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In this work a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference is considered. Based on the

notion of instrument, we propose a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule, which elaborates

how a prior normal state updates under observations. Besides, we investigate the limit

of posterior normal state as the number of observations goes to infinity. After that,

we generalize the fundamental notions and results of Bayesian inference according to

quantum Bayes’ rule. It is noted that our theory not only retains the classical one

as a special case but possesses many new features as well.

Keywords: instrument, posterior normal state, sequential measurement scheme,

Bayesian inference, large sample property

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.08845v3


I. INTRODUCTION

Bayesian inference was born in the 1920s and reached its heyday in the 1950s, and is

now widely used in science and engineering. In the past century, quantum physics has

flourished and merged with many fields. About fifty years ago, an interdisciplinary field

called quantum statistics was born1,2. In this field there are many studies in which Bayesian

analysis are applied to quantum physics, as shown in3–8. What is at the heart of Bayesian

analysis is Bayes’ rule, which elaborates how a prior distribution updates under observations.

Intuitively, the update of a prior distribution according to Bayes’ rule is quite similar to the

update of a quantum state according to a specific measurement. We will see that the former

is a special case of the latter. To understand this, first we have to embed a probability space

into a complex Hilbert space. A probability space is a triad (X,A ,P) where (X,A ) is a

measurable space and P a probability measures on (X,A ). For simplicity, here we consider

a probability space with finite samples.

Let (X, 2X ,P) be a probability space where X = {x1, · · · , xn}, 2X the power of X

(i.e. the set of all subsets of X) and P a probability measure on (X, 2X). Let H be a

n-dimensional complex Hilbert space and {ψj}
n
j=1 an orthonormal basis of H. Denote by c

the one-to-one correspondence between {xi} and the projector |ψi〉〈ψi| for all i ∈ [n], where

[n] := {1, 2, · · · , n}. Then there is a density operator ρ =
∑n

i=1 P({xi})|ψi〉〈ψi| such that

P(A) =
∑

j∈{i:xi∈A}

tr(ρ|ψj〉〈ψj |) (1)

= tr(ρPA) (2)

for all A ∈ 2X , where PA =
∑

j∈{i:xi∈A} |ψj〉〈ψj| is a projector. Therefore, the conditional

probability

P(B|A) =
P(B ∩A)

P(A)
(3)

=
tr(ρPBPA)

tr(ρPA)
(4)

=
tr(PBPAρPAPB)

tr(PAρPA)
(5)

= tr(PBρAPB) (6)
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for all A,B ∈ 2X such that P(A) 6= 0, where ρA = PAρPA/tr(PAρPA) is a density oper-

ator. Readers familiar with quantum measurement may have recognized that operations

ρ 7→ PAρPA, ∀A ∈ 2X indeed defines a Lüders instrument, which describes the statisti-

cal properties of a specific family of measurements. The definition of instrument will be

introduced in Sect.II.

With the ingredients above, we now turn to the connection between Bayes’ rule and

instrument. Assume that the unknown parameter θ takes values in the set Θ that consists

of m elements and has a prior distribution Π. Assume that the observation x takes values

in the set X that consists of n elements and has the conditional distribution Pθ. Let H0

be a m-dimensional complex Hilbert space with {φl}
m
l=1 an orthonormal basis and H1 a

n-dimensional complex Hilbert space with {ψj}
n
j=1 an orthonormal basis. Denote by c0

(resp. c1) the one-to-one correspondence between {θk} and the projector |φk〉〈φk| for all

k ∈ [m] (resp. {xi} and |ψi〉〈ψi| for all i ∈ [n]). In order to understand the connection

between Bayes’ rule and instrument, first we have to embed the product probability space

(Θ × X, 2Θ × 2X ,Π × Pθ) into a finite-dimensional complex Hilbert space, where Θ × X

is the Cartesian product, 2Θ × 2X the product σ-algebra, Π × Pθ the product probability

measure on the measurable space (Θ×X, 2Θ×2X). But for brevity, we denote Π×Pθ as P×

in the following. A convenient choice for the finite-dimensional complex Hilbert space for

embedding is the tensor product H0⊗H1 since {φl ⊗ψj : l ∈ [m], j ∈ [n]} is an orthonormal

basis of H0 ⊗H1 so that there is a natural one-to-one correspondence c01 between {(θk, xi)}

and the projector |φk ⊗ ψi〉〈φk ⊗ ψi| for all k ∈ [m], i ∈ [n]. As before, there is a density

operator ρ =
∑

k,i P×({(θk, xi)})|φk ⊗ ψi〉〈φk ⊗ ψi| such that

P×(E) =
∑

(l,j)∈{(k,i):(θk,xi)∈E}

tr(ρ|φl ⊗ ψj〉〈φl ⊗ ψj |) (7)

= tr(ρPE) (8)

for all E ∈ 2Θ × 2X , where PE =
∑

(l,j)∈{(k,i):(θk,xi)∈E} |φl ⊗ ψj〉〈φl ⊗ ψj | is a projector. Then

the posterior density of θ under the observation x (given P×({(·, x)}) > 0) is

π(θ|x) =
P×({(θ, x)})

P×({(·, x)})
(9)

= tr(P{(θ,·)}ρ{(·,x)}P{(θ,·)}) (10)

for all θ ∈ Θ, where {(·, x)} := {(θk, x) : k ∈ [m]} and ρ{(·,x)} = P{(·,x)}ρP{(·,x)}/tr(P{(·,x)}
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ρP{(·,x)}) is a density operator. Again operations ρ 7→ P{(·,x)}ρP{(·,x)} defines a Lüders instru-

ment.

The analysis above suggests that the Bayesian update π(θ) 7→ π(θ|x) can be realized by

first carrying out the instrumental update ρ 7→ ρ{(·,x)} and then applying Born’s rule. In

other words, through embedding, the update of a prior distribution according to Bayes’ rule

can be identified with the update of a prior normal state (describing a quantum system)

according to a Lüders instrument (describing a specific family of measurements). We assert

that this is also true for the general version of Bayesian update and will give a proof in

Sect.III.

Quantum theory has been used outside of physics for quite some time. In cognition,

decision-making and even economics, quantum theory excels at modeling non-commutative

phenomena. Recently,9 successfully modeled both Question Order Effect and Response

Replicability Effect in human cognition with a quantum system, suggesting that human

cognitive processes are probably similar to the evolution of quantum states. In classical

Bayesian inference, a Bayesian’s knowledge of an object is modeled by a classical system and

Bayes’ rule tells a Bayesian how to update her knowledge of an object based on observations.

Since there is evidence that quantum system models human cognition better, we wonder if

there is a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule together with a quantum analogue of Bayesian

inference, in which a Bayesian’s knowledge of an object is modeled by a quantum system.

To the best of our knowledge, although a few attempts have been made to quantize Bayes’

rule10–15, there is still no research addressing a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference. In

the following we will briefly review these articles.

In10, a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule is proposed and the exact condition with respect

to the validity of it is explored. Bayes’ rule is generalized in11 with the prior being a density

matrix and the likelihood being a covariance matrix. In12, an inherently diagrammatic

formulation of quantum Bayes’ rule is proposed and a necessary and sufficient condition for

the existence of Bayesian inverse in the setting of finite-dimensional C∗-algebras is provided.

A quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule is put forward in13 based on the notion of operator valued

measure and quantum random variable. The graphical framework for Bayesian inference

raised in14 is sufficiently general to cover both the standard case and the proposals for

quantum Bayesian inference in which the degrees of belief are considered to be represented by

density operators instead of probability distributions. The approach of maximizing quantum
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relative entropy is followed in15 to study a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule, resulting in

some generalizations.

In this work we focus on a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference. We find that through

proper embedding, the Bayesian update of a prior distribution can be identified with the

instrumental update of a prior normal state. Based on the notions of von Neumann algebra,

normal state, observable, and instrument, we put forward a quantum analogue of Bayes’

rule, which is concise and has clear physical meaning. Besides, as with Bayes’ rule, it

is compatible with sequential measurement schemes. By the way, we obtain a sufficient

condition for sequential measurements to be joint measurements. Parallel to the asymptotic

normality of posterior distribution, we obtain two sufficient conditions for the convergence

of posterior normal state, and give the definition of the weak consistency of posterior normal

state by analogy to the definition of the weak consistency of posterior distribution, and thus

obtain two sufficient conditions for the weak consistency of posterior normal state. Then we

generalize the fundamental notions and results of Bayesian inference according to quantum

Bayes’ rule. Fortunately, our theory retains the classical one as a special case, although we

note that for a given quantum Bayesian decision problem, a quantum Bayes solution and a

quantum posterior solution are generally no longer equivalent.

