotentialbroadcasting processesE.SupposeEq.(1)issatis� ed fortheprocess

E ofEq.(2),and letfE bg denotean optim alPOVM fordistinguishing �0 and �1.Then,for

each s,tr(~�s(E b
 11))= tr
A
(tr

B
(~�s)E b)= tr

A
(�sE b);itfollowsthat

F
A
(�0;�1)�

X

b

q

tr(~�0(E b
 11))
q

tr(~�1(E b
 11))

� m in
f~E cg

X

c

q

tr(~�0 ~E c)
q

tr(~�1 ~E c)

= F(~�0;~�1): (12)

Here F
A
(�0;�1) denotes the � delity F(�0;�1);the subscript A em phasizes that F

A
(�0;�1)

standsforthe particularrepresentation on the � rstline. The inequality in Eq.(12)com es

from the factthatfE b 
 11g m ightnotbe an optim alPOVM fordistinguishing ~�0 and ~�1;

thisdem onstratesthesaid partialtraceproperty.Sim ilarly itfollowsthat

F
B
(�0;�1)�

X

b

q

tr(~�0(11
 E b))
q

tr(~�1(11
 E b))

� F(~�0;~�1); (13)

where the subscriptB em phasizesthatF
B
(�0;�1)standsforthe representation on the � rst

line.

On theotherhand,wecan justaseasily derivean inequality thatisoppositetoEqs.(12)

and (13).By thedirectproductform ula and theinvarianceof� delity underunitary trans-

form ations,

F(�0;�1)= F(�0 
 � 
 � ;�1 
 � 
 � ) (14)

= F
�

U(�0 
 � 
 � )Uy;U(�1 
 � 
 � )Uy
�

:

Therefore,by thepartial-traceproperty,
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F(�0;�1) (15)

� F
�

tr
C

�

U(�0 
 � 
 � )Uy
�

;tr
C

�

U(�1 
 � 
 � )Uy
��

;

or,m oresuccinctly,

F(�0;�1)� F
�

E(�0 
 � );E(�1 
 � )
�

= F(~�0;~�1): (16)

Theelem entary constraintnow follows,fortheonly way tom aintain Eqs.(12),(13),and

(16)iswith strictequality.In otherwords,wehavethatifthesetA can bebroadcast,then

therearedensity operators ~�0 and ~�1 on AB satisfying Eq.(1)and

F
A
(�0;�1)= F(~�0;~�1)= F

B
(�0;�1): (17)

Letuspause atthispointto considerthe restricted question ofcloning. IfA isto be

clonable,there m ust exist a process E such that ~�s = �s 
 �s fors = 0;1. But then,by

Eq.(17),wem usthave

F(�0;�1)= F(�0 
 �0;�1 
 �1)= F(�0;�1)
2
; (18)

which m eansthatF(�0;�1)= 1 or0,i.e.,�0 and �1 areidenticalororthogonal.There can

be no cloning fordensity operatorswith nontrivial� delity. The converse,thatorthogonal

and identicaldensity operatorscan be cloned,follows,in the � rstcase,from the factthat

they can be distinguished by m easurem entand,in the second case,because they need not

bedistinguished atall.

Like the pure-state no-cloning theorem [2,3],this no-cloning result form ixed states is

a consistency requirem ent for the axiom that quantum m easurem ents cannot distinguish

nonorthogonalstates with perfect reliability. Ifnonorthogonalquantum states could be

cloned, there would exist a m easurem ent procedure for distinguishing those states with

arbitrarily high reliability:onecould m akem easurem entson enough copiesofthequantum

stateto m aketheprobability ofa correctinferenceofitsidentity arbitrarily high.Thatthis

consistency requirem ent,asexpressed in Eq.(17),should also excludem oregeneralkindsof

broadcasting problem sisnotim m ediately obvious. Nevertheless,thisisthe contentofour
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claim thatEq.(17)generally cannotbe satis� ed;any broadcasting processcan be viewed

ascreating distinguishability ex nihilo with respectto m easurem entson the largerHilbert

space AB.Only forthe case ofcom m uting density operatorsdoesbroadcasting notcreate

any extra distinguishability.

W enow show thatEq.(17)im pliesthat�0 and �1 com m ute.To sim plify theexposition,

we assum e that�0 and �1 areinvertible. W e proceed by studying theconditionsnecessary

for the representations F
A
(�0;�1) and F

B
(�0;�1) in Eqs.(12) and (13) to equalF(~�0;~�1).

Recallthattheoptim alPOVM fE bg fordistinguishing �0 and �1 can bechosen so thatthe

POVM elem entsE b = jbihbjareacom pletesetoforthogonalone-dim ensionalprojectorsonto

orthonorm aleigenstatesofM .Then,repeating the stepsleading from Eqs.(6)to (9),one

� ndsthatthenecessary conditionsforequality in Eq.(17)arethateach Eb
 11= (E b
 11)1=2

and each 11
 E b = (11
 E b)1=2 satisfy

~U ~�1=2
0
(11
 E b)= �b ~�

1=2

1
(11
 E b); (19)

~V ~�1=2
0
(E b
 11)= �b ~�

1=2

1
(E b
 11); (20)

where�b and �b arenonnegativenum bersand ~U and ~V areunitary operatorssatisfying

~U ~�1=2
0
~�1=2
1

= ~V ~�1=2
0
~�1=2
1

=
q

~�1=2
1
~�0~�

1=2

1
: (21)

Although �0 and �1 areassum ed invertible,onecannotdem and that~�0 and ~�1 beinvertible|

a glanceatEq.(3)showsthatto betoo restrictive.Thism eansthat ~U and ~V need notbe

thesam e.Also wecannotassum ethatthereisany relation between �b and �b.

