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Abstract

This article presents an overview for the theory of sequential prod-
ucts of quantum effects. We first summarize some of the highlights
of this relatively recent field of investigation and then provide some
new results. We begin by discussing sequential effect algebras which
are effect algebras endowed with a sequential product satisfying cer-
tain basic conditions. We then consider sequential products of (dis-
crete) quantum measurements. We next treat transition effect ma-
trices (TEMs) and their associated sequential product. A TEM is a
matrix whose entries are effects and whose rows form quantum mea-
surements. We show that TEMs can be employed for the study of
quantum Markov chains. Finally, we prove some new results concern-
ing TEMs and vector densities.

1 Introduction

A quantum effect may be thought of as a two-valued quantum measurement
that may be unsharp (fuzzy) [1, 2, 3, 16, 17]. Certain pairs of effects a, b
possess an orthosum a®b which corresponds to a disjoint parallel combination
and provides a quantum analog to the logical “or” operation. If some natural



conditions are placed on @, then the set of effects for a quantum system
organize into an algebraic structure called an effect algebra E [4, 5, 7]. To
study series combinations of effects, we introduce a sequential product aob on
E. We think of a o b as first performing measurement a and then performing
measurement b. The sequential product provides a quantum analog to the
logical “and then ” operation. Endowing the sequential product with some
natural properties we obtain a sequential effect algebra (SEA) [6, 12, 13,
15]. The basic attributes and examples of SEAs are presented. The most
important example is a Hilbert space SEA £(H) over a complex Hilbert space
H. The standard sequential product on £(H) is characterized in Section 2.

Section 3 discusses quantum measurements that can have more than two
values and we call them tests. We also consider incomplete quantum mea-
surements called subtests. We then extend our notion of sequential product
to obtain sequential products of tests and subtests. We introduce the im-
portant concepts of compatibility, coexistence and refinement for tests and
subtests. Fundamental results concerning these concepts are summarized.

Section 4 introduces the notion of a transition effect matrix (TEM). A
TEM is a square matrix whose entries are effects and whose rows form tests.
We define a sequential product of TEMs that generalizes the usual matrix
product and note that this is again a TEM. Moreover, the sequential prod-
uct of TEMs generalizes the previously defined sequential product of tests.
A TEM can be employed to define a quantum Markov chain. We briefly
investigate the dynamics of quantum Markov chains.

Section 5 provides some new results concerning TEMs and vector densi-
ties. In particular, we define projective, invertible, unitary and bistochastic
TEMs and prove results about their relationships. We also study singular,
and invariant vector densities for a TEM. The paper also includes various
examples and open problems.

2 Sequential Effect Algebras

An effect algebra is an algebraic system (F,0,1,®) where 0,1 € E and &
is a partial binary operation on E satisfying:

(E1) If a & b is defined, then b & a is defined and b & a = a & b.

(E2) If a® (b®c) is defined, then (a®b)®c is defined and (a®b) Hc =
a® (b c).



(E3) For every a € E there exists a unique o’ € E such that a®a’ = 1.
(E4) If a ® 1 is defined, then a = 0.

We define a < bif there is a ¢ such that a®c = b and we denote this unique
¢ by ¢ =bS a. It can be shown that (E£, <,’) is a poset with 0 < a < 1 for
all a € F, @’ = a and a < b implies that ¥’ < da/. Also, a @ b is defined if and
only if a < . We say that a is sharp if the greatest lower bound a A a’ = 0
and denote the set of sharp elements of £ by Es. A map ¢: E — F where
E and F are effect algebras is additive if ¢(a) @ ¢(b) is defined whenever
a® b is defined and ¢(a ®b) = ¢(a) ® ¢(b). If a <V we say that a and b are
orthogonal and write a L b. The partial operation & describes orthogonal
parallel combinations of effects. To study series combinations of effects, we
introduce a sequential product aobon E. If aob=boa we write a | b.

A sequential effect algebra (SEA) is an algebraic system (E,0,1,®, o)
where (E,0, 1, ®) is an effect algebra and o: E'x £ — F is a binary operation
satisfying:

S1) b — aobis additive for all a € F.

