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Unambiguous discrimination of mixed quantum states:
optimal solution and case study
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We present a generic study of unambiguous discrimination between two mixed quantum states. We
derive operational optimality conditions and show that the optimal measurements can be classified
according to their rank. In Hilbert space dimensions smaller or equal to five this leads to the complete
optimal solution. We demonstrate our method with a physical example, namely the unambiguous
comparison of n quantum states, and find the optimal success probability.
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According to the laws of quantum mechanics, two non-
orthogonal quantum states cannot be distinguished per-
fectly. This fact has far-reaching consequences in quan-
tum information processing, e.g. it allows to generate a
secret random key in quantum cryptography. In spite of
the fundamental nature of the problem of state discrimi-
nation, determining the optimal measurement to distin-
guish two (mixed) quantum states is far from being triv-
ial.

In the literature, two main paths to state discrimina-
tion have been taken [1]: firstly, in minimum error dis-
crimination, the unavoidable error in distinguishing two
states from each other is minimized. This problem has
been completely solved in Ref. [2]. Secondly, in unam-
biguous state discrimination (USD), no error is allowed,
but an inconclusive answer may occur. The optimal USD
measurement minimizes the probability of an inconclu-
sive answer [3-5]. Although USD has found much atten-
tion in the recent years, and special examples have been
solved, no general solution is known so far for the case of
mixed states. A strategy that is analogous to USD, but
applicable also for linearly dependent states are maxi-
mum confidence measurements, discussed in Ref. [6].

The aim of the current contribution is to present the
optimal USD measurement for cases which cannot be re-
duced to the pure state case and thus to known solu-
tions. This analysis can be applied for the unambiguous
discrimination of any two density operators acting on a
Hilbert space up to dimensions five. This goes beyond
previous results which require a high symmetry or other
very special properties of the given states |#H13]. We will
show the main ideas and steps towards the solution, and
explain the technical details elsewhere [14].

The scenario of optimal unambiguous discrimination of
two density operators is as follows: two (normalized) den-
sity operators g; and g2, acting on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space S occur with a priori probability p; and
p2, respectively, where p; + po = 1. We will denote
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the support of a density operator g as the orthocom-
plement of its kernel, (supp g)L = kero. A measure-
ment for USD is described by a positive operator valued
measure (POVM), i.e., a family of positive semi-definite
operators {F1, Eo, F»} with F1 + FEs + F» = 1, obey-
ing the constraints for unambiguity, tr(E201) = 0 and
tr(E102) = 0. The operator E; corresponds to the in-
conclusive outcome while F; and Fs correspond to the
successful detection of p; and gs, respectively. The aim is
to find a POVM which maximizes the success probability
Payce = p1tr(E101) + p2tr(F202). Let us introduce here
the useful notation v; = p1o1 and 2 = pag2. Thus, the
success probability reads Psyce = tr(E171) + tr(Eavy2).

What are the relevant structures of the density op-
erators and measurement operators? The unambiguity
condition tr(Ea7v;) = 0 means that the support of Fs is
a subspace of the kernel of 7;. The second unambiguity
condition reads supp F; C kervy,. Obeying these con-
straints, one has to maximize the sum of the scalar prod-
ucts tr(FE1y1) and tr(FEa72), while keeping E- positive.
Due to the reduction theorems in Ref. []], the optimiza-
tion problem reduces to the case of a strictly skew pair of
(unnormalized) density operators. The operators 77 and
~o are called strictly skew, when they neither possess any
parallel component, i.e., suppy; Nsupp vz = {0}, nor any
orthogonal components, i.e., suppy; Nker~, = {0} and
suppvy2 Nkery; = {0}. A simple example for a strictly
skew pair of unnormalized density operators is any pair
of pure states, v1 = p|¢1)¢1| and y2 = (1 — p)[p2)¢2],
with 0 < [{¢1]¢2)] < 1 and 0 < p < 1. Both opera-
tors of such a strictly skew pair have the same rank, and
the sum of both ranks cannot exceed the dimension of
the underlying Hilbert space. — Below we will show a
constructive method to discriminate two skew density op-
erators of rank two. This solves optimal USD in all cases
where one of the given states has rank two, and hence
in articular the case with a Hilbert space of dimension
smaller equal five.