Our manuscript is organized as follows. Sect.II is devoted to presenting some facts about

operator valued measure, instrument and a family of posterior normal states. Then in

Sect.III and Sect.IV, we focus on a quantum Bayes’ rule and the limit of posterior normal

state, respectively. Next in Sect.V, we move to a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference.

Finally Sect.VI is a discussion.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In general the sample space may have infinitely many elements. In order to understand

the connection between Bayes’ rule and instrument in this case, first we have to embed a

probability space with an arbitrary measurable space into a complex Hilbert space. It is not

difficult to find that the key to achieving this is to construct a map from the σ-algebra A

to the set of projectors {PA : A ∈ A } so that there is a one-to-one correspondence between

the probability measure P and the density operator ρ. In fact this map is an observable.

Observable is one of the important notions in quantum measurement that we will introduce
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below. Let (X,A ) be a measurable space and H a complex Hilbert space. Denote by B+(H)

the set of positive bounded linear operators on H and by G(H) the set of density operators

on H.

Definition 1. A map ν : A → B+(H) is called an observable iff

(i) ν(X) = 1;

(ii) For any countable collection of sets {Ak}k∈N+ ⊆ A with Ai ∩Aj = ∅ for i 6= j we have

ν

(

∞
⋃

k=1

Ak

)

=

∞
∑

k=1

ν(Ak), weakly. (11)

Moreover, ν is called a sharp observable iff ν∗(A) = ν(A) = ν2(A) for all A ∈ A . The

convex set of observables ν : A → B+(H) is denoted by O(A ,H). A convex combination

of ν1 and ν2 in O(A ,H) (i.e. tν1 + (1− t)ν2, 0 < t < 1) can be viewed as a randomization

of measuring processes described by ν1 and ν2.

Let ν : A → B+(H) be an observable. For any density operator ρ ∈ G(H), the probability

measure νρ induced by ν is defined by

νρ(A) = tr[ρν(A)], ∀A ∈ A . (12)

One may question the capacity of a complex Hilbert space H. In other words, one

may wonder whether there is a probability measure P on the measurable space (X,A )

such that for all observables ν ∈ O(A ,H) and all density operators ρ ∈ G(H) we have

P(A) 6= tr[ρν(A)], for some A ∈ A . Fortunately this will never happen. It is shown in16 that

for each probability measure P on the measurable space (X,A ) and each density operator

ρ ∈ G(H) there is a unique observable ν : A → B+(H) such that P(A) = tr[ρν(A)], ∀A ∈ A .

This guarantees that we can embed any probability space into a complex Hilbert space.

As we discussed in Sect.I, there is a connection between Bayes’ rule and instrument. The

notion of instrument is a bit more complicated. To introduce this, first we have to agree on

some notations. Let M ⊆ B(H) be a von Neumann algebra. Denote by M∗ the predual of

M (i.e. the set of σ-weakly continuous bounded linear functionals on M ), by S(M ) the

set of normal states on M (i.e. the set of positive and unit elements of M∗), by 〈·, ·〉 the

duality pairing between M∗ and M and by B+(M∗) the set of positive bounded linear maps

on M∗.

A map Ψ ∈ B+(M∗) is called a subtransition iff it satisfies 〈Ψϕ, 1〉 ≤ 〈ϕ, 1〉 for all

0 ≤ ϕ ∈ M∗. Moreover, if Ψ satisfies 〈Ψϕ, 1〉 = 〈ϕ, 1〉 for all ϕ ∈ M∗ then Ψ is called
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a transition. The dual of a subtransition (resp. transition) Ψ, denoted Φ, is defined by

〈ϕ,Φa〉 = 〈Ψϕ, a〉 for all ϕ ∈ M∗ and a ∈ M . It is a normal positive linear map on M such

that Φ1 ≤ 1 (resp. Φ1 = 1). If Ψ is completely positive (CP), then Ψ is called an operation

(resp. channel).

Definition 2. A map I : A → B+(M∗) is called an instrument (normalized subtransition

valued measure) iff

(i) I(X) is a transition;

(ii) For any countable collection of sets {Ak}k∈N+ ⊆ A with Ai ∩ Aj = ∅ for i 6= j we

have

I

(

∞
⋃

k=1

Ak

)

=
∞
∑

k=1

I(Ak), (13)

where the convergence on the right side of the equation (13) is with respect to the strong

operator topology of B+(M∗).

The dual of an instrument I, denoted I
∗, is defined by 〈ϕ, I∗(A)a〉 = 〈I(A)ϕ, a〉 for all

A ∈ A , ϕ ∈ M∗ and a ∈ M . It is a map from A to L+(M ) (i.e. the set of positive linear

maps on M ). The convex set of instruments I : A → B+(M∗) is denoted by Ins(A ,M∗).

If I(A) is an operation for all A ∈ A , then I is called a CP instrument. The convex set of

CP instruments I : A → B+(M∗) is denoted by CPIns(A ,M∗).

An instrument naturally induces an observable. Let I : A → B+(M∗) be an instrument.

The observable ν induced by I is defined by

ν(A) = I
∗(A)1, ∀A ∈ A . (14)

Then for any ϕ ∈ S(M ), the probability measure Pϕ induced by ν is defined by

Pϕ(A) = 〈ϕ, ν(A)〉, ∀A ∈ A . (15)

Note that different instruments may induce the same observable. It is shown in17 that

each instrument induces a unique observable and each observable can be induced by a unique

class of instruments.

To measure a quantum system one needs an apparatus. In standard experimental sce-

narios, an apparatus will reveal the following two facts to the surveyor, called the statistical

properties of an apparatus: (i) Probability that each measurement outcome occurs given a

7



quantum state; (ii) Update of quantum states given each measurement outcome. However,

different apparatuses may have the same statistical properties so that it would be a little

redundant to distinguish them if we only care about their statistical properties. Hence the

notion of instrument was put forward. It is shown in18 that each apparatus corresponds to a

unique instrument and each instrument corresponds to a unique statistical equivalence class

of apparatuses.

Let I : A → B+(M∗) be an instrument. For any A ∈ A , Pϕ(A) is the probability

that A occurs (iff the measurement outcome x ∈ A) when a quantum system S described

by a von Neumann algebra M is in the normal state ϕ ∈ S(M ) and a measurement with

an apparatus corresponding to I is performed. Furthermore, ϕA = I(A)ϕ/Pϕ(A) is the

normal state that the quantum system S is in immediately after A occurs (provided that

Pϕ(A) > 0).

Unfortunately, not all apparatuses are physically realizable. It is shown in16 that the

corresponding instrument of a physically realizable apparatus should be CP. Furthermore,

there is a one-to-one correspondence between the statistical equivalence classes of physically

realizable apparatuses and CP instruments. In other words, each CP instrument can be

realized physically by at least one apparatus.

It is known that the measurement outcome {x} is an elementary event. However, it may

happen that P({x}) = 0. So how will quantum states update given a measurement outcome

{x} such that P({x}) = 0? This question is settled by the notion of a family of posterior

normal states. Let H be a complex Hilbert space, M ⊆ B(H) a von Neumann algebra,

I : A → B+(M∗) an instrument and ϕ ∈ S(M ) a normal state.

Definition 3. The set {ϕx : x ∈ X} is called a family of posterior normal states w.r.t.

(I, ϕ) iff

(i) ϕx is a normal state for all x ∈ X;

(ii) {ϕx : x ∈ X} is weakly* Pϕ measurable (i.e. the function x 7→ 〈ϕx, a〉 is Pϕ measurable

for any a ∈ M );

(iii) For any a ∈ M and A ∈ A ,
∫

A

〈ϕx, a〉Pϕ(dx) = 〈I(A)ϕ, a〉. (16)

If {ϕx : x ∈ X} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ), then it exists uniquely

in the sense that if {ϕ′
x : x ∈ X} is another family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ)
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then for any a ∈ M , 〈ϕx, a〉 = 〈ϕ′
x, a〉 Pϕ-a.s.. The existence of a family of posterior normal

states w.r.t. (I, ϕ) is discussed thoroughly in19.