S2) loa=afor all a € F.

(S1)

(52)

(S3) If aob =0, then a | b.

(S4) If a| b, then a | b and ao (boc) = (aob)ocforall c € E.
(S5)

S5) If c|a and ¢ | b, then ¢ |aob and ¢ | (a ® b) whenever a L b.

We call an operation that satisfied (S1)—(S5) a sequential product on
E. Ifa|bforall a,b € FE, we call E a commutative SEA. The next lemma
shows that sequential products have desirable properties.

Lemma 2.1. [12] (i) aob < a foralla,b e E. (ii) Ifa < b then coa < cob
for all c € E. (iii) a € Eg if and only ifaoa = a. (iv) Fora € E, b€ Eg,
aob=0 if and only if a L b.

The next theorem summarizes some of the basic properties of a SEA.

Theorem 2.2. [12] Leta € E and b € Eg. (i) a < b if and only if aob =
boa=a and b < a if and only if aob = boa =b. (ii)) If a | b, then
aNb=aob. (iii) Eg is a sub-effect algebra of E that is an orthomodular
poset.



We say that a,b € E coexist if there exist ¢,d,e € E such that c®d®e
is defined and a = c® d, b = ¢ ® e. We say that a,b € Eg are compatible
if there exist mutually orthogonal elements ¢, d,e € Fg such that a = ¢V d
and b=cVe.

Theorem 2.3. [12] (i) Ifa|b then a and b coexist. (ii) Fora € E, b € Eg,
a | bif and only if a and b coexist. (iii) For a,b € Es, a | b if and only if a
and b are compatible.

Coexistent effects are thought of as effects that can be measured together
[1, 2, 3, 16, 17]. Theorem 2.3 shows that if a,b € Eg then a and b coexist if
and only if a | b.

We now present examples of the most common SEAs [12, 13]. The set
[0,1] € R is an effect algebra where a @ b = a + b whenever a +b < 1. Then
[0,1] is a SEA under the unique sequential product a o b = ab. A Boolean
algebra B is an effect algebra where a & b = a V b whenever a A b = 0. Then
B is a SEA under the unique sequential product a ob = a Ab. A fuzzy
set system F = [0,1]% is an effect algebra where f & g = f + g whenever
f+g <1. Then F is a SEA under the unique sequential product fog = fg.
These are examples of commutative SEAs. Our next and most important
example is noncommutative. For a complex Hilbert space H we denote the
set of bounded linear operators on H by B(H). We then define

E(H)={AcBH):0< A<}

It is easy to check that £(H) is an effect algebra where A®& B = A+ B
whenever A+ B < I. Moreover, £(H) is a SEA under the sequential product

Ao B = AYV?BAY? (2.1)

where A'/? is the unique positive square root of A. We call £(H) a Hilbert
space SEA. It is an open problem whether 2.1 is the unique sequential prod-
uct on E(H). It has recently been shown that this product is unique if
physically motivated conditions are imposed.

Theorem 2.4. [14] The sequential product Ao B = AY2BAY? s the unique
binary operation on E(H) satisfying:

(1) AcIl=T0A=A.

(2) Ao(AoB) = A?0B.

(3) A — AoB is continuous in the strong operator topology for all B € E(H).
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(4) For every density operator p and A, B € E(H) we have
tr[(Aop)B] = tr[p(Aoc B)]

(5) If P is a pure state then (A o P)/tr(A o P) is a pure state whenever
Ao P #0.

