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NOISE AND DISTURBANCE IN QUANTUM
M EASUREMENT

PAUL BUSCH,TEIKO HEINONEN,AND PEKKA LAHTI

Abstract. The operational m eaning of som e m easures of noise
and disturbance in m easurem ents is analyzed and their 1im itations
are pointed out. The cases of m inin alnoise and least disturbance
are characterized.

1. Introduction

N o physicalm easuram ent is absolutely accurate. &t seem s nevitable
that there will always be a residual degree of uncertainty as to how
close the outoom e is to what should have been expected. Likew ise, a
m easuram ent, being an Interaction ofthe apparatusw ith them easured
system , must alwaysbe expected to e ect som e change, or disturbance,
ofthem easured system . In classicalphysics it seem spossible to achieve
arbitrary levels of accuracy and to m ake the disturbance as sn all as
one w ishes. T hese options appear to be ruled out In quantum physics,
due to the fact that there are pairs of physical quantities which cannot
be m easured together. Such quantities are represented by mutually
nonocom m uting operators or operator m easures.

In his fundam ental work of 1927 on the Interpretation of quantum
m echanics, W .H eisenberg sketched tw o versions ofw hat becam e known
as the uncertainty principle and which can be vaguely summ arized as
follow s:

UP1l) A measurament, wih inaccuracy @), of a quantity A that
does not comm ute w ith a quantity B will disturb the value of
B by an amount @) such that an approprate pay-o relation
holdsbetween @) and @®).

UP2) A pint measurem ent of two noncom m uting quantities A; B
m ust be In precise, w ith the inaccuracies @), @) satisfying
an uncertainty relation.

Heisenberg focussed on pairs of canonically conjigate cbservables
and he gave m odel experin ents to dem onstrate that relations of the
fom @) B) hand @) ®B) hhadtohold nthecases UP1)
and UP2), respectively.
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The quantities ; were not form ally or operationally de ned but
sin ply ntuitively denti ed w ith m easures of the spread of wave func—
tionsorm om entum am plitudes. It took severaldecades of research into
quantum m easurem ent theory until conospts of In precise and pint
m easuram ents of noncom m uting quantities were developed, wih an
approprate de nition ofm easures of naccuracy and disturbance that
allowed one to give rigorous fom ulations of the uncertainty principle
in its versions UP1l) and UP2) for conjigate quantities. A review
of the theory of pint m easurem ents leading to UP2) in the case of
position and m om entum can be found In [ll]. A fom alization of UP1)
and conditions for is validity have been cbtained in recent years by
M .0 zawa [2,13,14], see also his preprint [B].

In thispaperwe study the m easures of m easurem ent In precision, or
m easurem ent noise, and distudcance used In these nvestigations. On
closer Inspection it tums out that these quantities do not satisfy som e
requirem ents that onem ight reasonably expect ofm easures ofm easure—
m ent noise and disturbance. M oreover, their de nitions do not seem
to apply to m ore general types of m easuram ent where the cbservables
Intended to bem easured are represented by positive operator m easures
which are not profction valuied and which m ay even be noncom m uta—
tive. W e w ill highlight som e of the shortcom ings of these notions and
consider possble ways of nding m ore suitable m easures.

2. M easurement N oise

The Intuitive idea of noise In a m easurem ent can be captured as
the dissin ilarity between the actually m easured probability distribou-
tion and the distrdbution of the observable Intended to be m easured.
In quantum m echanics these probability m easures are detemm ined by
positive operatorm easures: one, EM , that represents the quantity that
is actually m easured by a given m easurem ent processM , and another
one, E , that represents the observable ntended to be measured. W e
w ill usually assum e that the operator m easures are bounded so that
theirm om ent operators are bounded and selfad pint.