In the following we will only consider skew pairs of
unnormalized density operators and proper USD mea-
surements. We call a USD measurement proper, if it sat-
isfies supp(Ey + E2) C supp(y1 + v2). It is sufficient to
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only consider proper measurements, since the subspace
kerv; Nkeryo cannot contribute to the success probabil-
ity [15].

In Ref. [16] Eldar and collaborators showed that the
optimality of a USD measurement can be proved via the
existence of a certain operator that fulfills a set of condi-
tions. However, no constructive way to find this operator
was provided. Starting from these conditions we derive
the following set of necessary and sufficient requirements
for the optimality of a proper USD measurement:

Eo(y2 —m)E?(1 — E?) =0, (
A1 Er(v2 —71)E2Ae =0, (
A1 Er(v2 —71)E2 A1 >0, (lc
Ao Er (1 — v2)E7Ag > 0. (

Here, A; is the projector onto ker~ys, and A5 is the pro-
jector onto ker~;. The details of the derivation are pre-
sented elsewhere |14]. Note that the methods used in or-
der to arrive at Equs. ([{IJ) cannot be generalized to the dis-
crimination of more than two states. (For special cases,
however, cf. Ref. |17].)

Let us point out two observations from Eqns. (I): first,
neither Fy nor Es, but only the operator E7 appears in
this set of equations. This is due to the fact, that from
FE» it is possible to uniquely reconstruct F; and Es, as
E;vi = 7 — Eq7; holds for ¢ = 1,2. Second: neither
¥y —¥2 > 0 nor 79 — 1 > 0 can hold for a strictly
skew pair of operators, and thus it is non-trivial to fulfill
Eq. (Id) and Eq. (Id). The set of equations (Tal)—(Id)
provides an efficient tool in optimal USD: one might
be able to guess a measurement, e.g. from the symme-
try of a given USD problem, and can then verify easily
whether it is optimal. Moreover, one can use these equa-
tions in a constructive way in order to find the solution
for E;, which then uniquely defines an optimal POVM.
Below, we will show explicitly how to construct the opti-
mal measurement from Eqns. (D) for the example of state
comparison.

It has been an open question whether the optimal
USD measurement is unique. This is indeed the case.
The structure of the proof is as follows: As pointed out
above, a USD measurement is already defined via E». It
can be shown [14] that for optimal proper measurements
the rank of E- is fixed, namely rank E? = rank(y172) +
dimker(y; + 72). Assuming that there would be two
optimal operators E- and Ej, their convex combination
1(E7+ E}) would also describe an optimal measurement.
However, for positive semi-definite operators E» and EJ,
the identity rank(E-. + E}) = rank E, = rank F} can
only hold if supp E» = supp E5. When the support of
FE- is given, the operator E- is uniquely determined via
Eq. (Ia). Thus, the optimal proper USD measurement is
unique.

The uniqueness of the optimal measurement now al-
lows a meaningful characterization of the optimal USD
measurement. We introduce a classification of the differ-
ent types of optimal USD measurements according to the

rank of the measurement operators E; and F5. A mea-
surement type is specified by (rank Fp,rank Es). This
classification turns out to be vital for the construction
of optimal measurement strategies from Eqns. (). For
given density operators p; and go and a given a priory
probability p; = 1—po, one particular measurement type
is optimal, due to the uniqueness of the optimal solu-
tion. While varying p; some or all of these measurement
types may occur, see Fig. [l for an illustration. With
r = ranky; = rank-~s, one arrives at the constraints
rank Fy < r, rank F5 < r, and

r < rank By + rank Fy < 2r. (2)

Eq. @) follows from the geometry of unambiguous mea-
surements and the fact that in the optimal case rank Fy =
dim ker 4172 holds. The two extremal cases where either
the lower or the upper bound in Eq. (@) is reached cor-
respond to special situations.