We now give some brief justifications for the conditions (1)—(5). Condi-
tion (1) is a mild axiom that holds in any SEA, while (3) is a reasonable
axiom that can be justified on physical grounds. Since A | A, (S4) implies
that

Ao(AoB)=(AoA)oB

so Condition (2) is essentially the mild axiom that A o A = A% which is
certainly physically reasonable. One of the basic postulates of quantum me-
chanics is that tr(pA) is the probability that the effect A is observed (has
value “yes”) when the system is in the state p. Another basic postulate is
that Ao p/tr(Aop) is the state p conditioned on the effect A being observed
(assuming that A o p # 0). In this way the sequential product serves a dual
role in which A o B describes a sequential measurement and A o p conditions
state p with a measurement A. Thus, (4) is a duality condition which we can
write in the form

tr[(A o p)B]

trlp(Ao B = tr(dop) = 7

(2.2)

Now (2.2) is a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule which says that the probabil-
ity of “A and then B” in the state p equals the probability of A in the state
p times the probability of B in the state p conditioned by the occurrence of
A. A pure state P is a one-dimensional projection and Condition (5) says
that a pure state conditioned by the occurrence of an effect is again a pure
state. Again this is a physically reasonable condition

3 Sequential Products of Measurements
An effect a describes a two-valued (yes—no or 1-0) measurement. More pre-

cisely, we should say that the pair {a,a’} describes a two-valued measure-
ment. If {a,a’} and {b,b'} are two-valued measurement in a SEA E, it is
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natural to define their sequential product to be the four-valued measurement
{a,a'} o {b,b'} ={aobaol,a ob,a ol'}

In general, a test (or measurement) is a finite sequence {a;}, a; € E,
1 =1,...,n, such that a; & --- & a, = 1. We could also consider infinite
sequences, in which case we would work in a o-SEA [13], but for simplicity
we only consider finite tests here. If A = {a;} is a test, then a; is the
effect observed when A is performed and the result is the i-th outcome.
Thus, a test can be thought of as an n-valued measurement. If a; € FEjg,
i = 1,...,n, we call A a sharp test. In £(H), a test corresponds to a
(discrete) positive operator-valued measure and a sharp test corresponds to
a (discrete) projection-valued measure. We denote the set of tests and sharp
tests on £ by 7 (E) and S(E), respectively. If A = {a;} with a;®- - -@a,, <1,
we call A a subtest. A subtest can be thought of as an incomplete test and
any subtest can be extended to a test by adjoining (a; & - -@a,)’. We denote
the subtests and sharp subtests by sub-7 (E) and sub-S(F), respectively.

If A= {a;}, B={b;} are subtests we define their sequential product
by Ao B = {a;0b;}. It is easy to see that Ao B € sub-7(E) and if
A, B € T(E) then Ao B € T(E). For A, B € sub-7T(FE) we say that A
and B are equivalent and write A ~ B if the nonzero elements of A are
a permutation of the nonzero elements of B. Equivalent subtests can be
identified because they are the same except possibly for the order of their
outcomes. It is clear that if A~ B then CoA~CoB and AoC ~ BoC( for
all C € sub-7(E).

We say that A = {a;}, B = {b;} are compatible if a; | b; for all 7, j. It
is clear that if A and B are compatible, then Ao B ~ B o A. The converse
does not hold. Indeed, Ao A~ Ao A and yet A need not be compatible
with itself. We conjecture that if A € 7(F), B € S(E) and AoB~ Bo A,
then A and B are compatible. This conjecture holds in £(H) [8] but is an
open problem in general.

Theorem 3.1. [9] For A,B € T(E) we have Ao B € S(E) if and only if
A, B e S(E) and A, B are compatible.

The next result shows that a subtest is repeatable if and only if it is sharp.

Theorem 3.2. [9] For A € sub-7(E) we have Ao A =~ A if and only if
A € sub-S(E).



For A, B € sub-T (E) with A = {a;}, B = {b;} we call A a refinement
of B and write A < B if we can adjoin Os to A if necessary and organize the
elements of A so that A ~ {a;;} and b; = ®,a,; for every i. For example,
Ao B < A because Ao B = {a;0b;} and a; = @;a; o b; for every i. The
converse does not hold. That is, B < A does not imply that B = Ao C for
some C € sub-7 (FE). Strictly speaking we are using equivalence classes in
the next theorem because we use =~ instead of equality.

Theorem 3.3. [9] (sub-7(E), <) is a poset in which A < B implies Co A <
CoB for all C € sub-T(E).

