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Abstract

W e show that, given a general m ixed state for a quantum system , there
are no physicalm eans for broadcasting that state onto two separate quantum
system s, even when the state need only be reproduced m arginally on the
separate system s. T his resul generalizes and extends the standard no-cloning

theoram for pure states.
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The edgling eld of quantum ifom ation theory[]l] draw s attention to findam ental
questions about what is physically possibl and what is not. An exam pl is the theorem
B3] that there are no physicalm eans by which an unknown pure quantum state can be re-
producad or copied | a result sum m arized by the phrase \quantum states cannot be cloned."
In this paper we form ulate and prove an in possbility theorem that extends and general-
izes the pure-state nocloning theorem to m ixed quantum states. The theoram answers the
question: are there any physicalm eans for broadcasting an unknow n quantum state, pure or
m ixed, onto two separate quantum system s? By broadcasting we m ean that the m arginal
density operator of each of the separate system s is the sam e as the state to be broadcast.

T he pure-state \noclning" theorem [J]1prohibitsbroadcasting pure states, orthe only
way to broadcast a pure state j i isto put the two system s In the product state j i J i,
ie., to clone j i. Things are m ore com plicated when the states are m ixed. A m ixed-state
no—cloning theoram is not su cient to dem onstrate no-broadcasting, for there are m any
conceivable ways to broadcast a m ixed state w ithout the pint state being In the product
form , the m ixed-state analog of cloning; the systam sm ight be correlated or entangled
In such a way as to give the right m arginal density operators. For instance, if the density
operator has the spectral decom position = ¥ L, i) a potential broadcasting state is
the highly correlated pint state ~= F » bPiFpihoib) which, though not ofthe product form

, reproduces the correct m arginal probability distribbutions.

T he generalproblem , posed form ally, isthis. A quantum system AB is com posed oftwo
parts, A and B, each having an N -din ensional H ibert space. System A is secretly prepared
In one state from a sst A = £ 4; g oftwo quantum states. System B, slated to receive the
unknow n state, is in a standard quantum state . The iniialstate ofthe com posite system
AB is the product state ,where s= 0 orl speci eswhich state is to be broadcast.
W e ask whether there is any physical process E, consistent w ith the law s of quantum theory,
that leads to an evolution of the form ' E(s ) = ~,where ~, is any state on

the N ?-din ensionalH ibert space AB such that



tn (~s) = s and e (Ns) = st @)

Here t, and tr, denote partial traces over A and B . If there is an E that satis es Eq. [(L)
forboth ¢ and ., then the sest A can be broadcast. A special case of broadcasting is the
evolution speci ed by E (4 )= 5 s; We reserve the word cloning for this strong form
ofbroadcasting.

The most general action E on AB oonsistent with quantum theory is to allow AB to
Interact uniarily w ith an auxiliary quantum system C in som e standard state and thereafter

to ignore the auxiliary system [J; that is,
E (s )=tr U (s ur @)

for som e auxiliary system C, som e standard state on C, and som e uniary operator U
on ABC.W e show that such an evolution can lad to broadcasting if and only if , and

;1 commute. This result strikes close to the heart of the di erence between the classical
and quantum theories, because i provides another physical distinction between com m uting
and noncom m uting states. W e further show that A is clonabl ifand only if ¢ and ; are
Identical or orthogonal ( ¢ 1 = 0).

To see that the sest A can be broadcast when the states commute, we do not need to
attach an auxiliary system . Since orthogonal pure states can be cloned, broadcasting can
be obtained by cloning the sin ultaneous eigenstates of ¢ and ;. Let i, b= 1;:::yN,
be an orthonom albasis for A in which both ¢ and ; are diagonal, and It their spectral
deocom positions be 4 = ¥ L spilbj. Consider any unitary operator U on AB consistent
wih U pijli= Jidi. Iffwe choose = Jjlihljand kt