III. QUANTUM BAYES’ RULE

To illustrate our theory, and to answer the question remained in Sect.I, we begin this

section by exploring the connection between the general version of Bayes’ rule and instru-

ment. Recall that in Sect.I the product probability space (Θ × X, 2Θ × 2X ,P×) is em-

bedded into a (m × n)-dimensional complex Hilbert space H through a sharp observable

B 7→ PB, as a result of which, the update of a prior distribution according to Bayes’ rule

can be identified with the update of a prior density operator according to a Lüders instru-

ment. However, it suffices to reach the same conclusion by embedding the probability spaces

(Θ, 2Θ,Π) and (X, 2X ,
∫

1(·)PθdΠ) into an arbitrary complex Hilbert space whose dimension

is no less than m× n through a sharp observable ν : 2Θ → B+(H) and a Lüders instrument

I : 2X → B+(B1(H)) inducing a sharp observable λ compatible with ν (i.e. the commutator

[ν(E), λ(A)] = 0 for all E ∈ 2Θ and A ∈ 2X), respectively. Following the idea above we will

prove that through proper embedding the update of a prior distribution according to the

general version of Bayes’ rule is nothing but the update of a prior normal state according to

a specific instrument.

Let (Θ, E , ν) and (X,A , µ) be σ-finite measure spaces and p(x|θ) a nonnegative E × A

measurable real valued function satisfying
∫

X

p(x|θ)µ(dx) = 1, ∀θ ∈ Θ, (17)

so that the function

K : (θ, A) 7→

∫

A

p(x|θ)µ(dx), ∀(θ, A) ∈ Θ× A (18)

is a Markov kernel. Denote by L∞(ν) ⊆ B(L2(ν)) the abelian von Neumann algebra of ν-a.e.

equivalence classes of essentially bounded E measurable functions from Θ to the complex

field C, where L2(ν) is the complex Hilbert space of ν-a.e. equivalence classes of square

integrable E measurable functions from Θ to C. Identify L∞(ν)∗ with L1(ν) and denote by

L1
+,1(ν) the set of normal states. Let τ : E → L∞(ν) be a map defined by

E 7→ 1E, ∀E ∈ E , (19)
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where 1E is an indicator. In fact τ is an observable since (i) 1E ≥ 0 for all E ∈ E ; (ii)

1Θ is the identity and (iii) 1∪k≥1Ek
=
∑

k≥1 1Ek
for any countable collection of mutually

disjoint measurable sets {Ek}k≥1. Therefore, we can embed any probability space (Θ, E ,Π)

satisfying Π ≪ ν (i.e. Π is absolutely continuous with respect to ν) into the complex Hilbert

space L2(ν) through the observable τ . Note that in the case mentioned in Sect.I we can

not determine the normal state (density operator) uniquely if we only embed (Θ, 2Θ,Π) into

H through a sharp observable (even after embedding both if the dimension of H is larger

than m× n). However, the normal state can be uniquely determined if we embed (Θ, E ,Π)

into L2(ν) through τ since by Radon-Nikodým theorem there is a one-to-one correspondence

between probability measures that are absolutely continuous with respect to ν and normal

states on L∞(ν).

Let P◦ be a probability measure on (X,A ) defined by P◦(A) =
∫

Θ
1(θ)K(θ, A)π(θ)ν(dθ)

for all A ∈ A , where π(θ) ∈ L1
+,1(ν) (i.e. π(θ) ≥ 0 and

∫

|π|dν = 1) is a normal state. We

have to embed (X,A ,P◦) into L2(ν) through an instrument. Let I : A → B+(L1(ν)) be a

map defined by

A 7→ K(θ, A)·, ∀A ∈ A , (20)

K[f ] := [Kf ], ∀[f ] ∈ L1(ν). (21)

Needless to say, I is an instrument, as verified below. (i)
∫

Θ
1(θ)K(θ, A)f(θ)ν(dθ) ≤

∫

Θ
1(θ)f(θ)ν(dθ) for all A ∈ A and L1(ν) ∋ f ≥ 0 since 0 ≤ K(θ, A) ≤ 1 for all θ ∈ Θ and

A ∈ A . (ii)
∫

Θ
1(θ)K(θ,X)f(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

Θ
1(θ)f(θ)ν(dθ) for all A ∈ A and L1(ν) ∈ f ≥ 0

since K(θ,X) = 1 for all θ ∈ Θ. (iii) The σ-additivity of I follows directly from the

σ-additivity of K(θ, ·) as a probability measure for all θ ∈ Θ.

The following result shows that {π(θ|x) : x ∈ X} is indeed a family of posterior normal

states w.r.t. (I, π(θ)), where π(θ|x) = p(x|θ)π(θ)/
∫

Θ
p(x|θ)π(θ)ν(dθ) and π(θ) ∈ L1

+,1(ν).

Theorem 1. {π(θ|x) : x ∈ X} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, π(θ)).

Moreover, it is unique in the sense that if {π(θ|x)′ : x ∈ X} is another family of posterior

normal states w.r.t. (I, π(θ)), then π(θ|x) and π(θ|x)′ only differ on a (ν × µ)-null set.

Proof. Denote by π(θ) an element of π(θ). (i) Obviously p(x|θ)π(θ) is a nonnegative (ν×µ)-

a.e., E ×A measurable real valued function such that
∫

Θ
p(x|θ)π(θ)ν(dθ) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ X

and
∫

Θ
|π(θ|x)|ν(dθ) = 1. Thus π(θ|x) is a normal state for all x ∈ X . (ii) Denote by N0
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the ν-null set such that π(θ) ≥ 0 on N c
0 . We first show that

∫

pπd(ν × µ) <∞.
∫

pπd(ν × µ) =

∫

1Ncpπd(ν × µ) (22)

=

∫

Θ

π(θ)ν(dθ)

∫

X

1Nc(θ, x)p(x|θ)µ(dx) (by Tonelli theorem) (23)

=

∫

Θ

K(θ,N c
θ )π(θ)ν(dθ) (24)

=

∫

Θ

K(θ,N c
θ )Π(dθ) <∞, (25)

where N c is the complement of the (ν × µ)-null set N = N0 × X and N c
θ the section of

N c at θ. By Tonelli theorem the function x 7→
∫

1Ncpπdν =
∫

pπdν is nonnegative and

A measurable. Let g ∈ L∞(ν) and denote by g an element of g. Then we have to show

that the function x 7→
∫

gpπdν is P◦ measurable. Since g = ℜ(g) + iℑ(g) = [ℜ(g)]+ −

[ℜ(g)]− + i{[ℑ(g)]+ − [ℑ(g)]−}, the integral
∫

gpπdν =
∫

[ℜ(g)]+pπdν −
∫

[ℜ(g)]−pπdν +

i{
∫

[ℑ(g)]+pπdν−
∫

[ℑ(g)]−pπdν}, where ℜ(·),ℑ(·), (·)+, (·)− denote the real part, imaginary

part, positive part and negative part of a number, respectively. Thus it suffices to show that

the function ℓ : x 7→
∫

[ℜ(g)]+pπdν is P◦ measurable. To do this, we first show that
∫

[ℜ(g)]+pπd(ν × µ) <∞.
∫

[ℜ(g)]+pπd(ν × µ) =

∫

1Nc [ℜ(g)]+pπd(ν × µ) (26)

=

∫

Θ

ℜ+[g(θ)]π(θ)ν(dθ)

∫

X

1Nc(θ, x)p(x|θ)µ(dx) (27)

=

∫

Θ

ℜ+[g(θ)]K(θ,N c
θ )π(θ)ν(dθ) (28)

≤

∫

Θ

|ℜ(g)|K(θ,N c
θ)Π(dθ) (29)