Any quantity describbing m easurem ent noise could be expected to
have the follow ing properties. F irst, it should be possible to estin ate
the noise by com paring the statistics of the m easurem ent In question
w ith the statistics ofa Yood’ m easuram ent of the quantiy in question
(provided that such a Yood’ m easuram ent is available for the purpose
of calbration of the new measurem ent). This m eans that the noise
quantity should be a function € ;E” ; ) of the input state and
the two observables involved. Second, whenever the noise is wn all,
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this should m ean that the m easuram ent is Yood’. W e take this to
m ean that vanishing noise (in a given state ) should indicate that the
probability distrbutions E  and E™ ofE and EM are the same in
that state. Finally, if the m easurem ent is a good one, m eaning that
E =EM frallstates ,then thisshould be indicated by a vanishing
noise m easure forall

A noise m easure that satis es all these requirem ents is given by the
total variation nom of the di erence between the probability m ea—
sures, ; E;EM™ ; )= kE EM ki, see Section [23. O ther frequently
occurring quanti cations of m easurem ent noise m ake use of the rst
and second m om ent operators of E and EM . W e will see that these
m easures of noise have 1im ited applicability, although they are usefiil
if applied correctly, as shown eg. In [4]. It is well known that, in
general, a probability m easure cannot be determm ined from its rst and
second m om ents. T herefore, it is natural to expect that a m easure of
noise ordisturbance based on  rst and second m om ents only is equally
nadequate.

21.A measure of noise in temm s of variances. W e start by ana—
I/zing the variance of the probability m easure EM

z z 5

Var EMY = X xdEM ®) dEY ®);
which we write as
@) var E¥ = h jEM™ p] EY 0T i

+h E" L7 4 h gt o8

HereEM k]= kadEM x) arethe st k= 1) and the sscond k = 2)
m om ent operatorsofE ™ . Both term s in the Jast sum are non-negative,
the rst describing the deviation of B! from being a profction m ea—
sure and the second temm being the variance of the spectral m easure
of the operator EM [l]in the state . The 1st tem is zero Prall
exactly when EM  is a profction m easure, see eg. [@, Appendix, Sect.
3]. Thus, am ong the positive operator m easures having the selfad pint
operatorC = EM [l]astheir rstm om ent operator, the spectralm ea—
sure E © has the Jast variance, that is, Var€" ) VarE°®) prall

A ssum e now that the measurem ent process M (see Appendix A
for technical details) is intended to m easure an cbservabl given by a
soectralmeasureE = E* . IfM isunbiased, that is, E® [L]= A, then
eq. [) gives:

Var E®" =h jE™ R] A?* i+ vVvarE?®
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The positivity of the operatorN EM ;A = EM R] A? suggeststo
de ne the number

@) nEY A )= N EYRA) 7

asa quanti cation ofthe In precision ofthem easurementM asamea—
surem ent of A . W ih this noise concspt one m ay w rite

3) Var EY =var E* + ,E&Y ;a; )%:

W e thus see that two of the listed criteria for m easurem ent noise are
satis ed: , E™ ;A; ) is a function of the probability m easures EM
and E#, and this fiinction vanishes when the probability m easures are
dentical.

T his analysis iswellknown and it essentially appears already in one
of the earliest m onographs on quantum infom ation theory, a book
preporint by R . Ingarden from 1974 [1].

An unbiased measurement M of A isnoisless in a state , that is,
~EM™ ;A; )= 0,exactly when thevariancesVar E® andVar E?
are the same. Sihce forany 2 H, ,E"™ ;A; )=kN E" ;A) K,
we have

=

~EY;A; )=0 () EY R] =A%
T herefore, we also have
ZEY;A; )=0Prall ()

EY = E® forall ; thatisE™ =E*:

T he rem aining criterion dem andsthatvanishingnoise , ™ ;A; )=
0 should in ply the equality of the probabilty measuresE® and E*.
W edo not know ifthisissatis edby , E™ ;A; ). The ollowing two
exam ples show cases where the quantity de ned in [@) seem s to be a
natural m easure of noise Exam ple[l), and where this noise concept
m ay appearm iskading Examplk).