Theorem 3.4. [9] (i) If A € sub-S(E), B € sub-T(FE) and B < A, then
Br~AoB~BoA. (i) If A €sub-S(F), B € sub-T(E) and A < B, then
B € sub-S(E) and A~ AoB=BoA. (iii) If A,BeT(FE) and AoB =~ A,
then A and B are compatible, B € S(E) and A < B.

We say that A, B € sub-7 (E) coexist of they have a common refinement
C < A,B. Notice, if AoB=BoAthen AoB < A,B so A, B coexist. In
particular, compatible subtests coexist. It is easy to show that this definition
generalizes the definition of coexistence of effects. If {a;},{b;} coexist, then
for any fixed ¢ or j, the two-valued tests {a;,a}, {bj,b;-} coexist so a;,b;
coexist for i, j. The converse does not hold [§].

Theorem 3.5. [9] Let A € sub-T(F) and B € sub-S(E). (i) If A and B
coezist, then A,B are compatible. (ii) A A B exists if and only if A, B are
compatible. In this case ANB = Ao B.

Theorem 3.5(ii) shows that (sub-7 (F), <) is not a lattice. The charac-
terization of pairs A, B € sub-7 (E) such that A A B (or AV B) exist is an
open problem.

4 Transition Effect Matrices

If £ is an effect algebra, an additive map s: F — [0,1] € R such that
s(1) = 1 is called a state. If F is a SEA an additive map 7: £ — [0, 00] is
called a trace if

(1) 7[(aob)oc] =7[bo(aoc)| forall a,b,c€ E,

(2) T(aoc)=71(boc) < oo for all c € E implies a = b.

We shall assume that 7 is a fixed trace on E. Notice by (1) that letting ¢ = 1
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gives T(aob) = 7(boa) for all a,b € E. An effect a € F is trace class if
7(a) < co. We denote the set of trace class effects by Tr(E). It is easy to
check that the usual trace on £(H) satisfies the previous conditions.

Theorem 4.1. [9] (i) If Tr(E) # 0, then 7(0) = 0. (ii) Ifa,b € Tr(E) and
al b, thena®be Tr(E). (iii) Ifb € Tr(E) and a < b, then a € Tr(E).
(iv) Ifa € Tr(E) and b € E, then aob,boa € Tr(E). (v) If p € Tr(E) with
p #0, then s(a) =T(poa)/7(p) is a state.

If p € Tr(F) with 7(p) = 1, we call p a density. A state s is normal if
there is a p € Tr(E) such that s(a) = 7(poa) for all a € E. It follows that
p is a unique density.

A transition effect matrix (TEM) is a square matrix [a;;] with a;; € E
and @ja;; = 1 for every 7. Thus, a TEM is a matrix of effects whose rows
are tests. Notice that a TEM on the SEA [0,1] C R is a stochastic matrix.
If A= [a;;] and B = [b;;] are TEMs of the same size, we define their product
Ao B = [¢;j] by

cij = Pl o byj)

This generalizes the usual matrix product. It is easy to see that A o B is
again a TEM. The matrix product of TEMs also generalizes the sequential
product of tests. For example, let A = {a,a’} and B = {b,b'} be two-valued
tests. Form the TEMs

a a 00 b vV 00
01 00 0 b v
A= , B=
0 0 10 0 010
0 0 01 0 0 1
Their product becomes
aob aoll a'ob dol
0 0 b s
AoB=

0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

Notice that the first row is Ao B. This generalizes to tests with more values.

A vector density is a vector p = (p1,...,pn) where p; € Tr(£) and
Yo1(pi) = 1. If A= |a;] is a TEM and p is a vector density of the same
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size, we define A * p = AT o p to be the vector density given by matrix
multiplication

(Axp)i = ®;(aji o pj)
Of course, AT is the transpose of A. Observe that

7(p) = (T(p1); -+, 7(pn))

is a probability distribution.

