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We propose a new method to overcome quantum back-action in a measurement process using
oscillators. An optical oscillator is used as a meter to measure the parameters of another open
oscillator. The optical oscillator is synthesized such that the optical restoring force counters any
perturbations induced by the quantum back-action phenomena. As a result, it is shown that the
quantum back-action in continuous measurement is suppressed in the low frequency regime i.e., for
frequencies much smaller than the resonance frequency of the open oscillator. As the meter plays the
role of measuring parameters as well as suppressing the quantum back-action, we call it as quantum
back-action nullifying meter. As an application of this method, synthesis of quantum back-action
nullifying optical oscillator for suppressing radiation pressure force noise in linear and non-linear
optomechanics is described.

I. INTRODUCTION

Classical mechanics tells us that measurements can be
infinitely accurate given the measurement scheme and
the apparatus are perfect. On contrary to that, quantum
mechanics imposes limits on the accuracy of our mea-
surements via the Heisenberg uncertainty principle. The
uncertainty principle [1, 2], which gives the fundamental
quantum limit, is neither a consequence of the measuring
device nor the measurement strategy. While the uncer-
tainty principle is unbeatable, other quantum limits such
as standard quantum limit are avoidable [3, 4]. Standard
quantum limit is a consequence of quantum back action
(QBA) [5–9] which states that an accurate measurement
at a particular time induces uncertainty in the same mea-
surement performed at a later time. In a continuous
measurement, QBA limits the accuracy of our measure-
ments atleast to standard quantum limit. Recent exper-
imental advances have shown that QBA limits the mea-
surement accuracy in many physical systems [5, 6, 10–
12]. Overcoming it requires performing a special kind
of measurement known as quantum non-demolition mea-
surement [3, 13]. However, a quantum non-demolition
measurement is not possible in all the experiments as
it requires the measured variable to commute with the
Hamiltonian. Thus several alternative mechanisms [14–
24] are being developed to overcome QBA. This article
proposes a new method to suppress QBA by using a me-
ter with intrinsic restoring force.

Quantum back-action in continuous measurement
stems from the interplay between the canonically con-
jugate variables. Such an interplay can arise [25] from
the natural evolution of the system or because of the in-
teraction between system and meter. Even though the
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physics of QBA can be illustrated [26, 27] by using iso-
lated systems like a quantum free particle or a quantum
simple harmonic oscillator, these systems are never iso-
lated in experiments. A system on which a measurement
is to be performed is generally coupled to (i) environment
and (ii) meter. In my previous work [20], decoherence
from the environment was used to suppress the QBA by
erasing the memory of previous measurement from the
system. In this article, we propose a new method to sup-
press QBA by using the restoring force of the meter to
counter the perturbation induced by the QBA.

In a measurement process, generally, the experimenter
has control over the meter and its coupling to the system
on which the measurement is to be performed. Evasion of
QBA can be achieved by choosing a meter with intrinsic
restoring force, an oscillator for example, and then using
the restoring force to counter any perturbation induced
by the QBA phenomena. As the meter in this method
serves the dual purpose of measuring, and nullifying the
QBA, we call it as quantum back-action nullifying meter
(QBNM).

The theory of QBNM is developed by modeling the sys-
tem and the meter as oscillators. Even though the meter
could be any measuring device with intrinsic restoring
force, we restrict the meter to an optical oscillator as
optics offer unique advantage in the experimental imple-
mentation of this technique. As many systems [28–31]
can be modeled with simple harmonic oscillators, the re-
sults presented in this article will be useful in many areas
of physics.

Consider a simple harmonic oscillator (SHO) with mo-
mentum p̂1, position ẑ1, mass m1, and Eigen frequency
ω1. The equations of motion are given as

˙̂p1 = −m1ω
2
1 ẑ1, m1

˙̂z1 = p̂1. (1)

Solving Eq. (1) gives the position of the simple har-
monic oscillator at time t as ẑ1 = ẑ2 cos(ω1te) +
p̂2/(m1ω1) sin(ω1te), where ẑ2 is the initial position, p̂2
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is the initial momentum, and te = t− t2 with t2 as initial
time. The ẑ2 and p̂2 leads to initial imprecision (IIP) and
QBA, respectively. The competition between IIP and
QBA limits the accuracy in continuous measurement of
ẑ1 atleast to

√
~/m1ω1, where ~ is the reduced Planck

constant, which is the standard quantum limit. The QBA
in Eq. (1) arises from the canonically conjugate variables.
We haven’t considered any specific measurement scheme
or measuring device in Eq. (1), but it already implies
standard quantum limit. The simple harmonic oscillator
considered until now is an isolated case. In an exper-
iment, the simple harmonic oscillator is coupled to the
environment, and a measurement can be performed by
coupling it to a meter. In order to account for every
thing in a measurement process, we have to include both
the reservoir and the meter.