Exam ple 1. Let Q be the ordinary position cbservabl w ith the soec—
tralmeasure E? :BR) ! L?R) and ket f be a probability density.
ThefomulaX 7T (x £)Q)=:0:X ), where y £ isthe convolu-
tion of the characteristic function x with f, de nes an approxin ate
position observablk Q ¢, and one ndsthat £ de nesa con dencemea—
sure describing the Inaccuracy involved in the Q -m easurem ent, see e g.
B, Sect. 33]. In this case the noise is state Independent. In fact, for
any , nQf;0; )= Var(f) > 0. Here an all noise indicates a fairly
accurate position m easuram ent. A m easurem ent m odel analysis of this
wellknown exam pl can be found, for instance, In [ll], and i can be
traced back to [9, Sect. VI.3].
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E xam ple 2. The canonicalphase cbservable E " w ith its rstm om ent
operator gives an examplk where the noise , E®"; ; ) can be
m ade arbirarly an all with an appropriate choice of . Tt can be
argued that this does not indicate that the actualk “"-m easurem ent is
an accurate -measurem ent. Though the spectrum of  is the phase
Interval 0;2 ), the sharp cbservable  isnot a phase observable since
it isnot covariant under the shifts generated by the num ber cbservable.
(For a recent overview ofthe theory of covariant phase cbservables, see
eg. [10]) That , @ ®"; ; ) can bem ade an allisdue to the fact that
E ©" has the nom -1-property, that is, for any X ofnonzero Lebesgue
measure, K E " X ) k= 1 [L1]. Thisproperty im plies that the varance
VarE “") can bem ade arbitrarily sm all [L1, Prop. 2] . From equation
Q) it is clear that when Var®E ©") approaches zero, also VarE ) and
A& ;) are approaching zero. It is an open question whether
n ES; ; )= 0 for som e vector state

22.M easurem ent noise in term s of the di erence of two op-

erators. A somewhat di erent approach to de ning the m easurem ent
noise In an approxim ate m easuram ent of A in a state by means of
aschemeM = HK; ;EY ;Ui (see Appendix [B]) was taken by O zawa

4, 13,13]:

@) @; ;M f=h gM ot R i:

HereM ®“*= U I MU andA™ = A I. (This characterization of
noise is usad frequently, for instance, In quantum optics, see, eg., [14]

or [13].) For the sake of com parison we write the noise , E™ ;A; )

w ith the sam e notations:

) n@; ;M )’=h 3 M2 @) i:
W e stress that in contrast to [@), n [@) it is not assum ed that the

m easuram ent is unbiased. Ifthe condition EM [L]= A isfiil lkd, then
we have

A; M )2= L@; ;M )= vVar EM Var E#

and these two notions of noise coincide.
In Appendix Bl it w illbe shown that the quantity [@) can be w ritten

as:
2

€ @; ;M f=h3jE" Rl E" 0F i+h JE" 0] A" i
Thus, @; ;M ) isa function of A; and EM . Each of the tem s
in eq. @), or [@), has a sin pke operationalm eaning in that it can be
obtained from the statistics ofm easuram entsofE™ andE* , perform ed
on two separate ensam bles in the state . By contrast, this is not true
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in general foreq. [@): there the second sum m and contains the operator
EM [I] A, which cannot be m easured together with EM™ [L] orA if
these operators do not commute wih respect to . In that cass, a
m easurem ent of the selfad pint operator EM [1]JA + AE™ [1], which
occurs in
h3EY 01 a7 i=h " 0f i+h A2 i
h FE™ Q1A+ AE™ [1] 4

will In general require a process that cannot be reduced to m easure—
mentsofEM™ and A . h view ofeq. (189) of [H] we note that the expec—
tation valueh j EM™ [1]JA + AE™ [I] imaybew ritten asa combina-
tion of the expectation values of EM [L] in the (honnom alized) vector
states ,A ,and @A + I) . Thisis just anotherway of expressing the
fact that them easurem ent ofthenumberh j EM [L]A + AEM™ [1] 1
cannot be achieved by measuring A and E™ [1] in the state only.
T his state of m atter is also dem onstrated in Exam pl[d below .
From eg. [4) i follow s that