A quantum Markov chain is a directed graph G in which the edge
from vertex ¢ to vertex j is labeled a;; (if there is no such edge, a;; = 0) and
A = [a;;] forms a TEM. We may think of the vertices of G as sites that a
quantum system can occupy and a;; is the effect observed when there is a
transition from site 7 to site 7 in one time step. Alternatively, the vertices of
G could be various configurations for a quantum computer and the effect a;;
that the computer evolves from configuration ¢ to configuration j in one time
step is governed by a quantum program or algorithm. A quantum Markov
chain in the case of the SEA [0,1] C R is a classical Markov chain. The
system is initially described by a vector density p = (p1, ..., p,) where 7(p;)
is the probability the system is initially at the site <. For a quantum Markov
chain (G, A), A« p is the vector density at one time step and the probability
distribution at one time step is 7(A * p). At n time steps the vector density
is

Amy(p) = Ax (- Ax (A x p))

and the probability distribution is 7 [A(n) (p)] The maps Ay, n=1,2,..,
are called the state dynamics.

For the state dynamics, the vector density evolves and the TEM A is con-
sidered fixed. We also have a matrix dynamics in which the TEM evolves and
the vector density is considered fixed. This is analogous to the Schrodinger
and Heisenberg pictures for quantum dynamics. Although the two types of
dynamics are not identical, we shall see that they are statistically equivalent.

The product A o B of TEMs is nonassociative in general and when we
write A, o--- Ay 0 A; we mean

Ano---o{A4O[A30(A20A1)]}

We define the n-step TEM A™ = Ao-..0 A (n factors). The maps p
A™ % p are called the matrix dynamics. There are examples which show
that A £ Ay, in general [10, 11]. One reason for introducing the matrix

9



dynamics is because the state dynamics A(,)(p) depends on p, while A s
independent of p. Thus if a general form of A™ can be derived, it can be
applied to any p of the right size.

Lemma 4.2. [10] If A and B are TEMs of the same size on E, then
T[(Ao B)*p| =71 [Bx*(Axp)]
for all p of the same size.

The next theorem follows from Lemma 4.2 and mathematical induction.
This result shows statistical equivalence for the two types of dynamics.

Theorem 4.3. [10] If T is a TEM, then 7[A™ x p] = 7 [Awm)(p)] for all p
of the same size.

5 Some New Results

This section presents some new results concerning TEMs and vector densities
on a SEA E. We first need some preliminary definitions. We say that Tr(FE)
is O-separating if 7(poa) = 0 for all p € Tr(F) implies that a = 0. It is clear
that Tr (£(H)) is O-separating for the usual Hilbert space trace. An effect
matrix is a square matrix [a;;] where a;; € E. We define the sequential
product Ao B of effect matrices just as we did for TEMs. An effect matrix is
sharp if all its entries are sharp. An effect matrix A is bistochastic if both
A and its transpose AT are TEMs. Thus, A is bistochastic if all of its rows
and columns form tests. The diagonal effect matrix whose diagonal elements
are 1 is denoted by I. We say that an effect matrix A is invertible if there
exists an effect matrix B such that Ao B = Bo A = I, A is unitary if
Ao AT = AT 0 A =11 and A is normal if Ao AT = AT o A. Finally, we use
the notation a®> =aoa for a € E.

Theorem 5.1. The following statements are equivalent for a TEM A. (i) A
is sharp. (i) AT o A is diagonal. (iii) The diagonal elements of Ao AT are
1.

Proof. We shall show that (ii) and (iii) are both equivalent to A being sharp.
Notice that if {a;} € S(F) then since @a; = 1 we have

aj:ajolzajo(@ai):aj@ <@6L]‘Oai)

i#]
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It follows that a; o a; = 0 for ¢ # j. Now suppose that A is sharp. Since the
rows of A are sharp tests we have that a;; o a;; = 0 for all ¢ and all j # k.
Hence, if j # k we have

(AT 9 A)jk = @aij O U — 0
J
Hence, AT o A is diagonal so (i) implies (ii). Moreover,
(AOAT)ii = @aij oaij = @aij =1
J
It follows that (i) implies (iii). Now suppose that AT o A is diagonal. Then
for i # j we have