≤

∫

Θ

‖g‖∞K(θ,N c
θ )Π(dθ) <∞, (30)

where ‖·‖∞ is the essential supremum norm on L∞(ν). Then by Fubini theorem the non-

negative function ℓ is A measurable but only finite µ-a.e.. Denote by N1 the µ-null set such

that ℓ is finite on N c
1 . Note that 1Nc

1
ℓ is a A measurable real valued function and equal to

ℓ µ-a.e.. This implies that 1Nc
1
ℓ is equal to ℓ P◦-a.s. since P◦ is absolutely continuous with

respect to µ. Due to the fact that a function f from Θ to the extended real line is µ measur-

able if and only if there is A measurable extended real valued function h such that f = h

µ-a.e., we have actually proved that ℓ is P◦ measurable. By the same way, the functions

x 7→
∫

[ℜ(g)]−pπdν, x 7→
∫

[ℑ(g)]+pπdν and x 7→
∫

[ℑ(g)]−pπdν are all P◦ measurable so that

11



the function x 7→
∫

gpπdν is P◦ measurable. Hence the function x 7→
∫

Θ
g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ) is

P◦ measurable (and also µ measurable) for all g ∈ L∞(ν). (iii) Let g ∈ L∞(ν) and denote

by g an element of g. Without loss of generality, assume that g is nonnegative. By (ii), the

function x 7→
∫

Θ
g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ) is nonnegative and µ measurable. Consequently, there is a

nonnegative A measurable function r that is equal to x 7→
∫

Θ
g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ) µ-a.e.. Thus

the integral
∫

A

[
∫

Θ

g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ)

]
∫

Θ

1(θ)K(θ, dx)π(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

A

r(x)

∫

Θ

1(θ)K(θ, dx)π(θ)ν(dθ)

(31)

=

∫

Θ

Π(dθ)

∫

A

r(x)K(θ, dx) (32)

=

∫

Θ

Π(dθ)

∫

A

r(x)p(x|θ)µ(dx) (33)

=

∫

A

r(x)µ(dx)

∫

Θ

p(x|θ)Π(dθ). (34)

And the integral
∫

Θ

g(θ)K(θ, A)π(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

Θ

g(θ)Π(dθ)

∫

A

p(x|θ)µ(dx) (35)

=

∫

A

µ(dx)

∫

Θ

g(θ)p(x|θ)Π(dθ) (by Tonelli theorem). (36)

Apparently r(x)
∫

Θ
p(x|θ)Π(dθ) =

∫

Θ
g(θ)p(x|θ)Π(dθ) µ-a.e.. Hence for all A ∈ A and

g ∈ L∞(ν) we have
∫

A

[
∫

Θ

g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ)

]
∫

Θ

1(θ)K(θ, dx)π(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

Θ

g(θ)K(θ, A)π(θ)ν(dθ). (37)

Conversely, assume that a family of posterior normal states {π(θ|x) : x ∈ X} w.r.t.

(I, π(θ)) exists, where π(θ) ∈ L1
+,1(ν) is a normal state. Then π(θ|x) shall satisfy the

following equation
∫

A

[
∫

Θ

g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ)

]
∫

Θ

1(θ)K(θ, dx)π(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

Θ

g(θ)K(θ, A)π(θ)ν(dθ) (38)

for all A ∈ A and L∞(ν) ∋ g ≥ 0. By Tonelli theorem we have
∫

A

[
∫

Θ

g(θ)π(θ|x)ν(dθ)

]

µ(dx)

∫

Θ

p(x|θ)π(θ)ν(dθ) =

∫

A

µ(dx)

∫

Θ

g(θ)p(x|θ)π(θ)ν(dθ) (39)

for all A ∈ A and L∞(ν) ∋ g ≥ 0, which implies that

π(θ|x)

∫

Θ

p(x|θ)π(θ)ν(dθ) = p(x|θ)π(θ) (40)
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holds on a set M satisfying for µ-a.e. x the section (M c)x of M c is a ν-null set. Since ν and

µ are σ-finite, this is equivalent to M c is a (ν × µ)-null set.

It is now clear that the Bayesian update π(θ) 7→ π(θ|x) of a prior density π(θ) is nothing

but the update π(θ) 7→ π(θ|x) of a prior normal state π(θ) according to the instrument K.

This inspired us to propose a quantum analogue of Bayes’ rule. Indeed Bayes’ rule says if

a Bayesian uses an apparatus corresponding to the instrument K to measure a quantum

system S described by the von Neumann algebra L∞(ν), she will obtain a measurement

outcome {x} and disturb the state of S according to {x}. This disturbance is described

by an update of the normal state ϕ 7→ ϕx, where {ϕx : x ∈ X} is a family of posterior

normal states w.r.t. (K, π(θ)). But what if a Bayesian uses an apparatus corresponding

to an arbitrary instrument to measure a quantum system described by an arbitrary von

Neumann algebra? To answer this, we put forward the following quantum Bayes’ rule by

analogy to the classical one.

Quantum Bayes’ Rule. If a quantum system S described by a von Neumann algebra M

is in the prior normal state ϕ before a measurement with an apparatus corresponding to an

instrument I : A → B+(M∗), then after the measurement S will be in the posterior normal

state ϕx if the measurement outcome is {x}, where {ϕx : x ∈ X} is a family of posterior

normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ).

Apparently quantum Bayes’ rule retains the classical one as a special case. In practice, one

may measure a quantum system S described by a von Neumann algebra M in a sequential

measurement scheme, i.e. perform n measurements with n apparatuses (corresponding to n

instruments Ii : Ai → B+(M∗), i ∈ [n]) on S one immediately after another. If the quantum

system S is in the prior normal state ϕ before these sequentially performed measurements,

then by induction the probability that A1, · · · , An occurs one by one is 〈In(An) ◦ · · · ◦

I1(A1)ϕ, 1〉 and according to quantum Bayes’ rule S will be in the posterior normal state

ϕx1···xn
if the measurement outcomes are {x1}, · · · , {xn}.

In classical Bayesian inference the probability space (X,A ,Pθ) is usually a product of

n probability spaces (Xi,Ai,P
(i)
θ ), i ∈ [n]. This implies that the components of x ∈ X is

independent. Let p(xi|θ) be a nonnegative E ×Ai measurable real valued function satisfying
∫

Xi
p(xi|θ)µi(dxi) = 1 for all i ∈ [n], where µi is a σ-finite measure on (Xi,Ai). Then the

independence of the components of x is equivalent to p(x|θ) =
∏n

i=1 p(xi|θ) (
∏n

i=1 µi)-a.e.

13



for all θ ∈ Θ. But for convenience, the independence of the components of x is usually

guaranteed by p(x|θ) =
∏n

i=1 p(xi|θ) for all θ ∈ Θ. And since the point-wise multiplication

of two real valued functions is commutative, the update of a prior normal state π(θ) according

to the instrument K =
∫

1(·)p(x|θ) (
∏n

i=1 µi) (dx) is equivalent to the sequential update of

π(θ) according to n instruments Ki =
∫

1(·)p(xi|θ)µi(dxi), i ∈ [n] in any order.

In the case above it holds thatK(θ,
∏n

i=1Ai) =
∏n

i=1Ki(θ, Ai) for all Ai ∈ Ai, i.e. K is the

unique kernel-like instrument that is equal to the composition of n instruments Ki, i ∈ [n]

on the measurable rectangles
∏n

i=1Ai. In fact under some topological assumptions, the

composition of a finite number of instruments can be uniquely extended to an instrument

in the following sense. Let (Xi,B(Xi)), i ∈ [n] be measurable spaces where Xi is a second

countable locally compact Hausdorff space and B(Xi) the Borel σ-algebra on Xi. Let

Ii : B(Xi) → B+(M∗), i ∈ [n] be instruments. Then according to20, there is a unique

instrument I ∈ Ins(Πn
i=1B(Xi),M∗) such that

I(A1 × · · · ×An) = In(An) ◦ · · · ◦ I1(A1), ∀Ai ∈ B(Xi). (41)

Thus if for all i ∈ [n] Xi is a second countable locally compact Hausdorff space and Ai the

Borel σ-algebra on Xi, then K is the unique instrument that agrees with the composition

of Ki, i ∈ [n] on the measurable rectangles
∏n

i=1Ai.