For simplicity, the simple harmonic oscillator coupled
to reservoir will be called as an open simple harmonic os-
cillator (OSHO). Suppose that we are interested in mea-
suring the position ẑs of an OSHO whose momentum,
mass, and Hamiltonian are represented by p̂s, ms, and
Ĥs, respectively. Experimentally, ẑs is estimated by cou-
pling the OSHO to a meter. We assume that the meter
is an optical oscillator with Hamiltonian Ĥo, effective
momentum p̂o, effective position ẑo and effective mass
mo. The optical oscillator can be synthesized by driv-
ing an optical cavity with an external laser field. The
optical field inside the cavity oscillates at the Eigen fre-
quency ωo of the cavity and this creates an optical oscil-
lator. As the optical oscillator is driven at frequency ωd
of the driving laser, after making a unitary transforma-

tion with Û = eiωdĤot/~ωo the total Hamiltonian becomes
Ĥs + ∆Ĥo/ωo + Ĥos + Ĥr, where ∆ = ωo − ωd, Ĥos is
the Hamiltonian for interaction between optical oscillator
and OSHO, and Ĥr is the Hamiltonian of the reservoirs
and their interaction with the OSHO and the optical os-
cillator. The explicit form of the Ĥos depends on the
nature of coupling between the OSHO and the meter.
We keep the Ĥos arbitrary. The equations of motion are
given as

˙̂zj −
i

~
[Ĥs +

∆

ωo
Ĥo + Ĥr, ẑj ] =

i

~
[Ĥos, ẑj ], (2)

˙̂pj −
i

~
[Ĥs +

∆

ωo
Ĥo + Ĥr, p̂j ] =

i

~
[Ĥos, p̂j ], (3)

where j = s, o. We define Cp̂j = i[Ĥos, p̂j ]/~ and

Cẑj = i[Ĥos, ẑj ]/~. The commutation relations [Ĥos, p̂j ]

and [Ĥos, ẑj ] can not be determined without knowing the

explicit form of the Ĥos. However, we can guess that Cẑj
and Cp̂j are a function of ẑs, ẑo, p̂s, and p̂o as Ĥos is also
a function of the same variables.

As we are interested in measuring ẑs, without loss
of generality, we assume that Ĥos is independent of p̂s.
These assumptions not only simplify Eq. (6) and Eq. (7)
but also represent the realistic experimental scenario in

optical metrology. For example: the position (or ẑs) cou-
pling comes naturally as any OSHO coupled to optical os-
cillator experiences position dependent electromagnetic
field because of the wave nature of light [32, 33]. Hence
Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) can be rewritten as

ms(¨̂zs + γs ˙̂zs + ω2
s ẑs) = Cp̂s(ẑo, p̂o, ẑs) + ŝ, (4)

˙̂po + γop̂o +moωo∆ẑo = Cp̂o(ẑo, p̂o, ẑs) + ô, (5)

where γj is the damping rate and ĵ is the corresponding
noise operator [34, 35]. We adopt the following notation
throughout this letter: Any arbitrary quantum operator
Â is written [2] as a sum of its expectation term Ā and

its quantum fluctuation term δ̂A. Hence, by applying
the Taylor expansion upto first order of quantum fluc-
tuations, the dynamics of the quantum fluctuations in
Eq. (4), and Eq. (5) are given as

ms(
¨̂
δzs + γs

˙̂
δzs + ω2

s δ̂zs) =
∑
j=s,o

∂Cp̂s
∂ẑj

∣∣
ẑj=z̄j
p̂j=p̄j

δ̂zj

+
∂Cp̂s
∂p̂o

∣∣
ẑj=z̄j
p̂j=p̄j

δ̂po + δ̂s,

(6)

˙̂
δpo + γoδ̂po +moωo∆δ̂zo =

∑
j=s,o

∂Cp̂o
∂ẑj

∣∣
ẑj=z̄j
p̂j=p̄j

δ̂zj

+
∂Cp̂o
∂p̂o

∣∣
ẑj=z̄j
p̂j=p̄j

δ̂po + δ̂o,

(7)