@; ;M)=0 () E' PRl =" QF &«E" Q0] =2
T herefore, as clain ed In [2,13], the follow ing conditions are equivalent:

@ @; ;M )=0forall ;

) EM = E? forall ,thatis,EM = E?.
(In B] Ozawa gives a di erent proof for this result.) On the basis of
this resul onemay ask iffora given thecondition @; ;M )= 0
stillisequivalent with E® = E* . Exam ple[d show s that one can have

@; ;M )= 0 without the probability m easures E¥ and E* being
equal. If @; ;M ) = 0, then the st and second m om ents of the
probability m easures E® and E® are the same. On the other hand,
even equality of allm om ents does not guarantee that the noise is zero.
Tndeed, exam ples[ and[@ show that the probability m easuresE™  and
E?* can be the same although @; ;M )% 0.

In the specialcase of EM being a spectralm easure E € eq. [@) takes
the form

() @; ;M f=hijCc A)Z i
and @; ;M )= Oexactly whenA = C

E xam ple 3. A ssum e that one Intends to m easure the com ponent A =
s, ofthe spin ofa spjn-é ob ct. A ssum e also that there isa systam atic
error in the m easuram ent (eg. m isalignm ent of the m agnet) m eaning
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that one is actually m easuring som e com ponent C = s., with e a unit
vector close to a. Then, for any vector state we get

1
G; M )Y =h je s.)? i= S0 e )

Clearly, (s; ;M ) tends to zero wih € a approaching 1, but the
operator s, S, does not comm ute with s. or s,. Actually all these
operators are paimw isely totally noncom m utative, unlesse a = 1.
An estimnateof (g; ;M ) cannot therefore be cbtained from the sta—
tistics of m easurem ents of s, and s, In the state  only. To estin ate

(s; ;M ) one should either do m easuram ents in other states than
orm easure som e other observables than s, and s..

Exam ple 4. Continuing wih Exampl [3, assum e that the system
isih a soIn state 4, a %—ejgenstate of a sopin com ponent s,. Then

h s ni= 38 a@aandhgjse ni= 38 e showing that the spin
cbservables s, and s, have sam e probabilities in the state , exactly
whenn a=n ¢ ie., when the angk between n and a isthe same as
the angk between n and e. Thus, it m ay happen that the probability
distrdoutions for s, and s In a given state , are the sam e, but the
noise (g; ;M ) isnonzero.

In ©omula [1) no restrictions are given for the selfad pint operators
A and C, except that C is obtained by the m easuram ent process M
T herefore, is blind application m ay lead to unexpected or unwanted
results. This isdem onstrated by E xam ples[d and[8, which indicate that
the actually m easured quantity, here C, should som ehow be related
w ith the quantity which is intended to be m easured, here A .

Exam ple 5. Consider two selfadpint m atrices A and C in C?,

1 1 o0 1 35

A=2 o 1 7 ¢T3 53

I =»s=(3;1)", thnA =C ,whihmeansthat @; ;M )=
h j@ C)? i= 0,though theprobability distrbutionsaredi erent.
C karly, matrices A and C have di erent eigenvalues but also all the

probabilities In the state aredi erent.

Exam ple 6. Letnow A = Q and C = P be the usualm uliplicative
(position) and di erential (m om entum ) operators acting in the H ibert
space LZR). In thiscase, Prall 2 LZR), Q; ;M )6 0. How—
ever, if a function is Identical with its Fourer transfomm , then the
probability distributionsE® and EF are the sam e.
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Though arti cial, Exam pledd and[d seem to suggest that in order to
apply the quantity [) as a m easure of noise n ameasureament M of
A, som e further restrictionson M have to be posed, as is the case, for
instance, in Exam pl[l.