Note that ϕ∏
n

i=1 Ai
= ϕA1···An

provided that Pϕ(
∏k

i=1Ai) > 0, k ∈ [n] so it is natural to

ask whether a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ) is {ϕx1···xn
: xi ∈ Xi, i ∈ [n]}.

To see this, it suffices to consider the case n = 2. Let Ii : B(Xi) → B+(M∗), i ∈ [2] be

instruments.

Theorem 2. Assume that the map x1 7→ 〈I2(A2)ϕx1, 1〉 is B(X1) measurable for all A2 ∈

B(X2). Then {ϕx1x2 : xi ∈ Xi, i ∈ [2]} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ).

Proof. (i) Apparently, ϕx1x2 is a normal state for all (x1, x2) ∈ X1 × X2. (ii) Since {ϕx1 :

x1 ∈ X1} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I1, ϕ), we have
∫

A1
〈ϕx1, a〉Pϕ(dx1) =

〈I1(A1)ϕ, a〉 for all a ∈ M and A1 ∈ B(X1). Setting a = I∗
2(A2)b, 0 ≤ b ∈ M and noticing

that {ϕx1x2 : x2 ∈ X2} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I2, ϕx1), we have
∫

A1

Pϕ(dx1)

∫

A2

〈ϕx1x2 , b〉Pϕx1
(dx2) = 〈I2(A2) ◦ I1(A1)ϕ, b〉 (42)

=

∫

A1×A2

〈ϕx, b〉〈I(dx)ϕ, 1〉, (43)
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for all A1 ∈ B(X1) and A2 ∈ B(X2). Since the map x1 7→ 〈I2(A2)ϕx1, 1〉 is B(X1)

measurable (of course Pϕ measurable) for all A2 ∈ B(X2), 〈I2(A2)ϕx1, 1〉 is a Markov

kernel. As a result, Pϕ × Pϕx1
is the unique probability measure on the measurable space

(X1 ×X2,B(X1 ×X2)) such that

Pϕ × Pϕx1
(A1 × A2) =

∫

A1

〈I2(A2)ϕx1, 1〉Pϕ(dx1) (44)

= 〈I2(A2) ◦ I1(A1)ϕ, 1〉 (45)

= 〈I(A1 × A2)ϕ, 1〉. (46)

Hence by Carathéodory theorem Pϕ × Pϕx1
is indeed 〈Iϕ, 1〉. Therefore

∫

A1

Pϕ(dx1)

∫

A2

〈ϕx1x2, b〉Pϕx1
(dx2) =

∫

A1×A2

〈ϕx, b〉〈I(dx)ϕ, 1〉 (47)

=

∫

A1

Pϕ(dx1)

∫

A2

〈ϕ(x1,x2), b〉Pϕx1
(dx2) (48)

for all A1 ∈ B(X1) and A2 ∈ B(X2), which implies that there is a nonnegative B(X1×X2)

measurable function that is equal to 〈ϕ(x1,x2), b〉 〈Iϕ, 1〉-a.s. and agrees with 〈ϕx1x2, b〉 on

a set M satisfying for Pϕ-a.s. x1 the section M c
x1

of M c is a Pϕx1
-null set. Since Pϕ and

Pϕx1
are finite, this is equivalent to M c is a (Pϕ × Pϕx1

)-null set. Thus 〈ϕx1x2 , b〉 is 〈Iϕ, 1〉

measurable for all 0 ≤ b ∈ M (hence for all b ∈ M ). (iii) Apparently it holds that

∫

A

〈ϕx1x2, b〉〈I(dx)ϕ, 1〉 = 〈I(A)ϕ, b〉 (49)

for all b ∈ M and A ∈ B(X1 ×X2).

This gives a way to find out {ϕ(x1,x2) : (x1, x2) ∈ X1 ×X2} by iterating {ϕx1 : x1 ∈ X1}

and {ϕx2 : x2 ∈ X2} sequentially.

However, in general the composition of two instruments satisfies [I1 ◦ I2, I2 ◦ I1] 6= 0 so

that the sequential update of a prior normal state according to some instruments in different

orders varies.

In classical Bayesian inference, A 7→ K(θ, A)1(θ) is a joint observable of the observables

Ai 7→ Ki(θ, Ai)1(θ), i ∈ [n] in the sense that K(θ, A)1(θ) = [
∏n

i=1Ki(θ, Ai)] 1(θ) for all

measurable rectangles
∏n

i=1Ai. This means that we can measure the observables Ai 7→

Ki(θ, Ai)1(θ), i ∈ [n] jointly by measuring them sequentially. However, this often fails in the

quantum case since I∗1 is a joint observable of the observables I∗
1(X1) ◦ · · · ◦ I∗

i−1(Xi−1) ◦
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I∗
i (·) ◦ I∗

i+1(Xi+1) ◦ · · · ◦ I∗
n(Xn)1, i ∈ [n] and generally I∗

1(X1) ◦ · · · ◦ I∗
i−1(Xi−1) ◦ I∗

i (·) ◦

I∗
i+1(Xi+1) ◦ · · · ◦ I∗

n(Xn)1 6= I∗
i 1 for i ∈ {2, · · · , n}. A sufficient condition that one can

measure the observables I∗
i 1, i ∈ [n] jointly by measuring them sequentially is given below

and its proof is straight forward.

Proposition 3. If I∗
i commutes with I

∗
1◦· · ·◦I

∗
i−1 for any i ∈ {2, · · · , n} then the observables

νi, i ∈ [n] induced by Ii, i ∈ [n] have I∗1 as a joint observable, where I is the composition of

Ii, i ∈ [n].

IV. LIMIT OF POSTERIOR NORMAL STATE

In classical Bayesian inference, under some regularity conditions the posterior distribution

is asymptotically normal, i.e. it can be approximated by an appropriate normal distribution

when the number of independently identically distributed observations is sufficiently large.

However, if a quantum system S described by a von Neumann algebra M is in the prior nor-

mal state ϕ before sufficiently many sequentially performed measurements with apparatuses

corresponding to instruments Ii, i ∈ [n], then after these measurements S will probably not

be in a converging posterior normal state. For example, identify B(H)∗ with B1(H) and

define an instrument I ∈ Ins({∅, X},B1(H)) by

I(X)· = u(·)u∗, (50)

where {∅, X} is the trivial σ-algebra on X and u ∈ B(H) a unitary operator. We assert

that {ρx = uρu∗ : x ∈ X} is the unique family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ρ). By

repeatedly applying I to the prior normal state ρ one sees that the posterior normal state

ρx does not converge. However, in some cases the posterior normal state converges as the

sample size goes to infinity.

Let I : {∅, X} → B+(Mk(C)) be a CP instrument where Mk(C) is the von Neumann

algebra of k × k complex matrices.

Theorem 4. Assume that the spectrum of I(X) has the unique eigenvalue {1} on the unit

circle and this eigenvalue is simple. Then there are positive numbers C, α > 0 such that for

any n ∈ N+ we have

‖ρx1···xn
− ρ∗‖1 ≤ Ce−αn, ∀ρ ∈ G(Ck), (51)
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where ρx1···xn
= Inρ is the posterior normal state after performing the sequential measure-

ment scheme In and ρ∗ ∈ G(Ck) satisfies I(X)ρ∗ = ρ∗.

Proof. We first show that {ϕx = I(X)ϕ : x ∈ X} is the unique family of posterior normal

states w.r.t. (I, ϕ), where I : {∅, X} → B+(M∗) is an instrument and ϕ is a prior normal

state. Assume that {ϕx : x ∈ X} is a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ). Then

for all a ∈ M , the function x 7→ 〈ϕx, a〉 is Pϕ measurable and the following equation holds
∫

X

〈ϕx, a〉Pϕ(dx) = 〈I(X)ϕ, a〉. (52)

Since the probability space (X, {∅, X},Pϕ) is complete, the function x 7→ 〈ϕx, a〉 is {∅, X}

measurable for all a ∈ M . Therefore x 7→ 〈ϕx, a〉 shall be constant for all a ∈ M . This

implies that for all x ∈ X , ϕx = ϕ0 for some ϕ0 ∈ S(M ). Again due to the arbitrariness of

a, ϕ0 = I(X)ϕ. The rest of the proof follows from 21.