@aki Oar; = (AT e} A)z] =0
k

We conclude that ay; o ai; = 0 for ¢ # j. Since @;a; = 1 we have

2
Qi = Qj; © (@ akzj) = Ay
J

for every i and k. Hence, A is sharp so (ii) implies (i). Finally, suppose that
(Aoa®); =1 for all i. We then have

Pai = (A0AT); =1
k
Since @ra;; = 1 and afk < a4 we conclude that
@ (aik © a?k) =0
k

Hence, a;, © a2, = 0 so a;, = a3, for all i, k. Therefore, A is sharp and (iii)
implies (i). O

It follows from Theorem 5.1 that a unitary effect matrix is sharp and
clearly a unitary effect matrix is invertible and normal. The next result
provides other relationships for these concepts and the notion of bistochastic.

Theorem 5.2. If Tr(E) is 0-separating, then the following statements are
equivalent for an effect matriz A. (i) A is invertible. (i) A is sharp and
bistochastic. (iii) A is unitary. (iv) A is a sharp, normal TEM.
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Proof. To show (i) implies (ii), suppose that Ao B = Bo A = I. Then for
© # j we have @ya;; o by; = 0. Hence, for all k£ and 7 # j we have

i, © by = bj o a;, = 0

Moreover, @®ya;x o by; = 1 for all 7. Thus, for every p € Tr(E) and every ¢ we
obtain

k

:Z T[po alkObkl)]—ZT[(aikOP)Obki]
Z 7(air o p)

By symmetry, we have that 7(p) < >, 7(bizop) for every i. Since a;0b; =0
for every k and i # j we have

7 [po (air o by,)] = T [po (air © a0 byi)] = T(air 0 p) — 7 [po (i © byi)]
< Z 7 [bej © (air © p)] = 7 [p o (@ik © bi)]

= alk © bkj © /0] -7 [(azk © bkl) o p]
—Z [(air 0 byj) o p] =0
JF#i
Since Tr(F) is O-separating, a; o b}, = 0 for every i, k. Hence,
Ak, = ik © by = b © Az < by

By symmetry, by; < ai 50 by = agy, for every i, k. We conclude that B = AT,

We also have
2
@i, = bii 0 ai, = aj,

for every 7, k. Hence, A is sharp. Moreover,

@aik:@aikoaik:@aikobki: (AOB)u': 1
k k k
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and by symmetry ®rax; = 1 so A is bistochastic. We conclude that (i) implies
(ii). To show (ii) implies (iii), suppose A is sharp and bistochastic. Then
letting d;; be the Kroneker delta gives

AoAT E CszOCL]k—%OE azkoazk—éuog Qi =

and similarly,
(AToA Zakloakj—émol

Hence, Ao AT = AT o A =1 so A is unitary. Since (iii) implies (i) is trivial,
(i), (ii) and (iii) are equivalent. Now (ii) together with (iii) imply (iv). Also,
(iv) implies (ii) because (iv) implies that

@akj:@akjoakj:(ATOA) (Ao AT); @aﬂoaﬂ
k k
:@aﬁ: 1

so A is bistochastic. Hence, (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) are equivalent. O

Notice that O-separating was only used in Theorem 5.2 to show that (i)
implies (ii). Thus, all the other implications hold without this condition. We
say that a TEM A is idempotent if Ao A = A. If (G, A) is a quantum
Markov chain with A idempotent, then the distribution of the chain remains
invariant after the first time step. Examples of idempotent TEMs in E(H)
are given in [11].

Theorem 5.3. A sharp TEM A = [a;j] is idempotent if and only if a;; < aj;
for alli,j5 and a;, 0 ag; =0 for all i and j # k.