The quantity @ ; ;M ) ismatheam atically wellde ned and it has
the Inportant property that @; ;M ) = 0 forall if and only
ifEM = E®. However, its interpretation as a m easure of noise in
measuring A In the state wih the schemeM seam sto require either
that M isunbiased orthat A and EM are pintly m easurable in the
state . Furthem ore, it isnot cbvioushow thism easure ofnoise should
be adapted to cbservablesE which cannot be represented as selfad pint
operators (lke covariant phase observables). These observations lead
badck to the original question of nding a quantitative, operationally
m eaningfi1l, m easure of the di erence between EY and E where these
positive operatorm easures are actually di erent and non-coexistent (in
the sense of Ludw ig [14]]).

23.M easurem ent noise and the totalvariation nom . In oxder
to com pare two operator m easures, one usually needs to com pare all
their m om ent operators. In the case of bounded operator m easures,
equality ofallm om ent operators guarantees the equality ofthe operator
m easures. However, it iswellkknow n that there are pairs of unbounded
m easures forw hich allthem om ent operators coincide but them easures
aredi erentl|ld]. In either case it is clear that one cannot expect that
any quantity com posed of st and second m om ents only would be
su cient to characterize the di erence of two operator m easures.

Quantum m echanics is a statistical theory and m easurem ents give
probability distrioutions. Them ost cbviousway to estin ate thedi er—
ence of quantum observables seem s to be the com parison oftheir prob—
ability distrbutions. T his can be done by choosing a m etric or a nom
In a st of probability m easures. O ne exam plke is the total varation
nom k k.We reca]ltglat forameasure the totalvaration nom is
de ned ask k = sup r11 J K y)jwhere the supremum is taken over
X )] nite partitions ofR . C karly, the number E® E , can be
obtained from them easuram ent outcom e statistics ofthe cbservables in
question and therefore the total variation nom is operationally m ean—
Ingfiul. Now one has for each vector state

EY E =0 () EY = E

This also in plies that

EY E =0 Prall () EY = E:
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Though the total varation nom has a clear operational m eaning
it does not seem to lend itself easily to quantify the ntuitive idea on
m easuram ent naccuracy or disturbance expressed n UP1).

24.The quantity h JAE™ 1]+ E” [LA) i and covariance. In
Section 2 we saw that thenoise @; ;M ) contains a tem

h JaE" L1+ EY IR) i

and the problem 1n is operationalm eaning was pointed out. In som e
cases the num ber
1 . M M . . M .
@®) EhJ(AE LI+ E° 0IRA) i h A ih F° O] 1
gives the covariance of the observables A and EM in their pint m ea—

surem ent. H owever, we w ill dem onstrate that, in general, this kind of
Interpretation is problem atic.

Exam ple 7. Let Q and P be the ordinary position and m om entum
operatorsacting in L.? R ) . T hese operators are totally noncom m utative
and therefore the number ), with A = Q and EM [L]= P, cannot be
Interpreted astheir covariance In each state . H owever, aswellkknown,
there are phase space distributions for which the covarance takes the
form [4).

Let W be theW igner distrution of a G aussian state 2 LZR).
Tt is a probability density for which

1
Cov@ ;x;y)=§h jQP + PQ) i h © ih P i= 0:

The W igner distrbbution W of an arbirary state has the position
and mom entum distrbutions E¢ and E? as the m arginal distridou-
tions. However, W is a probability distribution only for the G aussian
states [L6] so that, In general, CovW ;Xx;y) doesnot have a probabilis-
tic m eaning, yielding, thus, no sim ilar interpretation for the quantity
h jQP + PQ) 1.

The Husin idistroution H ofany state 2 L? R) is a probability
distrdoution and for it we get

1
CovH ;x;y)=§h jeP +PQ) i h P ih P 1

for any (for which the relevant integrals exist). The m arginal dis-
trbutions of the Husin i distribution H are not the position and m o—
m entum distrbutionsE © andE* being the probability distributions of
unsharp position and m om entum cbservables, com pare to E xam ple[d.
Indeed, H is the density of the probability m easure de ned by
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the phase space doservable A P! (associated w ith the oscillator G auss-
jan ground state j 0i) and the state , and the Cartesian m arghal
cbservables of A P* are the approxin ate position and m om entum cb—
servables [B, Sections 3.3 and 3.4]. In this case, therefore, the covariance
CovH ;x;vy) isthe covariance ofapproxin ate position and m om entum
observables, not ofQ and P .