The case of the upper bound in Eq. (@), where
rank £1 = r = rank Ey, is the well-understood fidelity
form measurement: Intuition might tell that the suc-
cess probability should be a function of some distance
measure between the two states (this is indeed true
for minimum error discrimination, where the smallest
achievable error probability is a function of the trace
distance between the unnormalized density operators).
Here, for the case with rank F4 = r = rank F5 the suc-
cess probability is the square of the Bures distance, i.e.,
Paq = 1-2tr |\/71/72] [10,111,114,115] (while, in general,
Psq is an upper bound on the success probability [15]).
In fact, formally the construction of the fidelity form
measurement is always possible [11] and the resulting
operator E, always satisfies all conditions in Eqns. ().
However, this operator in general fails to satisfy the con-
dition 1 — F» > 0. The measurement types for which
rank F; + rank Es < 2r occur due to this very positivity
condition. In a geometric language the optimal measure-
ment is on the border of the allowed (positive) measure-
ments, unless rank £y = r = rank F5. One can compute
two numbers pioy and pyp for given p; and 2, such that
the fidelity form measurement is optimal if and only if
Plow < b1 < Pup-

In the case of the lower bound of Eq. (), where
rank Fy + rank F» = 7, the operators Fi, F», and E»
are projectors, i.e., the optimal measurement is a von-
Neumann measurement. A special situation occurs when
rank £y = 0 and rankEy = r or rankF; = r and
rank Fs = 0. This is interpreted as follows: For very
small p; it will turn out to be advantageous to ignore
01 by choosing E; = 0. This case is referred to as sin-
gle state detection of g9, because the state g is never
detected. As then Ey = 1 — Es, from Equns. (1) only
Eq. ([Id) remains, and this inequality can be written as

Y1 (v2 = 7)1 > 0. (3)

The success probability for single state detection of s is
given by Pyyce = tr(Ag7y2), where As was defined above
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FIG. 1: USD measurement types for r = 2, as allowed by
the constraint in Eq. (). Projective measurements are indi-
cated by squares, non-projective ones by circles. The arrows
illustrate an example for a possible path between the measure-
ment types, while the probability p2 is varied from p2 = 0 to
p2 = 1. The start point is necessarily type (2,0) and the end
point type is (0,2). The types (0, 2), (2,0), and (2, 2) will only
occur once. Which other types are visited inbetween, and in
which order, depends on the concrete example.

as the projector onto ker~y;. Eq. @) implicitly defines
a calculable threshold for pi, below which it is advanta-
geous not to detect ;. This threshold is always larger
than 0, i.e., single state detection is always optimal for
a finite regime. Analogous considerations hold for small
D2-

So far our considerations have been independent of r.
Let us now consider specific values for r. For r = 1,
i.e., the case of pure states, only the single state detec-
tion measurement or the fidelity form measurement may
occur. Hence the problem of unambiguous discrimina-
tion of pure states is well understood [18]. Furthermore,
any USD task where the two density operators can si-
multaneously be brought in a diagonal form with 2 x 2-
dimensional blocks (the “block-diagonal” case), can also
be solved by treating the corresponding orthogonal sub-
spaces independently [9, 11, 19]. For all other cases only
solutions for special cases are known [10-13]. — For
r = 2 there are six possible measurement types which
are summarized in Table [l The optimal measurements
for the types (1,2), (2,1), and (1, 1) remain to be deter-
mined. For each of these types, the Eqns. () reduce to a
polynomial equation |14] and hence the analytic solution
for the case r = 2 is completed.

Let us now study the important example of quantum
state comparison and demonstrate explicitly how to solve
Eqns. () for the case of measurement type (1,1) which
occurs for a wide range of parameters. We consider state
comparison of n pure quantum states, where each of the
states is taken from the set {|11), |1)2)}, with correspond-
ing a priori probabilities {n;,n2}, m +n2 = 1. In quan-
tum state comparison |10, 15, [19-22] one aims at answer-
ing the question whether the given n quantum states are

rank F1 |rank Fs> | type | properties
0 2

0, 2)|single state detection, projective
non-projective measurement
fidelity form measurement, non-proj.

non-projective measurement

1 2 )
2 2 )
1 1 )| projective measurement, cf. example
2 1 )
2 0 )

single state detection, projective

TABLE I: Measurement types for the case r = 2. For details
about the properties see main text.

equal or not. Applications of this task in quantum infor-
mation are e.g. quantum fingerprinting |23] and quantum
digital signatures [24]. For n = 2 the optimal unambigu-
ous measurement for quantum state comparison has been
given in Ref. [10,[22]. For n > 3, the corresponding USD
task reduces to the unambiguous discrimination of two
mixed states of rank 2, i.e., r = 2.