Note the partial derivatives in Eq. (6) and Eq. (7)
are a function of expectation terms only (no quantum
terms). The transient behavior of the expectation terms
is damped out on a time scale te � 1/γj leading to
a steady state (any fast oscillation at optical frequen-
cies is eliminated by the rotating wave approximation).
Hence all the partial derivatives in Eq. (6) and Eq. (7)
become time independent because of decoherence. As
all the partial derivatives in Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) are a
function of expectation terms only, from now onward,
for notation simplicity, we shall drop indicating that the
partial derivatives are evaluated at expectation terms.
As a result, by using the Fourier transform definition
F(Â) =

∫∞
−∞ Âeiωtdt/

√
2π = Â(ω) with ω as Fourier fre-

quency, Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) imply that

δ̂zs(ω) =
∂Cp̂s
∂ẑo

δ̂zo(ω)

Ds(ω)
+
∂Cp̂s
∂p̂o

δ̂po(ω)

Ds(ω)
+

δ̂s(ω)

Ds(ω)
, (8)

δ̂po(ω)(γo − iω −
∂Cp̂o
∂p̂o

) +moΩ
2
oδ̂zo(ω) = δ̂o(ω)

+δ̂zs(ω)
∂Cp̂o
∂ẑs

,

(9)

where Ω2
o = ωo∆− ∂Cp̂o

∂ẑo
1
mo

, Ds(ω) = ms(Ω
2
s−ω2− iγsω)

with Ω2
s = ω2

s −
∂Cp̂s

∂ẑs
1
ms

. The second terms on the
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left hand side (LHS) and the right hand side (RHS)of
Eq. (9) establish the presence of QBA. However, these

terms arise from Ĥo and Ĥos. Thus, unlike the oscilla-
tor in Eq. (1), the QBA in Eq. (9) has contribution from
the interaction between optical oscillator and OSHO as
well. The optical oscillator can read the parameters of
OSHO only if there is an interaction between them. This
interaction generally involves exchange of forces which

leads to perturbation of OSHO parameters. The quan-
tum mechanical nature of the optical oscillator writes
perturbations with quantum nature on to the OSHO and
this manifests as QBA from the Ĥos. We think the most
popular example [36] for the QBA in optical metrology
is the radiation pressure force noise in gravitational wave
interferometer.

Coupled dynamics of optical oscillator and OSHO is
given from Eq. (8) and Eq. (9) as

δ̂po(ω) =
(
∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs

∂Cp̂s

∂ẑo
1

Ds(ω) −moΩ
2
o)δ̂zo(ω) +

∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs

δ̂s(ω)
Ds(ω) + δ̂o(ω)

(γo − iω − ∂Cp̂o

∂p̂o
− ∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs

∂Cp̂s

∂p̂o
1

Ds(ω) )
. (10)

On the RHS of Eq. (10), the first term in the numera-
tor represents the QBA term. It reveals that QBA arises
from previous measurement as well as from the interac-
tion between the optical oscillator and the OSHO. The
QBA in Eq. (10) can be completely nullified if

moΩ
2
o =

∂Cp̂o
∂ẑs

∂Cp̂s
∂ẑo

ei tan−1 ε√
m2
s(Ω

2
s − ω2)2 +m2

sγ
2
sω

2
, (11)

where ε = γsω/(Ω
2
s − ω2). The LHS of Eq. (11) comes

from optical spring constant as well as Ĥos while the RHS
comes from Ĥos. Satisfying Eq. (11) implies designing
the measurement process such that the QBA perturba-
tions from Ĥos are nullified by using the restoring force
of the optical oscillator. The condition in Eq. (11) can
not be satisfied perfectly as the LHS is real and the RHS
is complex, which means complete elimination of QBA
is not possible using this method. Nevertheless, Eq. (11)
can lead to significant reduction in QBA if its real part
is zero and its imaginary part is small (i.e., ε � 1). For
ε� 1, the QBA in Eq. (10) can be suppressed if

moΩ
2
omsΩ

2
s =

∂Cp̂s
∂ẑo

∂Cp̂o
∂ẑs

. (12)

Equation (12) is nothing but the real part of Eq. (11)
when ε� 1. Using Eq. (12) and Eq. (10), we can write