Exam ple 8. The Husim i distrbution H of Exam plk[1 gives rise to
another exam ple when we use the polar coordinates (r; ). The angke
m arginalm easure of the phase space observabk A P! is a (hase shift

covariant) phase cbservable A ' and the radialm arghalm easure As '
is a an eared num ber observable. Their rstm om ent operators are

X4 pn4)
P
hem—0 nh!m n)

APy = N+ 1;

a7 hihm 3+ I;

see, for instance, [L4] and [18]. Thus, for any oscillator eigen state jni
one gets

1 i i i i .
Ehnj(AjO LR»n+ a®up ™ u)hi= @+ 1)

but 7,

r dj1i=n!;

show Ing that the covariance Cov H 4;;r; ) cannotbe cbtained from an
expression ofthe form [§).

T here are plenty of physically in portant cases where the covariance
in the orm [§) and the noise [@) are operationally m eaningfuil. This is
especially quaranteed whenever the ocbservables A and E®  commute.
N ext we discuss this situation.

A ssum e that the cbservables A and EM commute in all states
Then them ap

X YThE*X)E" (v) 1
extends to a probability m easure on B R?) and its (C artesian) m ar-

ghalmeasuresareE® and E” . O ne also cbtains
Z

@; M T= & vd &vy);

and 7 .
xyd = JAEY L1+ EY LRy ;
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so that, In particular, the value of @ ; ;M ) can be estin ated from
the statistics ofa pint m easurement of EM and A . W e can also write

©) @; ;Mf = Exp EM Exp E* °
q q 2
+ Var EY Var E2
q

+ 2 Var EM vVvVar E2 Cov( )

show ing that higher covariance m eans lower noise.
T he ollow Ing exam ple, which com es from the class of standard m ea—
surem ent m odels [ll], dem ostrates the previous discussion.

Exam ple 9. Consider a nondem olition m easuram ent of the photon
num ber ofa sihglem ode optical eld, applying a two-m ode coupling of
the form
U=e Mt Nz;
P P

where N; = a;a; = n; Ny ihn;jand N, = a,a, = n,; n, ihn,j
are the num ber observables of the signal m ode and the probe m ode,
respectively, and is a real coupling constant. Fix an initial vector
state  of the probe m ode and choose a probe cbservabl EM as the
pointer observable. The m easuram ent schem e, which ain s to m easure
N,,isthusde nedbyU; andE’ . The actually m easured observable
is a an eared num ber cbservablke N 4,

X . .

EY X)= je MM ®)e' ™2 fhihny X 2 B R);

n=20
so that N; commutes with E® . Though E™ [1]6 N, in general, the
m om ent operators of EM are finctions ofN,,

EY k]= je toVzy ket Nz 1 ihng k2 N:
In this case, for any vector state  of the signalm ode one gets
M M= JEY R 2BY AN, + N7

xyd = E" LN:

w henever the integrals In question converge and w here is the proba-
bility m easure extendingthemap X fn;g 7 FEM K ), ihngj

To conclude, ifE® and E™ commute, then the covariance and the
noise are operationally wellde ned and they are linked by eg. [).
However, In general these conospts are problam atic.
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3. M easurement disturbance

T he Initialstate ofa system w illin generalchange underthe in uence
of a m easuram ent; there is no Montrivial) m easurem ent which would
Jeave unchanged all the states of the system . If the cbfct system is
Iniially in a vector state , its state after applying the m easurem ent
processM iISIR)P [ ). Thestate I R) P [ ] isthe unigque state of
the ob Ect system obtained by tracing out the probe degrees of freedom
from the nalob ectprobe stateU ( ) (see AppendiBl ortechnical
details) . IfB is an arbitrary ob fct cbservable (@ bounded selfad pint
operator on H ), then under the in uence of the m easuram ent process
M , the m easurem ent outocom e probabilities for B get changed from
E® toE{g,p; - Thedi erence between these probability m easures
describes the In  uence of the m easuram ent of A iIm plam ented by M
on the B -probabilities. A lfematively, using the Heissnberg picture,
the cbservabk B, with the spectral measure E? , is changed into an
cbservabke E de ned as