State comparison of n states is equivalent to the dis-
crimination of (cf. Ref. [22])

Yo = (M |tr)th1)¥™ + (ma2lih2)(h2|)®", (4)
Ya = (mler )] + nalva)(va)®™ — 7e. (5)

Due to Theorem 2 in Ref. [§] it remains to consider the
reduced operators ; and ], which are given by the pro-
jection of v, and yq onto (supp v + ker+q), respectively.
It is straightforward to see that for n > 3 this discrimi-
nation task cannot be reduced further and that no block-
diagonal structure is present unless n; = 12 = %
We next construct a basis of supp . and of kervq. A

convenient basis of supp . is given by

|p+) ox |1/)1>®n + |1/12>®n- (6)

We define ¢ = (11 |1p2) with 0 < ¢ < 1. Using [¢1) o

[h2) —cltb1) and |15) o |11) —c|ha), a basis of ker vq can
be constructed as

jwa) o< [bi) " g )", (7)

Now a  Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization  of
{|¢+), |o-), |ws), |w-)} yields the orthonormal ba-
sis  {[@1),|¢-),lo4),Jo-)}  of suppre + kerya.
Then {|o4),|o—)} is an orthonormal basis of
kery? N supp(y; + ~3) while {|wi),|w—)} is an or-
thonormal basis of ker~] N supp(yl + 74). In fact,
they form Jordan bases (cf. e.g. Ref. |15, 125]) of these
subspaces, i.e., (ox|wt) = 0. The remaining overlaps
(04 |wy) are equal for odd n (degenerate Jordan angles).
We now study for general but odd n > 3 the solution
of the conditions in Eqns. (1) while restricting our
considerations to the measurement type (1, 1).

The measurements of type (1,1) are von-Neumann
measurements, where E, and F4q both have rank 1, i.e.,
E. = |xeXXe| and Eq = |xa)xd|- In particular the vec-
tors |xe) and |xq) must be orthogonal and normalized.
We use the parametrization |x.) o |wi) + z*|w_) and
Ixa) < z|ot) — |o—) where x is a complex variable [21].
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FIG. 2: Maximal success probability for comparison of 3 pure
quantum states, taken from the set {|y1), [12)}, as a function
of the a priori probability 71 and the overlap (¢ |¢2). Darker
areas correspond to lower success probability. The dashed line
indicates the bound from the conditions ([Id) and (Id]).

We now evaluate the necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for optimality in Eqns. (l): Eq. (&) is satisfied
for any z. Let us abbreviate (wq|velws) = G and
(0alvalow) = G4, where a,b € {+,—}. Eq. (ID) now
becomes a scalar equation which is only quadratic in z;
in matrix notation Eq. (D) reads

(1,2)(Ge — Gq)(—z, 1) = 0. (8)

Similarly, the positivity conditions (Id) and (Id)) simplify
to scalar inequalities.

With the help of a computer algebra system we obtain
for n = 3 the optimal success probability

P — i(ll—f;)2 {(C4 4P + 1) at
+(1-AE+VI)}, )

with W = [(1—-c%)a? +4(1 —a—ac?)](1 — a) + a?c? and
o = 4m1ny. Note that this expression is only valid if in
addition the inequalities (Id) and (Id) hold. The success
probability is illustrated as contour plot in Fig. 2l Above

the dashed line the optimal measurement is of type (1, 1)
and the success probability is given by Eq. @). We find
from numerical analysis that the optimal measurement
is a fidelity form measurement in the remaining cases.
Note, that for a wide range of the parameters the optimal
measurement is a von-Neumann measurement and hence
may be implemented physically without the need of an
auxiliary system.