Spopo ≈
Szozo

(
ε

msΩ2
s

∂Cp̂s

∂ẑo

∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs

)2
+ Sss

(
1

msΩ2
s

∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs

)2
+ Soo

(γo − ∂Cp̂o

∂p̂o
− 1

msΩ2
s

∂Cp̂s

∂p̂o

∂Cp̂o

∂ẑs
)2

,

(13)

where 〈δ̂B(ω)δ̂B(ω′)〉 = SBBδ(ω + ω′) with B =
po, zo, s, o. On the RHS of Eq. (13), in the numerator,
the first, second, and third terms gives noise spectral den-
sities from QBA, OSHO reservoir and optical oscillator
reservoir, respectively. As ε→ 0, QBA noise in Eq. (13)
goes to zero without affecting other terms. The condi-
tion ε � 1 can be realized experimentally for Ωs � ω
and Ωs � γs. As Szozo , Spopo , and all the partial deriva-
tives in Eq. (13) are independent of ω, the QBA noise

in Eq. (13) goes to zero as ε → 0. Thus ε � 1 is a
necessary condition which limits QBA suppression us-
ing Eq. (12) only to the low frequency regime. We ne-
glected the cross-correlation terms in Eq. (13) by setting〈
δ̂zo δ̂s

〉
=
〈
δ̂zo δ̂o

〉
= 0. Even if these cross-correlations

are not neglected, noise contribution from them becomes
zero upon frequency symmetrization. Despite of the com-
plex nature of Eq. (11), Eq. (12) gives an experimentally

feasible criteria to extract information from Ĥs without
QBA in the low frequency regime by measuring p̂o of
the optical oscillator. The advantage of using an optical
oscillator becomes obvious once we recognize that p̂o is
proportional to the optical oscillator’s phase quadrature
which can be measured in a homodyne setup [37]. Us-
ing an optical oscillator as a meter not only allows us
to measure p̂o in a relatively simple way but also to co-
herently couple with variety of OSHOs [29–31, 38] like a
mechanical oscillator [39] or atoms in harmonic trap [6]
etc. Hence the Eq. (10), Eq. (12) and Eq. (13) can be ap-
plied to many systems for QBA evasion in low frequency
regime.

Before we go any further, it is useful to note that the
condition in Eq. (11) is derived by assuming that p̂s is not
coupled to the OSHO. This is a reasonable but not a nec-
essary assumption in the context of OSHO or quantum
optical metrology. Thus it is natural to wonder about
QBA evasion when p̂s is coupled to the optical oscillator.
Equation-6 and Eq. (7) is general enough to include both
ẑs and p̂s coupling to the optical oscillator. Hence start-
ing from Eq. (6), by following the same steps that led to
Eq. (11), we obtain that the condition for QBA evasion
as

moΩ
2
o =

∂Cẑs

∂ẑo

∂Cp̂o

∂p̂s

ω2

msω2
s
−
(

1
ms

+
∂Cẑs

∂p̂s

)
+ i γsωmsω2

s

(14)

when p̂s, instead of ẑs, is coupled to the optical oscillator.
Derivation Eq. (14) is given in the supplementary mate-
rial. Again by noting that, in Eq. (14), the LHS is real
and the RHS is complex, QBA evasion can be achieved
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in the low frequency regime, i.e., ω → 0 when

moΩ
2
o

(
1

ms
+
∂Cẑs
∂p̂s

)
= −∂Cẑs

∂ẑo

∂Cp̂o
∂p̂s

. (15)

Using Eq. (11) and Eq. (10), as a direct application of
the theory developed so far, we will derive the conditions
for achieving radiation pressure force noise suppression
in optomechanics [39].

i.e., l ! 0 when159

<>⌦
2
>

✓
1
<B

+ m⇠ÎB

mÎ>

◆
= �m⇠ÎB

mÎ>

m⇠ ?̂>

m ?̂B
. (15)

Using Eq. (11) and Eq. (10), as a direct application of the theory developed so far, we will derive160

the conditions for achieving radiation pressure force noise suppression in optomechanics [?].

⇢̂

⇢̂>

0̂
Î

W<

Z

Fig. 1. A generic Optomechanical cavity. The cavity field 0̂, when reflected from the
optomechanical oscillator, displaces the position Î of the optomechanical oscillator.
The change in the length of the optical cavity modifies the optical response of the
optomechanical cavity. W< and Z are the decay rates of optomechanical mirror and
optomechanical cavity, respectively.