EX)=IR) E° K));

where I R) is the dual transform of the state transform ation T R).
In general, E is a positive operator m easure. Thus, a study of the
m easuram ent disturbance m ay equally well be based on a com parison
ofthe operatorm easuresE ® and E . In this sense it isclearthat a study
of the m easurem ent disturbance is com pletely analogous to a study of
the m easurem ent noise. W e do not repeat all the analysis of Section [
In this context. R ather, we shall point out som e special aspects of the
procblem .
The m om ent operators of E can easily be com puted, and one gets

EMN]=IR) B); ERI=IR) B?):
W e note that ifE [L]= B, then for any state

Var€; )= VarB,;IR)P [ 1)) Var®B; );

with an equality (for all states) ifand only ifE = E?, that is, ifand
only ifE R]= B?. It is interesting to rem ark that the invariance ofthe
selfad pint operator B under them easurem ent, that is, T R) B )= B,
does not guarantee the invariance of the observable E ® underM , that
is, the invariance of B2 under I R) . An exam pl dem onstrating this
fact is constructed n [L9].

In 2,13] i is proposed that the ollow Ing quantity serves to describe

the disturance ofthemeasurament M on B, ntended to m easure A :
D E

. 2
B; ;AY = jBot ph
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Here,again,B°**= U B IU andB™ =B I.InAppendix[Bli wil
be shown that this quantity can be expressed in the fom :

B; ;AY = JIR) B?) @TR) B))°
+ 3J@R) B) B)
= JE R] E[LF)
+ 3JE@0 B)
Since the operatorsE R] E [LF and € [l] B )? arepositive we obtain
that B; ;A)= Oexacty when IR) B) =B ,ie.E[l] =B ,
andIR) B?) =IR) B) ,ie.EPR] =E[IF .Thusweoome
to the follow Ing resul:
B; ;A)=0forall () IR)®B)=B & IR) B*)=B?
that is,
®; ;A)= 0 Pprall () E =EP:

(Thisresult was stated iIn [2,13] and proved by di erent m ethods in the
preprint (].)

T he m easurem ent interaction is m odelled by a unitary operator U .
Therefore, the map I R) is compltely positive so that there is a
sequence of bounded operatorsD; such that I R) B) = D,BD;
(for a]lEi,, convergence ultraweakly). M oreover, snce I R) (I) = I,
wehave D;D;=1I,seeg. B, Theoram 23]. From [L9,Cor. 34] i
ollow s that

IR) B)=B & IR) B°)=B? () BD,;=D;B ralli:

Hence, the follow ing conditions are equivalent:

) B; ;A)= 0forall ;

©) IR) B)=B andIR) B?)=B?

©IR) E°X))=E®X)frallX 2B X);
(d) BD;=D3B foralli.

When @®B; ;A)$% 0 there isno guarantee that E [L] and B would
comm ute, and, therefore, as in the case of eq. [10), the operational
meaning of the quantity @®; ;A) ram ains problem atic, being, per-
haps, only of 1im ited validiy.

@

Rem ark 1. Ifthe A measurament M is noisslkss so that E® = E?,
then the Yistorted observab¥e’ E, with E X ) = TR) E® X)), ak
ways comm utesw ith A, show ing that a noisslessm easurem ent exhbis
a kind of m axin al disturbance. This follows from the fact that the
operator bimeasure (Y;X) 7 I(¥) EP K )) extends uniquely to a
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nom alized POM having E® and E as is Cartesian m arginal m ea—
sures, e, eg. R0] For Instance, any noiseless position m easurem ent
distorts the conjigate m om entum such that the Yistorted m om entum ’
com m utes w ith the position.