In summary, we have presented a strategy to find the
optimal measurement for unambiguous discrimination of
two mixed quantum states acting on a five-dimensional
Hilbert space. Our method can in principle also be ap-
plied to the discrimination of two quantum states in gen-
eral dimensions. Our results are also useful in other con-
texts, e.g. quantum state filtering: in Ref. [7] it has been
shown how to optimally distinguish between one pure
state from a given set and the remaining ones. With our
method one could filter a subset of states from the whole
set. In connection to quantum algorithms, one could thus
distinguish between two sets of Boolean functions, rather
than between one function and a set of functions. The
results presented in this paper could also be used to prove
optimality for the universal programmable state discrim-
inator suggested in Ref. ﬂﬁ] As the optimal measure-
ment is unique, the optimal device discussed in Ref. HE]
cannot be simplified. Furthermore, in Ref. [11] the im-
portance of unambiguous discrimination in the context of
quantum key distribution was shown with particular em-
phasis on the case of states of rank two. As an outlook,
our strategy seems a promising path for the generaliza-
tion to unambiguous state discrimination of more than
two states.

Acknowledgments

We acknowledge discussions with T. Meyer, Ph. Ray-
nal, and R. Unanyan. This work was partially sup-
ported by the EU Integrated Projects SECOQC, SCALA,
OLAQUI, QICS and by the FWF.

[1] U. Herzog and J. A. Bergou, Phys. Rev. A 70, 022302
(2004).

[2] C. W. Helstrgm, Quantum Detection and Estimation
Theory (Acad. Press, New York, 1976).

J. Jeffers, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 070401 (2006).

[7] J. A. Bergou, U. Herzog, and M. Hillery, Phys. Rev. Lett.
90, 257901 (2003).

[8] P. Raynal, N. Liitkenhaus, and S. J. van Enk, Phys. Rev.
A 68, 022308 (2003).

[9] J. A. Bergou, U. Herzog, and M. Hillery, Phys. Rev. A

71, 042314 (2005).

[10] U. Herzog and J. A. Bergou, Phys. Rev. A 71, 050301(R)
(2005).

[11] P. Raynal and N. Liitkenhaus, Phys. Rev. A 72, 022342,
049909(E) (2005).

[12] U. Herzog, Phys. Rev. A 75, 052309 (2007).

[13] P. Raynal and N. Liitkenhaus, Phys. Rev. A 76, 052322
(2007).

[14] M. Kleinmann, H. Kampermann, and D. Bruf} (2008),
arXiv:0803.1083.

[15] T. Rudolph, R. W. Spekkens, and P. S. Turner, Phys.
Rev. A 68, 010301(R) (2003).

[16] Y. C. Eldar, M. Stojnic, and B. Hassibi, Phys. Rev. A
69, 062318 (2004).



[17] M. Kleinmann, H. Kampermann, and D. Bru8, in prepa-
ration.
[18] G. Jaeger and A. Shimony, Phys. Lett. A 197, 83 (1995).
[19] M. Kleinmann, H. Kampermann, P. Raynal, and
D. Bru$, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 40, F871 (2007).
[20] S. M. Barnett, A. Chefles, and I. Jex, Phys. Lett. A 307,
189 (2003).

[21] A. Chefles, E. Andersson, and I. Jex, J. Phys. A 37, 7315
(2004).

[22] M. Kleinmann, H. Kampermann, and D. Bruf}; Phys.
Rev. A 72, 032308 (2005).

[23] H. Buhrman, R. Cleve, J. Watrous, and R. de Wolf, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 87, 167902 (2001).

[24] D. Gottesman and L
arXiv:quant-ph/0105032.

[25] G. W. Stewart and J.-G. Sun, Matriz Pertubation Theory
(Acad. Press, San Diego, 1990).

[26] J. A. Bergou and M. Hillery, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 160501
(2005).

[27] This parametrization does not include the case |xe.) =
|w), |xa) = |o—). However, this case is optimal only if

m=nmn=j.

Chuang (2001),