Therem ainderoftheproofconsistsinshowingthatEqs.(19)through(21),which arenec-

essary (though perhapsnotsu� cient)forbroadcasting,are neverthelessrestrictive enough

to im ply that�0 and �1 com m ute. The � rst step is to sum over b in Eqs.(19)and (20).

De� ning thepositiveoperators

G =
X

b

�bjbihbj and H =
X

b

�bjbihbj; (22)

weobtain
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~U ~�1=2
0

= ~�1=2
1
(11
 G) and ~V ~�1=2

0
= ~�1=2

1
(H 
 11): (23)

The next step is to dem onstrate that G and H are invertible and,in fact,equalto

each other. M ultiplying the two equationsin Eq.(23)from the leftby ~�1=2
0

~U y and ~�1=2
0

~V y,

respectively,and partialtracing the� rstoverA and thesecond overB,weget

�0 = tr
A

�

~�1=2
0

~U y~�1=2
1

�

G and �0 = tr
B

�

~�1=2
0

~V y~�1=2
1

�

H : (24)

Since,by assum ption,�0 isinvertible,itfollowsthatG and H areinvertible.Returning to

Eq.(23),m ultiplyingboth partsfrom theleftby ~�1=2
1

and tracingoverA and B,respectively,

weobtain

tr
A

�

~�1=2
1

~U ~�1=2
0

�

= �1G and tr
B

�

~�1=2
1

~V ~�1=2
0

�

= �1H : (25)

ConjugatingthetwopartsofEq.(25)and insertingtheresultsintothetwopartsofEq.(24)

yields

�0 = G�1G and �0 = H �1H : (26)

This shows thatG = H ,because these equations have a unique positive solution,nam ely

theoperatorM ofEq.(11).Thiscan beseen by m ultiplying Eq.(26)from theleftand right

by �1=2
1

to get�1=2
1
�0�

1=2

1
= (�1=2

1
G�

1=2

1
)2.Thepositive operator�1=2

1
G�

1=2

1
isthustheunique

positivesquarerootof�1=2
1
�0�

1=2

1
.

Knowing thatG = H = M ,wereturn to Eq.(23).Thetwo parts,taken together,im ply

that

~V y~U ~�1=2
0

= ~�1=2
0
(M �1


 M ): (27)

Ifjbiand jciareeigenvectorsofM ,with eigenvalues�b and �c,Eq.(27)im pliesthat

~V y~U
�

~�1=2
0
jbijci

�

=
�c

�b

�

~�1=2
0
jbijci

�

: (28)

Thism eansthat~�1=2
0
jbijciiszero oritisan eigenvectoroftheunitary operator ~V y~U.In the

lattercase,sincetheeigenvaluesofa unitary operatorhavem odulus1,itm ustbetruethat

�b = �c.Hencewecan conclude that
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~�1=2
0
jbijci= 0 when �b 6= �c : (29)

Thisisenough toshow thatM and �0 com m uteand hence[�0;�1]= 0.Considerthem atrix

elem ent

hb0j(M �0 � �0M )jbi= (�b0 � �b)hb
0j�0jbi

= (�b0 � �b)
X

c

hb0jhcj~�0jcijbi: (30)

If�b = �b0,thisisautom atically zero.If,on the otherhand,�b 6= �b0,then thesum overc

m ustvanish by Eq.(29).Itfollowsthat�0 and M com m ute.Hence,using Eq.(26),

�1�0 = M
�1
�0M

�1
�0 = �0M

�1
�0M

�1 = �0�1 : (31)

Thiscom pletestheproofthatnoncom m uting quantum statescannotbebroadcast.

Note that,by the sam e m ethod asabove,~�1=2
1
jbijci= 0 when �b 6= �c. Thiscondition,

alongwithEq.(29),determ inestheconceivablebroadcastingstates,inwhich thecorrelations

between thesystem sA and B rangefrom purely classicalto purely quantum .Forexam ple,

since�0 and �1 com m ute,thestatesofEq.(3)satisfytheseconditions,butsodotheperfectly

entangled pure states
P

b

p
�sbjbijbi. Notallsuch broadcasting statescan be realized by a

physicalprocessE,butsu� cientconditionsforrealizability arenotknown.

In closing,wem ention an application ofthisresult.In som e versionsofquantum cryp-

tography [10],thelegitim ateusersofa com m unication channelencodethebits0 and 1 into

nonorthogonalpure states. This is done to ensure that any eavesdropping is detectable,

since eavesdropping necessarily disturbs the states sent to the legitim ate receiver [11]. If

thechannelisnoisy,however,causing thebitsto evolveto noncom m uting m ixed states,the

detectability ofeavesdropping isno longer a given. The result presented here shows that

therearenom eansavailableforan eavesdroppertoobtain thesignal,noiseand all,intended

forthelegitim atereceiverwithoutin som eway changing thestatessentto thereceiver.

W e thank Richard Hughesforusefuldiscussions. Thiswork wassupported in partby

theO� ceofNavalResearch (GrantNo.N00014-93-1-0116).
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