161

Figure-1 represents a generic optomechanical system. The optomechanical Hamiltonian �̂><162

is given [?] as163

�̂>< =
?̂2

2<
+ <l2

< Î
2

2
+
✓
%̂2

2"
+ "l2

0 /̂
2

2

◆ ✓
�0

l0
� Î

;

◆
, (16)

where ?̂, Î, <, and l< are the momentum, position, mass and eigen frequency of the mechanical164

oscillator, respectively. %̂ = 8\l0 (0̂† � 0̂)/
p

22, /̂ = 2(0̂† + 0̂)/
p

2l0 and " = \l0/22 with165

l0, 0̂, 0̂†, as the Eigen frequency, annihilation operator and creation operator for the cavity mode,166

respectively. �0 is the detuning between drive and cavity Eigen frequency, 2 is the speed of light167

in vacuum and [/̂ , %̂] = 8\. The first two terms on the RHS of Eq. (16) represent Hamiltonian168

of the mechanical oscillator, which plays the role of system oscillator, from which information169

is extracted by the cavity field which plays the role of optical oscillator. The third term on the170

RHS of Eq. (16) represents the Hamiltonian for the cavity field and its interaction with the171

mechanical oscillator. We didn’t include the reservoir terms in Eq. (16). By noting that ?̂, Î, %̂,172

and /̂ are similar to ?̂B , ÎB , ?̂>, and Î>, respectively, we can immediately apply Eq. (11) to derive173

the condition for achieving QBA evasion in optomechanics. By realizing that ⇠ ?̂> is similar174

to ⇠%̂ = "l2
0 /̂ Î/;, and ⇠ ?̂B is similar to ⇠ ?̂ = (%̂2/2" + "l2

0 /̂
2/2)/;, we can evaluate the175

condition in Eq. (11) for �̂>< as176

\l2
0 (0̄ + 0̄⇤)2

2;2⇡ (l) =

✓
�0 � l0

Ī

;

◆
. (17)

Where ⇡ (l) = <(l2
< �l2 � 8W<l) with W< as the optomechanical oscillator damping, 0̄⇤ is the177

complex conjugate of 0̄, and /̄ = (0̄ + 0̄⇤)
p
\/2"l0. It can be directly verified whether Eq. (17)178

can suppress the optomechanical radiation pressure force noise by cross-checking with the179

dynamical equations [?, ?, ?] of 0̂. A discussion on more details about practical implementation180

of Eq. (11) on �̂>< will be interesting, but that is beyond the scope of this letter and the interested181

readers may find such details in [?]. Application of Eq. (11) to Eq. (16) is only one example.182

Infact, we can also apply Eq. (11) to non-linear optomechanics where Î is kept to all orders. The183

Hamiltonian �̂><= for the non-linear optomechanics is given as184

�̂><= =
?̂2

2<
+ <l2

< Î
2

2
+
⇣ %̂2

2"
+ "l2

0 /̂
2

2

⌘ ⇣
1 + Î

;

⌘�1
. (18)

FIG. 1. A generic Optomechanical cavity. The cavity field â,
when reflected from the optomechanical oscillator, displaces
the position ẑ of the optomechanical oscillator. The change in
the length of the optical cavity modifies the optical response
of the optomechanical cavity. γm and ζ are the decay rates
of optomechanical mirror and optomechanical cavity, respec-
tively.

Figure-1 represents a generic optomechanical system.
The optomechanical Hamiltonian Ĥom is given [40] as

Ĥom =
p̂2

2m
+
mω2

mẑ
2

2
+

(
P̂ 2

2M
+
Mω2

aẐ
2

2

)(
∆a

ωa
− ẑ

l

)
,

(16)
where p̂, ẑ, m, and ωm are the momentum, position, mass
and eigen frequency of the mechanical oscillator, respec-
tively. P̂ = i~ωa(â† − â)/