X

~=U (s )JUY¥ = s i pihoto] ; ©)
b

we inm ediately have that ~ and ~ satisfy Eq. ().
The oconverse of this statem ent| that if A can be broadcast, o and ; commute| is

moredi cul to prove. O urproofis couched in tem s of the concept of delity between two

density operators. The delity F (3; 1) isde ned by



aq 00000
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F(o;1)=tr 4 1 ; 4)

w here forany positive operatorO , ie., any H em itian operatorw ith nonnegative eigenvalues,
0 '™ denotes its unigque positive square root. (Note that Ref. [§] de nes delity to be the
square of the present quantity.) Fidelity is an analogue of the m odulus of the inner product
for pure states [{J§] and can be Interpreted as a m easure of distinguishability for quantum
states: it ranges between 0 and 1, reaching O if and only if the states are orthogonal and
reaching 1 ifand only if (= ;. It is nvariant under the Interchange 0 $ 1 and under the
transomation o ! U cUY, ;! U ;UY orany unitary operator U [@f]]. A lso, from the
properties of the direct product, one hasthat F ( 07 1 1)=F (o; DF (97 1)-

AnotherreasonF ( ; 1) de nesagood notion ofdistinguishability [B] isthat it equalsthe
m nin aloverlap between the probability distributionsp, (o) = tr( (Ep) and p; b) = tr( 1Ey)
generated by a generalized m easurem ent or positive operatorvalied m easure POVM ) fEng
A1. That is []],

X 4d q
F(o; 1)=mi tr( oEp) tr(1Ep) ; ®)
fEpg

where the m lninum is taken over all sets of positive operators fE g such that F LwEp= 1.
T his representation of delity has the advantage of being de ned operationally in term s of
m easurem ents. W e calla POVM that achieves them ininum 1 Eq. (§) an optinal POVM .

One way to see the equivalence of Egs. (§) and @) is through the Schwarz inequality
for the operator inner product tr@BY): tr@AY)tr@BY) Fr@ABY)¥, wih equality ifand
only ifA = B forsome constant . Going through this exercise is usefiil because it leads
directly to the proof of the no-broadcasting theorem . Let fE ,gbe any POVM and kt U be
any unitary operator. U sing the cyclic property of the trace and the Schwarz inequality, we
have that

X 9d q
tr( oEy) tr(i1Ep)
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W e can use the freedom in U tom ake the inequality astight aspossble. To do this, we recall

P
@3] thatm ax Fr(VO )j= tr OY0,where O isany operator and them axinum is taken over

p
alluniary operatorsV . Them axinum isachieved only by thoseV such that VO = 0YO;
that there exists at least one such V is Insured by the operator polar decom position theoram

B1. T herefore, by choosing

; (7)

p 9 q
wegetthat , tr(,Ep) tr(1Ep) F (o5 1).

To nd optinalPOVM s, we consult the conditions for equality n Eq. [(f). These arise

from step I and the one follow Ing it: a POVM is optin al ifand only if

U Ep = p, E, ®)
and
trU ¢ Ep;° = ptr(:Ey) 0, 5 O 9)
W hen ; is invertble, Eq. (§) becom es
ME, = B, ; 10)
w here
1=2 1=2 1=2 d 1=2 1=2 1=2
M=, U, =3 1 01 1 11)

is a positive operator. Therefore one way to satisfy Eq. (§) with 0 isto take Ey, =
Jihoj where the vectors Ji are an orthonom al eigenbasis forM , with 1, chosen to be the
eigenvalue of pi. W hen ; isnoninvertible, there are stilloptim alPOVM s. O ne can choose

the 1rst B, to be the profctor onto the null subspace of ;; n the support of 1, ie., the



orthoocom plem ent of the null subspace, ; is nvertdble, so one can construct the analogue
ofM and proceed as for an invertble ;. Note that ifboth ( and ; are invertble, M is
nvertble.