Proof. Suppose the conditions hold. we then have

(Ao A);; @azkoa;ﬁ—awoaﬂ@@azkoa;ﬁ
k#j

= @i 0 aj; = G = Ay

Hence, Ao A = A so A is idempotent. Conversely, suppose that A is idem-
potent. We then have

AOA @azkoak]
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Hence,

Q;; = Ajj © Ajj = Q45 O (@ a;k O Cij) = Q45 © Gjjy S¥) @(CLZ‘]‘ o aik) O Ak

k k#j
= Qji © Gjj

This implies that a;; < a;; for all 4,5 [12]. It follows that
@ a;r, © ag; =0
k#j
so that a;; o ar; = 0 for all 7+ and j # k. O

A vector density p is invariant under a TEM A if A x p = p. Of course,
if p is invariant under A, then the distribution for a corresponding quantum
Markov chain in the vector density p is constant.

Theorem 5.4. A vector density p = (p1,- .., pn) 1S invariant under a sharp
TEM A = [a;j] if and only if p; o a;; = a;; o p; and

P ajiop; = a0 pi
J#i
for all 1.
Proof. 1f the conditions hold, then for every ¢ we have
(A*p)z = @aﬂop] = a”opleB@aﬂopj
J J#i
= pi 0 @i + pi © aj; = p;

Hence, A % p = p so p is invariant under A. Conversely, suppose that p is
invariant under A. Then for every ¢ we have

pi:<A*P)i:@n’OPi@@aﬁop]’ (5.1)
J#i

Taking the sequential product of both sides with a;; on the left gives
@aii o (aﬂ 9] p]) =0
J#
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Therefore, a;; o (aj; 0 pj) = 0 s0 a;; | aj; o p; for every i,j with i # j. Since
a;; o p; < ag, it follows that a; | a; o p;. By (5.1) we conclude that a; | p;
for all . Applying (5.1) again we have

i O Pi = Pi © Ay = P © P; © Qi = P; O Qi © p; = @j;éiajiopj 0

Theorem 5.3 and Theorem 5.4 involve sharp TEMs. It would be of interest
to prove characterizations for arbitrary TEMs.

A 0-1 TEM is a TEM whose entries are all 0 or 1. Thus a 0-1 TEM
has exactly one 1 in each row and the other entries are 0. A vector density
p=(p1,...,pn) is singular if p; = 0 for j # i for some i = 1,...,n. We can
represent such a vector density by p; = d;; 0t where 7(t) = 1. We say that £
is state O-separating if s(a) = 0 for every normal state implies a = 0. Of
course, if F is state O-separating, then Tr(F) is O-separating.

Theorem 5.5. (i) Let p be the singular vector density p; = d;, 0t. Then p
is invariant under the TEM A = |a;j] if and only if ag, ot =t. (ii) Assume
that E is state 0-separating. Then a TEM A on E takes every singular vector
density to a singular vector density if and only if A is a 0-1 TEM.

Proof. (i) If p is invariant under A, then

dikot = p; = (Ax*p); @a]zopj_akzot

Hence, ay, ot = t. Conversely, if ag, ot = ¢t we have that [12] ax | t.

Therefore,
t—@toa]k —t@@toak]
i#k

But this implies that ¢ o a;; = 0 for j # k. Hence, aij ot = 0 for j # k. We
conclude that

(A*P @a]zop]_akzot_ézkot_pz

J

Thus, p is invariant under A. (ii) Let p; = d,; o t; and w; = ds; oty be
singular vector densities and suppose A * p = w. Then for every i we have

(A*p)i:@akiopk:ariotl:Wi:(SsiOtQ
k
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Hence, a,; ot; = 0 if i # s. Since this holds for every t; € Tr(E) with
7(t1) # 0 and E is state O-separating, we conclude that a,; = 0 for every
1 # s. Therefore, a,;, = 6,; o 1. Since r is arbitrary, A is a 0-1 TEM.
Conversely, suppose A is a 0-1 TEM. If p; = §,; ot is a singular vector
density, then

(A*p);=aot =t

for some ¢ and (Ao p); = 0 for j # i. Hence, (A * p); = &;; o t. Therefore,
Ax p = w where w; = J;; ot. Hence, A takes singular vector densities to
singular vector densities. O]
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