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and T : Ω → Ω an invertible, measure preserving,

ergodic map (i.e for all F ∈ F satisfying T−1(F ) = F we have P(F ) = 0 or 1). We say that

a map f ∈ B+(Mk(C)) is strictly positive iff f(a) > 0 for all a ∈ M+
k (C) \ {0}. Let f0 be a

CPIns({∅, X},Mk(C))-valued F measurable map. Define fn(ω) = f0[T
n(ω)], ∀ω ∈ Ω, n ∈

Z.

Theorem 5. Assume that there is a positive integer N such that

(1) P[fN(X) ◦ · · · ◦ f0(X) is strictly positive] > 0; (53)

(2) P[ker(f ∗
0 (X)) ∩M+

k (C) = {0}] = 1. (54)

Then there is a positive number α > 0, a G(Ck) valued F measurable map ρ0 and a sequence

of F measurable maps {ρn = ρ0[T
n(ω)], ∀ω ∈ Ω, n ∈ Z} such that for any (m, z, n) ∈ Z

3

satisfying m < n,m ≤ z, z ≤ n we have

‖ρxm···xn
− ρn‖1 ≤ Cα,ze

−α(n−m), ∀ρ ∈ G(Ck), (55)

where ρxm···xn
= fn(X) ◦ · · · ◦ fm(X)ρ is the posterior normal state after performing the

sequential measurement scheme fn ◦ · · · ◦ fm and Cα,z is finite P-a.s.

Proof. Since a CP instrument I : {∅, X} → B+(M∗) is uniquely determined by its channel

I(X), there is a natural one-to-one correspondence between CP instruments I : {∅, X} →

B+(Mk(C)) and channels Ψ ∈ C(Mk(C)). The rest of the proof follows from Lemma 3.8,

Lemma 3.11 and Lemma 3.14 in22.
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In classical Bayesian inference, a Bayesian is able to learn about an unknown parameter θ

by updating her prior, which to some extent, can be viewed as her prior knowledge about θ,

to her posterior. In other words, if an oracle were to know the true value of the parameter,

a Bayesian shall ensure that with enough observations she would get close to this true value.

This is guaranteed by the weak consistency of posterior distribution. Let Xn be a random

n-tuple (i.i.d. observations) whose conditional distribution is Pn
θ (an n-fold product of Pθ),

Π a prior distribution and ΠXn
the posterior distribution. Assume that the true value of θ

is θ0 (iff the ground truth distribution of θ is the Dirac measure Π0 = 1(·)(θ0)). Then under

some conditions, ΠX(n) converges weakly to Π0 in probability Pn
θ0
, as n→ ∞.

In the quantum case, the weak consistency of posterior normal state might be defined

as follows. Let ϕ be a prior normal state that a quantum Bayesian stands for and ϕ0

the ground truth. Let {In ∈ Ins (
∏n

i=1 Ai,M∗)}
∞

n=1 be a sequence of instruments such that

〈In+1(A
(n) × Xn+1)ϕ, 1〉 = 〈In(A

(n))ϕ, 1〉 for all A(n) ∈
∏n

i=1 Ai and n ∈ N+. Denote by

{ϕx(n) : x(n) ∈ Πn
i=1Xn} (resp. {ϕ0,x(n) : x(n) ∈ Πn

i=1Xn}) a family of posterior normal states

w.r.t. (In, ϕ) (resp. (In, ϕ0)). Then under some conditions ϕX(n) could converge to ϕ0,X(n)

with respect to an appropriate metrizable topology in probability 〈Inϕ0, 1〉.

Assume that X consists of a single element and equipped with the trivial topology. By

the definition of the weak consistency of posterior normal state, Theorem 2 and Theorem 4,

we have

lim
n→∞

tr(Inρ0) (‖ρX1···Xn
− ρ0,X1···Xn

‖1 > ǫ) = 0, ∀ǫ > 0, ∀ρ, ρ0 ∈ G(Ck). (56)

In other words, given sequential measurement scheme {In}∞n=1, for any prior normal state

ρ ∈ G(Ck), the posterior normal state ρX1···Xn
is weakly consistent at any ρ0 ∈ G(Ck).

Similarly, by the definition of the weak consistency of posterior normal state, Theorem 2

and Theorem 5, we have

lim
(n−m)→∞

tr(fn−mρ0) (‖ρXm···Xn
− ρ0,Xm···Xn

‖1 > ǫ) = 0, P-a.s., ∀ǫ > 0, ∀ρ, ρ0 ∈ G(Ck), (57)

where fn−m = fn ◦ · · · ◦ fm. In other words, given sequential measurement scheme

fn−m, (m,n) ∈ Z
2, m < n, for any prior normal state ρ ∈ G(Ck), the posterior normal

state ρXm···Xn
is weakly consistent at any ρ0 ∈ G(Ck) almost surely.

LetH be a separable complex Hilbert space. Define a CP instrument I ∈ CPIns(A ,B1(H))
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by

I(A)· =
∑

i∈A

ai(·)a
∗
i , ∀A ∈ A , (58)

where ai ∈ B(H) for all i ∈ N+ and
∑∞

i=1 a
∗
i ai = 1 in the strong operator topology of B(H).

Define a Markov kernel K : G(H)× B(G(H)) → [0, 1] by

(ρ,G) 7→
∞
∑

i=1

tr(aiρa
∗
i )1G(ρi), (59)

where ρi = aiρa
∗
i /tr(aiρa

∗
i ). Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and {Xn : Ω → G(H)}∞n=0

a Markov chain such that P(Xn+1 ∈ G|Xn = ρ) = K(ρ,G), ∀n ∈ N. Denote by Pρ0 the

probability measure of {Xn}
∞
n=0 initializing at ρ0, i.e. Pρ0(F ) = P(F |X0 = ρ0) for all F ∈ F .

Theorem 6.23 Let {Xn}
∞
n=0 be the Markov chain starting at ρ0. Then there is a {ρ ∈ G(H) :

∑∞
i=1 aiρa

∗
i = ρ} valued random variable Xρ0 such that

1

n

n
∑

i=1

Xn → Xρ0 , weakly∗ and Pρ0-a.s. (60)

as n→ ∞.

V. QUANTUM BAYESIAN INFERENCE

With quantum Bayes’ rule, a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference is ready to debut.

A quantum statistical model is a pair (ν,Λ) where ν : A → M is an observable and

Λ ⊆ S(M ) a set of normal states. Moreover, if Λ = {ϕ(θ) ∈ S(M ) : θ ∈ Θ}, then (ν, ϕ(θ))

is called a parametric quantum statistical model.

A quantum Bayesian decision problem consists of five elements: a parameter space

(Θ, E ,Π), which is a probability space; a random experiment (ν, ϕ(θ)), which is a para-

metric quantum statistical model; an action space (Y,B), which is a measurable space; a

randomized decision rule δ : X × B → [0, 1], which is a Markov kernel; a loss function

L : Θ × Y → R+ such that L(θ, y) is B measurable for all θ ∈ Θ. Denote by ∆ a class

of randomized decision rule δ : X × B → [0, 1]. If a randomized decision rule δ satisfying

δ(x, ·) is a Dirac measure for all x ∈ X , then δ is called a non-randomized decision rule or

decision rule in brief. Denote by D a class of decision rule δ : X × B → [0, 1]. The risk
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function R : Θ×∆ → R+ of a quantum Bayesian decision problem is defined by

R(θ, δ) = ExEyL(θ, y) =

∫

X

〈ϕ(θ), ν(dx)〉

∫

Y

L(θ, y)δ(x, dy). (61)

The quantum Bayes risk RΠ : ∆ → R+ of a quantum Bayesian decision problem is defined

by

RΠ(δ) = EθR(θ, δ) =

∫

Θ

Π(dθ)

∫

X

〈ϕ(θ), ν(dx)〉

∫

Y

L(θ, y)δ(x, dy). (62)

Moreover, if there is a randomized decision rule δ̌ ∈ ∆ such that

RΠ(δ̌) = inf
δ∈∆

RΠ(δ), (63)

then δ̌ is called a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆).

In the following we would like to explore the admissibility of quantum Bayesian solution.