4. Conclusion

Each of the three m easures of noise (or disturbance) investigated
In this paper have their own m erits and shortcom ings. T herefore, the
Iim ited range oftheir applicability m ust be acknow ledged. T he problem
ofquantifying the noise and the disturbance In quantum m easurem ents
ram ains thus an in portant open problm .

Appendix A.Proof of Equation

Let A beabounded sslfad pint operator and consider a m easuram ent
processM = HK; ;M ;Uiplanned out to measure A. Here K is the
probe Hibert space, 2 K,k k= 1, the mnitial vector state of the
probe, M the pointer cbservable, a bounded selfad pint operator on
K,and U :H K ! H K auniary mapping m odeling the m ea—
suram ent coupling. T he actually m easured cbservable EM  is uniquely
determ ined by the probability reproducibility condition 211,122]

EY x) = UI EY ®)U ;
forallX 2BR); 2 H.ShceM isassumed tobebounded, the rst

and the second m om ent operators EM [1] and EM® R] of EM® are the
bounded selfad pint operators forwhich forall 2 H

JEM L] = h JUI MU i;
EY PRI = JUI M?Z2U
Consider now the quantity
@; ;M f=nh jM ot p? i;
whereM “*=U I MU andA®™=A I.Now
o JM’ i=  E R
hoooeny i= 3’
Since A commuteswih I P [ ]and
I PIM°™I P[]=E"Q] P[J;
we also have
h :MoutAjn i= jEM LA ;
h jﬁ.jnM out i= jAEM ]
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T herefore, we get:
@; ;M f=n JjE" ] E" QUF i+h JE" QL] A~ i

Both tem s In the right hand side of this equation are nonnega-
tive, the 1rst oneduetoEM R] EY D]Z,seee.g. @]. Therefre,

@; ;M )= 0ifand only ifE¥ R] = EY IF andEY Q] =
A . Conssquently, since A and M  are assum ed to be bounded oper-
ators, one getsthat @; ;M )= 0 forall exactly when E¥ isa
spectralm easure and E® = E# .,

W e close this appendix w ith a characterization of E™ being a spec—
tralm easure (not necessarily equalto E?) in temm s ofthem easurem ent
sheme M . This is an inm ediate consequence of the weltknown fact
that for any two progction operatorsP and R, the product PRP isa
progction ifand only if PR = RP .

Lemm a 1. The positive operator measure EM  is a spectral m easure
if and only if the projgction operators I P [ Jand U I EM X )U
commute forallX .

Appendix B.Proof of Equation

Consider the m easuram ent schemeM = HK; ;M ;Ui as introduced
in Appendix Bl. If is the mitial vector state of the system , then its
state afterthem easuramentM isI R) ® [ ]). This isthe unique state
(positive trace one operatoron H ) for which

trIR)P[ )B] = jUB E" R)U
= h jUB IU i

for any bounded selfad pint operator B acting on H . Using the dual
transform ation I R) , the expression tr[I R) ® [ 1)B ] can be w ritten
astrP[ IR) B)l=h JIR) B) i.IXx Pllowsthat

I P[IB™I P[]=IR)®) PI[1I
Henos,
B; ;A = JE™C BT
= JB”)? + jB*)’
2Re ROt
- SIR) B2  + B ? 2Reh BIR) B)

= JIR) B?) @TR) B))°
+ J@R) B) B)
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W e give here an altemative proof for the fact that I R) (B ?)
TR) B))? usjngtﬂ;leoompletepositjvityofl R) wih the represen—
tation IR) ( ) = D D. Applying twice the Cauchy-Schwarz

Inequality one gets for each vector :

kIR) B) K QI(R) B) JIR) B) i

hBD; jD;IR) B) 1

X
kBD; kkD;IR) B) k

X 1= X 1=2
kBD; k? kD,IR) B) K

JIR) B2) “kIR) B) k:

Therefore, orany 2 H,h JOR) B)* i h JIR) B 4,
thatis, IR) B?) (T R) B))°.
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