W ebegin the proofofthe no-broadcasting theorem by ushgEqg. §) to show that deliy
cannot decrease under the operation of partial trace; this gives rise to an elem entary con—
straint on all potential broadcasting processes E . Suppose Eq. (l]) is satis ed for the process
E ofEq. @), and ket fE g denote an optin alPOVM frdistinguishing o and ;. Then, for

each s, tr(~ Epr 1)) = tn (tr (~)Ep) = tn ( sEp); it ©llow s that

X 4 q
F.(oi 1) tr(v Ey 1)) tr(v Ex 1))
o x 9 q
m in tr(NOEc) tr(NlEc)
fEcg ¢
—F (i) 02)

Here F, ( ¢; 1) denotes the delity F (g; 1); the subscrpt A aem phasizes that F, ( o5 1)
stands for the particular representation on the rst line. The inequality in Eq. [IR) comes
from the fact that fE, Igm ight notbe an optinalPOVM for distinguishing ~, and ~;
this dem onstrates the said partial trace property. Sin ilarly it follow s that

X 4 S

Fo (o7 1) tr(v @ Ey)) tr(v @ Eyp))
b

F (~i™~) s 13)

w here the subscript B em phasizes that F, ( o; 1) stands for the representation on the st
Iine.

O n the otherhand, we can just aseasily derive an fnequality that is opposite to Egs. {[2)
and {13). By the direct product fom ula and the invariance of delity under unitary trans—

form ations,

F(oi 1)=F (o il ) 14)

T herefore, by the partiattrace property,



F (o7 1) 15)

F tn U (o JUY tr U (4 ot ;

F(o;1) F E(o )iE (1 ) = F (v;~) 1e)

T he elem entary constraint now ollow s, orthe only way tom aintain Egs. {{J), {3J), and
{4) isw ith strict equality. In other words, we have that ifthe sest A can be broadcast, then

there are density operators ~, and ~ on AB satisfying Eq. {) and
Foloi 1)=F (v;i~)=Fs (07 1) 17)

Let us pause at this point to consider the restricted question of cloning. IfA is to be
clonable, there m ust exist a process E such that ~ = 4 s fors= 0;1. But then, by

Eq. {{}), wemust have
F(o; 1)=F (o 07 1 D=F (o; 1% 8)

which meansthatF (¢; 1) = 1 or0, ie., o and ; are identical or orthogonal. T here can
be no cloning for density operators w ith nontrivial delity. T he converse, that orthogonal
and identical density operators can be cloned, follows, In the rst case, from the fact that
they can be distinguished by m easurem ent and, in the second case, because they need not
be distinguished at all

Like the purestate nocloning theorem [ ], this nocloning resul for m ixed states is
a oonsistency requirem ent for the axiom that quantum m easurem ents cannot distinguish
nonorthogonal states w ith perfect reliability. If nonorthogonal quantum states could be
cloned, there would exist a m easurem ent procedure for distinguishing those states w ith
arbitrarily high reliability: one could m ake m easurem ents on enough copies of the quantum
state to m ake the probability ofa correct nference of its identity arbitrarily high. T hat this
consistency requirem ent, as expressed in Eq. ([7]), should also exclude m ore generalkinds of

broadcasting problem s is not In m ediately obvious. N evertheless, this is the content of our



clhin that Eq. {]) generally cannot be satis ed; any broadcasting process can be viewed
as creating distinguishability ex nihilo with respect to m easurem ents on the larger H ibert
goace AB . Only or the case of com m uting density operators does broadcasting not create
any extra distinguishability.

W enow show thatEq. {[]) Inpliessthat o and ; commute. To sin plify the exposition,
we assum e that ¢ and | are Invertble. W e proceed by studying the conditions necessary
for the representations F, ( o; 1) and F, ( o; 1) n Egs. {{2) and {3) to equalF (v;~).
Recall that the optin alPOVM fE g for distinguishing o and ; can be chosen so that the
POVM ekmentsE, = Jhilbjarea com plete set oforthogonalone-din ensionalpro ctors onto
orthonomm al eigenstates of M . Then, repeating the steps keading from Egs. (§) to {§), one

nds that the necessary conditions orequality n Eq. [@) arethateach 5, 1= E, L)'

andeach I Ep= (I Ep)'™ satisfy

1=2 1=2

U~ @ Ep)= p~ @ Eyp); 19)

1=2 1=2

VN Ey, )= p~ Ey 1), (20)

where , and 3 are nonnegative numbers and U and V' are unitary operators satisfying

1=2 1=2 1=2 1=2 . (21)

A though and ; areassum ed nvertible, one cannot dem and that ~y and ~ be jnvertib]e|
a glance at Eq. @) show s that to be too restrictive. Thism eans that U and V' need not be
the sam e. A 1so we cannot assum e that there is any relation between  and 4.