We say that a randomized decision rule δ is inadmissible iff there is another randomized

decision rule δ′ ∈ ∆ such that (i) R(θ, δ′) ≤ R(θ, δ) for all θ ∈ Θ; (ii) There is a θ′ ∈ Θ such

that R(θ′, δ′) < R(θ′, δ).

Theorem 7. Assume that Θ is a metric space and E the Borel σ-algebra on Θ. Denote by

δ̌ a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆). If

(i) Π(E) > 0 for all open subsets E of Θ;

(ii) RΠ(δ̌) <∞;

(iii) R(θ, δ) is a continuous function of θ for all δ ∈ ∆,

then δ̌ is admissible.

Proof. If δ̌ is inadmissible, then there is a randomized decision rule δ′ ∈ ∆ such that

R(θ, δ′) ≤ R(θ, δ̌), ∀θ ∈ Θ; (64)

∃ θ′ ∈ Θ s.t. R(θ′, δ′) < R(θ′, δ̌). (65)

By condition (iii), there is a positive number ǫ > 0 together with an open ball Sǫ(θ
′) such

that

R(θ, δ′) < R(θ, δ̌)− ǫ, ∀θ ∈ Sǫ(θ
′). (66)
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Then we have

RΠ(δ
′) =

∫

Sǫ(θ′)

R(θ, δ′)Π(dθ) +

∫

Θ\Sǫ(θ′)

R(θ, δ′)Π(dθ) (67)

<

∫

Sǫ(θ′)

[R(θ, δ̌)− ǫ]Π(dθ) +

∫

Θ\Sǫ(θ′)

R(θ, δ̌)Π(dθ) (68)

= RΠ(δ̌)− ǫΠ[Sǫ(θ
′)] (69)

< RΠ(δ̌), (70)

which contradicts that δ̌ is a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆).

Theorem 8. If δ̌ is the unique quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆), then δ̌ is admissible.

Proof. If δ̌ is inadmissible, then there is a randomized decision rule δ′ ∈ ∆ such that

R(θ, δ′) ≤ R(θ, δ̌), ∀θ ∈ Θ; (71)

∃ θ′ ∈ Θ s.t. R(θ′, δ′) < R(θ′, δ̌). (72)

Then we have

RΠ(δ
′) =

∫

Θ

R(θ, δ′)Π(dθ) ≤

∫

Θ

R(θ, δ̌)Π(dθ) = RΠ(δ̌), (73)

which shows that δ′ is a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) as well. But this contradicts

that δ̌ is the unique quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (π,∆).

We say that δ̃ ∈ D is a minimax decision rule iff it satisfies

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ̃) = inf
δ∈D

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ). (74)

Theorem 9. Let δ̌ be a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,D). If R(θ, δ̌) = c for all θ ∈ Θ,

then δ̌ is a minimax decision rule.

Proof. On the one hand,

c = RΠ(δ̌) = inf
δ∈D

RΠ(δ) (75)

≤ sup
Π′∈P

inf
δ∈D

RΠ′(δ) (76)

≤ inf
δ∈D

sup
Π′∈P

RΠ′(δ) (77)

≤ inf
δ∈D

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ), (78)
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where P is a class of prior distributions such that Π ∈ P. On the other hand,

c = sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ̌) ≥ inf
δ∈D

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ). (79)

Theorem 10. Let {Πn}
∞
n=1 be a sequence of prior distributions and δ̌n a quantum Bayes

solution w.r.t. (Πn,D). Let δ ∈ D be a decision rule. If

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

RΠn
(δ̌n), (80)

then δ is a minimax decision rule.

Proof. If δ is not a minimax decision rule, then there is a decision rule δ′ ∈ D such that

sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ′) < sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ). (81)

For any n ≥ 1 we have

RΠn
(δ̌n) ≤ RΠn

(δ′) (82)

≤ sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ′) (83)

< sup
θ∈Θ

R(θ, δ), (84)

which contradicts the condition (80).

Let ϕ ∈ S(M ) be a prior normal state, λ : E → M an observable, I : A → B+(M∗) an

instrument and {ϕx : x ∈ X} a family of posterior normal states w.r.t. (I, ϕ).

Definition 4. The quantum posterior risk Rϕ : ∆ → R+ of a quantum Bayesian decision

problem is defined by

Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|xEyL(θ, y) =

∫

Θ

〈ϕx, λ(dθ)〉

∫

Y

L(θ, y)δ(x, dy). (85)

Moreover, if there is a randomized decision rule δ∗ ∈ ∆ such that

Rϕ(δ
∗) = inf

δ∈∆
Rϕ(δ), (86)

then δ∗ is called a quantum posterior solution w.r.t. (ϕ,∆).
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Apparently our framework retains the classical one as a special case. In classical statistics,

a statistical model is a triad (X,A ,P) where (X,A ) is a measurable space and P a class

of probability measures on (X,A ). Moreover, if P = {Pθ : θ ∈ Θ}, then (X,A ,Pθ)

is called a parametric statistical model. If we replace the parametric quantum statistical

model (ν, ϕ(θ)) in a quantum Bayesian decision problem with a parametric statistical model

(X,A ,Pθ) where Pθ is a Markov kernel, we will get a classical Bayesian decision problem.

It is noted that in classical Bayesian decision, a posterior solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) is always

a Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) and each Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) minimizes the posterior

risk for P =
∫

PθdΠ almost all x ∈ X . However, this is not true in the quantum case. To

see this, assume that the map (θ, x) 7→
∫

Y
L(θ, y)δ(x, dy) is E ×A measurable for all δ ∈ ∆

and 〈ϕ(θ), ν(A)〉 is a Markov kernel defined by
∫

A
p(x|θ)µ(dx), ∀A ∈ A , where p(x|θ) is a

nonnegative E ×A measurable real valued function satisfying
∫

X
p(x|θ)µ(dx) = 1, ∀θ ∈ Θ,

and µ is a σ-finite measure on (X,A ). Then each quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π =
∫

πdν,∆) shall minimize the posterior risk
∫

Θ
π(θ|x)ν(dθ)

∫

Y
L(θ, y)δ(x, dy) for P almost

all x ∈ X , where π ∈ L1
+,1(ν) and ν is a σ-finite measure on (Θ, E ). Since probability

measures 〈ϕx, λ(·)〉 and
∫

(·)
π(θ|x)ν(dθ) can be quite different, it is likely to happen that

there is a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) not minimizing the quantum posterior risk
∫

Θ
〈ϕx, λ(dθ)〉

∫

Y
L(θ, y)δ(x, dy) for P almost all x ∈ X .

In the following we will concentrate on a quantum analogue of Bayesian inference. This

topic mainly consists of four parts: quantum posterior point estimation, quantum posterior

credible interval, quantum posterior hypothesis testing and quantum posterior prediction.

One could see that in terms of framework, quantum Bayesian inference is almost the same

as the classical one.

Assume that (X,A ), (Y,B) and (Θ, E ) are all (R,B(R)). Denote by Pϕx
the probability

measure 〈ϕx, λ(·)〉 and by F(θ|x) the cumulative distribution function corresponding to Pϕx
.

Theorem 11. Suppose the loss function L(θ, y) = c(θ)(θ−y)2, where c(θ) ≥ 0 for all θ ∈ Θ.

Then the quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B

[

Eθ|xθc(θ)

Eθ|xc(θ)

]

. (87)

Specifically, if c(θ) = 1 for all θ ∈ Θ, then the quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B(Eθ|xθ). (88)
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Proof. Straight calculation shows that the quantum posterior risk

Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|xEyc(θ)(θ − y)2 (89)

= Eθ|xc(θ)[θ − δ(x)]2, (90)

where δ(x) ∈ Y is the point such that δ(x,B) = 1B[δ(x)], ∀B ∈ B. Apparently Rϕ(δ) takes

its minimum when

δ(x) = Eθ|xθc(θ)/Eθ|xc(θ). (91)

Theorem 12. Suppose the loss function L(θ, y) =







k0(θ − y) if θ > y

k1(y − θ) if θ ≤ y
, where k0, k1 ≥ 0.