√
2c, Ẑ = c(â† + â)/

√
2ωa and

M = ~ωa/c2 with ωa, â, â†, as the Eigen frequency, an-
nihilation operator and creation operator for the cavity
mode, respectively. ∆a is the detuning between drive
and cavity Eigen frequency, c is the speed of light in vac-
uum and [Ẑ, P̂ ] = i~. The first two terms on the RHS of
Eq. (16) represent Hamiltonian of the mechanical oscilla-
tor, which plays the role of system oscillator, from which
information is extracted by the cavity field which plays
the role of optical oscillator. The third term on the RHS
of Eq. (16) represents the Hamiltonian for the cavity field
and its interaction with the mechanical oscillator. We
didn’t include the reservoir terms in Eq. (16). By noting

that p̂, ẑ, P̂ , and Ẑ are similar to p̂s, ẑs, p̂o, and ẑo, re-
spectively, we can immediately apply Eq. (11) to derive
the condition for achieving QBA evasion in optomechan-
ics. By realizing that Cp̂o is similar to CP̂ = Mω2

aẐẑ/l,

and Cp̂s is similar to Cp̂ = (P̂ 2/2M + Mω2
aẐ

2/2)/l, we

can evaluate the condition in Eq. (11) for Ĥom as

~ω2
a(ā+ ā∗)2

2l2D(ω)
=
(

∆a − ωa
z̄

l

)
. (17)

Here D(ω) = m(ω2
m−ω2−iγmω) with γm as the optome-

chanical oscillator damping, ā∗ is the complex conjugate
of ā, and Z̄ = (ā + ā∗)

√
~/2Mωa. It can be directly

verified whether Eq. (17) can suppress the optomechani-
cal radiation pressure force noise by cross-checking with
the dynamical equations [41, 42] of â. A discussion on
more details about practical implementation of Eq. (11)

on Ĥom will be interesting, but that is beyond the scope
of this letter and the interested readers may find such
details in [43]. Application of Eq. (11) to Eq. (16) is
only one example. In fact, we can also apply Eq. (11) to
non-linear optomechanics where ẑ is kept to all orders.
The Hamiltonian Ĥn for the non-linear optomechanics is
given as

Ĥn =
p̂2

2m
+
mω2

mẑ
2

2
+
( P̂ 2

2M
+
Mω2

aẐ
2

2

)(
1+

ẑ

l

)−1

. (18)

Now by applying Eq. (11) to Eq. (18), one can derive the
condition for avoiding QBA in non-linear optomechanics
too.

In this paragraph we compare our techniques with
other prominent methods like QND, squeezing, Coher-
ent quantum noise cancellation (CQNC), quantum me-
chanics free subsystems (QMFS), and variational mea-
surements. The sufficient condition [3, 37, 44] for QND
measurement is that the measured variable has to com-
mute with the total Hamiltonian. While this can elimi-
nate QBA completely, it is very rare to find systems for
which the Hamiltonian commute with the measured vari-
able. Sending squeezed vacuum through the empty port
of the interferometer is another technique [45–47] to sup-
press the QBA, if the squeeze angle is appropriately op-
timized. The strength of squeeze parameter determines
the effectiveness of this method. To our knowledge, high-
est squeezing achieved so far is 15 db [48]. Achieving high
quality squeezing is the main challenge in this technique.
The CQNC [49, 50] uses an auxiliary system which is
coupled to the main system. The auxiliary system is
to be synthesized [51–53] such that the QBA noise from
the main system cancel with the noise from the auxiliary
system. The success of CQNC depends on the finetun-
ing of the auxiliary system. Another method to avoid
QBA is through QMFS [54, 55]. As the QBA arises be-
cause of the interplay between the canonically conjugate
variables, an effective negative mass system is created to
satisfy the relation [x̂1 + x̂2, p̂1 − p̂2] = 0. Where x̂1, x̂2

and p̂1, p̂2 are positions and momentum of two systems,
respectively. The negative mass leads to minus sign be-
fore p̂2. In contrast to all these methods, a QBNM works
by choosing a meter with intrinsic restoring force. The
restoring force of the optical oscillator is used to reduce
the randomness coming from the QBA. It is also possible
to combine QBNM with other established techniques like
squeezing etc to improve the overall effectiveness of both
the methods.

Theory for quantum back-action nullifying meter is de-
veloped. By assuming the meter as an optical oscillator, a
new method to achieve QBA evasion in the low frequency
regime in quantum optical metrology is developed. Eva-
sion of QBA is achieved by using the restoring force of the
optical oscillator to counter the perturbation induced by



5

the QBA force. Application of QBNM for nullifying the
quantum radiation pressure force noise in optomechanics
is presented.
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and J. Tamayo, Nature Nanotechnology (2020),
10.1038/s41565-020-0672-y.