T he rem ainder ofthe proofoonsists in show ing that Egs. {{9) through 1), which arenec—
essary (though perhaps not su cient) for broadcasting, are nevertheless restrictive enough
to Inply that , and ; commute. The rst step is to sum over b .n Egs. [@P) and [2D).
De ning the positive operators

X X
G = pPilbj  and H = p o] ; @2)
b b

we obtain



1=2
U ~o

1=2

= ~7@ G) and V~‘=~"‘@® 1): 23)

The next step is to dem onstrate that G and H are nvertbl and, In fact, equal to
each other. M ultiplying the two equations .n Eq. 23) from the left by Né:ZU.y and ~é:2\7y,

respectively, and partial tracing the st over A and the second over B, we get
G and o=t ~ V¥~ H : ©24)

Since, by assum ption, o is invertble, it llowsthat G and H are nvertble. Retuming to
Eq. £3), multiplying both parts from the keftby ~ - and tracing over A and B, respectively,
we obtain

tp ~ U~ = G and tn ~ V~° = H : (25)

ConZjugating the two parts of Eq. £J) and inserting the results into the two parts ofEq. £4)

yields
OZG 1G and OZH 1H : (26)

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

the operatorM ofEq. {J]). This can be seen by multiplying Eq. £€) from the left and right

2.2

)

1=2

= (17%G 17°Y. The positive operator ; -G ; ° is thus the unique

1=2

positive square root of ] ?

1=
01 -
KnowingthatG = H = M ,we rstum to Eqg. @). T he two parts, taken together, In ply

that
VU~ = MY M) 27)
If i and i are eigenvectors of M , w ith eigenvaluies , and ., Eq. {27) inplies that

1=2 c

VYO ~ Pl = — ~ i ©8)

o

Thism eans that ~é:2 Fifd is zero or it is an eigenvector of the unitary operator VYU . In the
latter case, since the eigenvalues of a unitary operator have m odulus 1, it m ust be true that

b= . Hence we can conclude that



~pifi= 0 when b6 o @9)

This isenough to show thatM and , commute and hence [ ¢; 1]1= 0. Consider them atrix

elem ent

KM o oM)bi= (p  PHFoRHL

X
= (p ) Hhcivokipi: 30)

C
If p,= p,thisisautomatically zero. If, on the otherhand, % y, then the sum over c

must vanish by Eq. 29). it ©llowsthat ; and M commute. Hence, using Eq. £4),
1o=M ' M T o= M T M t= g (31)

T his com pletes the proof that noncom m uting quantum states cannot be broadcast.

N ote that, by the sam e m ethod as above, ~i=2 ifi= Owhen ,% (. This condition,
alongw ith Eq. £9), detem ines the conceivable broadcasting states, in which the correlations
between the system sA and B range from purely classical to purely quantum . For exam ple,
since (and ; commute, the statesofEq. (@) satisfy these conditions, but so do the perfectly

P
ssPiPi. Not all such broadcasting states can be realized by a

entangled pure states F b
physical process E, but su  cient conditions for realizability are not known.

In closing, we m ention an application of this resul. In som e versions of quantum cryp—
tography [LQ], the Jegitin ate users of a com m unication channel encode the bits 0 and 1 into
nonorthogonal pure states. This is done to ensure that any eavesdropping is detectable,
since eavesdropping necessarily disturbs the states sent to the legitin ate recetver [[1]]. If
the channel is noisy, how ever, causing the bits to evolve to noncom m uting m ixed states, the
detectability of eavesdropping is no longer a given. The result presented here show s that
there are nom eans available for an eavesdropper to cbtain the signal, noise and all, intended
for the legitin ate receiver w ithout In som e way changing the states sent to the receiver.
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theO0 o ofNavalResarch G rant No.N00014-93-1-0116).
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