Then the quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B



ξθ|x





k0

k0 + k1







 , (92)

where ξθ|x(p) := inf{θ ∈ Θ : F(θ|x) ≥ p} is the p quantile of F(θ|x). Specifically, if

k0 = k1 = 1, then the quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B[ξθ|x(0.5)]. (93)

Proof. Let p = k0/(k0 + k1). Assume that y > ξθ|x(p). A little calculation shows that

L[θ, ξθ|x(p)]− L(θ, y) =



















k1[ξθ|x(p)− y] if θ ≤ ξθ|x(p)

(k0 + k1)θ − k0ξθ|x(p)− k1y if ξθ|x(p) < θ ≤ y

k0[y − ξθ|x(p)] if θ > y

, (94)

and

L[θ, ξθ|x(p)]− L(θ, y) ≤ k1[ξθ|x(p)− y]1(−∞,ξθ|x(p)] (95)

+ k0[y − ξθ|x(p)]1(ξθ|x(p),+∞) (96)

since (k0 + k1)θ− k0ξθ|x(p)− k1y < (k0 + k1)y− k0ξθ|x(p)− k1y = k0[y− ξθ|x(p)]. Let δ0 ∈ D
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such that δ0(x) = ξθ|x(p). Then for any δ ∈ D such that δ(x) > ξθ|x(p) we have

Rϕ(δ0)− Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|x{L[θ, ξθ|x(p)]− L[θ, δ(x)]} (97)

≤ k1[ξθ|x(p)− δ(x)]Pϕx
[θ ≤ ξθ|x(p)] (98)

+ k0[δ(x)− ξθ|x(p)]Pϕx
[θ > ξθ|x(p)] (99)

≤
k0k1

k0 + k1
[ξθ|x(p)− δ(x)] (100)

+
k0k1

k0 + k1
[δ(x)− ξθ|x(p)] = 0, (101)

which is equivalent to

Rϕ(δ0) ≤ Rϕ(δ). (102)

The inequality above also holds when δ(x) < ξθ|x(p) and thus δ0 is the quantum posterior

solution w.r.t. (ϕ,D).

Theorem 13. Suppose the loss function L(θ, y) =







1 if |θ − y| > ǫ

0 if |θ − y| ≤ ǫ
and Pϕx

(·) =

∫

(·)
px(θ)µx(dθ) for a Borel measurable real valued function px(θ) and a σ-finite measure

µx on (R,B(R)) and px(θ) has maximum value. Then as ǫ → 0 a quantum posterior

solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B[max
θ∈Θ

px(θ)]. (103)

Proof. Straight calculation shows that

Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|xEyL(θ, y) (104)

= 1−

∫ δ(x)+ǫ

δ(x)−ǫ

px(θ)µx(dθ). (105)

Apparently minimizing Rϕ(δ) is equivalent to maximizing
∫ δ(x)+ǫ

δ(x)−ǫ
px(θ)µx(dθ) and thus

δ(x) = maxθ∈Θ px(θ) as ǫ→ 0.

We say that θ̂E := Eθ|x(θ) is the quantum posterior mean estimator of θ; θ̂Q := ξθ|x(0.5)

is the quantum posterior median estimator of θ and θ̂M := maxθ∈Θ px(θ) is the quantum

posterior mode estimator of θ.
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Remark 1. Under the premise of Theorem 4, further assume that Θ is a metric space, E

is the Borel σ-algebra on Θ, X consists of a single element and equipped with the trivial

topology, and tr(ρ∗λ) is a Dirac measure. Then by Theorem 4 we have

0 ≤ |tr[(ρX1···Xn
− ρ∗)λ]| ≤ ‖λ‖‖ρX1···Xn

− ρ∗‖1 → 0, (106)

as n→ ∞. This implies that tr(ρX1···Xn
λ) converges weakly to tr(ρ∗λ) in probability tr(Inρ0).

Thus θ̂E, θ̂Q and θ̂M are all weakly consistent.

Assume that Y is the set of closed intervals on the real line and the loss function L(θ, y) =

k0l(y)+k1[1−1y(θ)], where l(y) is the length of y and k0, k1 ≥ 0. Then the quantum posterior

risk

Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|xEy{k0l(y) + k1[1− 1y(θ)]} (107)

= k0l[δ(x)] + k1Eθ|x[1− 1δ(x)(θ)] (108)

= k0l[δ(x)] + k1Pϕx
[θ /∈ δ(x)]. (109)

Here a quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is generally not easy to obtain. A common

strategy is to keep l[δ(x)] as small as possible while controlling Pϕx
[θ /∈ δ(x)] not to exceed

a given small positive number. We say that a decision rule δ is a 1 − α quantum posterior

credible interval iff

Pϕx
[θ ∈ δ(x)] ≥ 1− α, ∀x ∈ X, (110)

where 0 < α < 1.

Assume that (Y,F ) = ([n], 2[n]) and the loss function L(θ, y) =
∑n

i=1 δiy1Θc

i
(θ), where

δ(··) is the Kronecker delta and Θi, i ∈ [n] are mutually disjoint Pϕx
measurable subsets of

Θ. A little calculation shows that the quantum posterior risk

Rϕ(δ) = Eθ|xEyL(θ, y) (111)

=
n
∑

i=1

δiδ(x)Pϕx
(θ /∈ Θi) (112)

and apparently Rϕ(δ) takes its minimum when δ(x) = argmaxi∈[n] Pϕx
(θ ∈ Θi) so that the

quantum posterior solution δ∗ w.r.t. (ϕ,D) is

δ∗(x,B) = 1B[argmax
i∈[n]

Pϕx
(θ ∈ Θi)]. (113)
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We say that the δ∗ above is the quantum posterior testing rule of the multiple hypothesis

testing

Hi : θ ∈ Θi, i ∈ [n]. (114)

In classical Bayesian inference, the posterior predictive distribution of a Z-valued random

variable is given by the Markov kernel
∫

Θ
K(θ, x, C)π(θ|x)ν(dθ), where (Z,C ) is a measur-

able space, K : (θ, x, C) 7→ K(θ, x, C), ∀(θ, x, C) ∈ Θ×X × C a Markov kernel and π(θ|x)

the posterior density. Note that the section Kx of K is not only an instrument but an

observable as well. Let η : C → M be an observable. We say that 〈ϕx, η〉 is the quantum

posterior predictive distribution of η.

VI. DISCUSSION

In a sense, quantum Bayes’ rule tells a quantum Bayesian how to update her knowledge

of an object based on observations. According to quantum Bayes’ rule, a quantum analogue

of Bayesian inference, which not only retains the classical one as a special case but possesses

many new features as well, is put forward. However, there is still a lot to explore.

(i) What is the sufficient and necessary conditions that a quantum posterior solution

w.r.t. (ϕ,∆) is a quantum Bayes solution w.r.t. (Π,∆) and vice versa?

(ii) In classical Bayesian inference, if the true value of the unknown parameter θ is θ0,

then

Π0,x =

∫

1(·)p(x|θ)Π0(dθ)
∫

Θ
p(x|θ)Π0(dθ)

= Π0, (115)

where p(x|θ) is a nonnegative E×A measurable real valued function satisfying
∫

X
p(x|θ)µ(dx) =

1, ∀θ ∈ Θ, µ is a σ-finite measure on (X,A ). This indicates that Π0 is never disturbed by

a measurement with an apparatus corresponding to an instrument K =
∫

1(·)p(x|θ)µ(dx).

However, in the definition of the weak consistency of posterior normal state, the ground

truth ϕ0 is likely to be disturbed by a measurement with an apparatus corresponding

to an instrument In. So is it necessary for ϕ0 to satisfy for a sequence of instruments

{In ∈ Ins (
∏n

i=1 Ai,M∗)}
∞

n=1 such that 〈In+1(A
(n) × Xn+1)ϕ, 1〉 = 〈In(A

(n))ϕ, 1〉 for any

A(n) ∈
∏n

i=1 Ai and n ∈ N+ we have ϕ0,X(n) = ϕ0 (a.s.), n ∈ N+ and 〈ϕ0, λ〉 = Π0?
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(iii) What is the sufficient and necessary conditions for the weak consistency of posterior

normal state?

(iv) Topics concerning covariant quantum posterior point estimator.

(v) Choice and robustness of prior normal state, e.g. global or local sensitivity measures

of a class of prior normal states.
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