[30] F. Brennecke, S. Ritter, T. Donner, and T. Esslinger,
Science 322, 235 (2008).

[31] A. B. Shkarin, A. D. Kashkanova, C. D. Brown, S. Gar-
cia, K. Ott, J. Reichel, and J. G. E. Harris, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 122, 153601 (2019).

[32] K. J. Blow, R. Loudon, S. J. D. Phoenix, and T. J.
Shepherd, Phys. Rev. A 42, 4102 (1990).

[33] I. Abram, Phys. Rev. A 35, 4661 (1987).
[34] G. W. Ford, J. T. Lewis, and R. F. O’Connell, Phys.

Rev. A 37, 4419 (1988).
[35] V. Giovannetti and D. Vitali, Phys. Rev. A 63, 023812

(2001).
[36] C. M. Caves, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 75 (1980).
[37] P. Grangier, J. A. Levenson, and J.-P. Poizat, Nature

396, 537 (1998).
[38] A. Ashkin, Science 210, 1081 (1980).
[39] T. Kippenberg and K. Vahala, Opt. Express 15, 17172

(2007).
[40] C. K. Law, Phys. Rev. A 51, 2537 (1995).
[41] M. Aspelmeyer, T. J. Kippenberg, and F. Marquardt,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 86, 1391 (2014).
[42] S. Davuluri, K. Li, and Y. Li, New Journal of Physics

19, 113004 (2017).
[43] S. Davuluri, Opt. Lett. 46, 904 (2021).
[44] V. B. Braginsky and F. Y. Khalili, Rev. Mod. Phys. 68,

1 (1996).
[45] R. Schnabel, Physics Reports 684, 1 (2017).
[46] T. Purdy, Nature Photonics 14, 1 (2020).
[47] S. Davuluri and Y. Li, New Journal of Physics 18, 103047

(2016).
[48] H. Vahlbruch, M. Mehmet, K. Danzmann, and R. Schn-

abel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 110801 (2016).
[49] M. Tsang and C. M. Caves, Phys. Rev. X 2, 031016

(2012).
[50] K. Li, S. Davuluri, and Y. Li, Science China Physics,

Mechanics & Astronomy 61, 90311 (2018).
[51] F. Bariani, H. Seok, S. Singh, M. Vengalattore, and

P. Meystre, Phys. Rev. A 92, 043817 (2015).
[52] A. Motazedifard, F. Bemani, M. H. Naderi,

R. Roknizadeh, and D. Vitali, New Journal of
Physics 18, 073040 (2016).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2009.368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.209.4456.547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1104149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1104149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1051-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1249850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1249850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1156032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1156032
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.52.341
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.52.341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OL.392955
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys3515
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms13165
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1364/OE.25.013799
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.51.719
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(95)00280-G
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(95)00280-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00107510802091298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.123601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.123601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nphys1479
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nphys1479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.022002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OL.385092
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41467-019-10024-3
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1364/OPTICA.4.000752
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41567-019-0533-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41586-020-2420-8
http://stacks.iop.org/0022-3735/11/i=7/a=030
http://stacks.iop.org/0022-3735/11/i=7/a=030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.1693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.34.3927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.063833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.063833
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41565-020-0672-y
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41565-020-0672-y
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1126/science.1163218
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.153601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.153601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.42.4102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.35.4661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.37.4419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.37.4419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.63.023812
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.63.023812
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.75
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/25059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/25059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.210.4474.1081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OE.15.017172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OE.15.017172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.51.2537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.86.1391
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/19/i=11/a=113004
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/19/i=11/a=113004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OL.412822
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.68.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.68.1
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2017.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41566-019-0569-1
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/18/i=10/a=103047
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/18/i=10/a=103047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.110801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.2.031016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.2.031016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11433-018-9189-6
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11433-018-9189-6
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.92.043817
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/18/i=7/a=073040
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/18/i=7/a=073040


6

[53] H. Allahverdi, A. Motazedifard, A. Dalafi, and M. H.
Naderi, “Homodyne coherent quantum noise cancella-
tion in a hybrid optomechanical force sensor,” (2022),
arXiv:2201.02592 [quant-ph].

[54] C. B. Møller, R. A. Thomas, G. Vasilakis, E. Zeuthen,
Y. Tsaturyan, M. Balabas, K. Jensen, A. Schliesser,
K. Hammerer, and E. S. Polzik, Nature 547, 191 (2017).
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