
ar
X

iv
:q

ua
nt

-p
h/

03
12

00
6v

1 
 3

0 
N

ov
 2

00
3

N O ISE A N D D IST U R B A N C E IN Q U A N T U M

M EA SU R EM EN T

PAUL BUSCH,TEIKO HEINO NEN,AND PEK K A LAHTI

A bstract. The operationalm eaning ofsom e m easures ofnoise

and disturbancein m easurem entsisanalyzed and theirlim itations

arepointed out.Thecasesofm inim alnoiseand leastdisturbance

arecharacterized.

1.Introduction

No physicalm easurem entisabsolutely accurate.Itseem sinevitable

that there willalways be a residualdegree ofuncertainty as to how

close the outcom e isto whatshould have been expected. Likewise,a

m easurem ent,beingan interaction oftheapparatuswith them easured

system ,m ustalwaysbeexpected toe� ectsom echange,ordisturbance,

ofthem easured system .In classicalphysicsitseem spossibletoachieve

arbitrary levels ofaccuracy and to m ake the disturbance as sm allas

onewishes.Theseoptionsappearto beruled outin quantum physics,

duetothefactthattherearepairsofphysicalquantitieswhich cannot

be m easured together. Such quantities are represented by m utually

noncom m uting operatorsoroperatorm easures.

In hisfundam entalwork of1927 on the interpretation ofquantum

m echanics,W .Heisenbergsketched twoversionsofwhatbecam eknown

asthe uncertainty principle and which can bevaguely sum m arized as

follows:

(UP1) A m easurem ent, with inaccuracy �(A),ofa quantity A that

doesnotcom m ute with a quantity B willdisturb the value of

B by an am ount�(B )such thatan appropriatepay-o� relation

holdsbetween �(A)and �(B ).

(UP2) A joint m easurem ent oftwo noncom m uting quantities A; B

m ustbe im precise,with the inaccuracies�(A),�(B )satisfying

an uncertainty relation.

Heisenberg focussed on pairs ofcanonically conjugate observables

and he gave m odelexperim ents to dem onstrate that relations ofthe

form �(A)�(B ) � h and �(A)�(B )� h had to hold in thecases(UP1)

and (UP2),respectively.
1
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The quantities �; � were notform ally oroperationally de� ned but

sim ply intuitively identi� ed with m easuresofthespread ofwavefunc-

tionsorm om entum am plitudes.Ittookseveraldecadesofresearch into

quantum m easurem ent theory untilconcepts of im precise and joint

m easurem ents ofnoncom m uting quantities were developed, with an

appropriatede� nition ofm easuresofinaccuracy and disturbance that

allowed one to give rigorousform ulationsofthe uncertainty principle

in its versions (UP1) and (UP2) for conjugate quantities. A review

ofthe theory ofjoint m easurem ents leading to (UP2) in the case of

position and m om entum can befound in [1].A form alization of(UP1)

and conditions for its validity have been obtained in recent years by

M .Ozawa [2,3,4],seealso hispreprint[5].

In thispaperwestudy them easuresofm easurem entim precision,or

m easurem entnoise,and disturbance used in these investigations. On

closerinspection itturnsoutthatthesequantitiesdo notsatisfy som e

requirem entsthatonem ightreasonablyexpectofm easuresofm easure-

m entnoise and disturbance. M oreover,theirde� nitions do notseem

to apply to m oregeneraltypesofm easurem entwhere theobservables

intended tobem easured arerepresented by positiveoperatorm easures

which arenotprojection valued and which m ay even benoncom m uta-

tive.W e willhighlightsom e ofthe shortcom ingsofthese notionsand

considerpossiblewaysof� nding m oresuitablem easures.

2.M easurement N oise

The intuitive idea ofnoise in a m easurem ent can be captured as

the dissim ilarity between the actually m easured probability distribu-

tion and the distribution ofthe observable intended to be m easured.

In quantum m echanics these probability m easures are determ ined by

positiveoperatorm easures:one,E M ,thatrepresentsthequantity that

isactually m easured by a given m easurem entprocessM ,and another

one,E ,thatrepresents the observable intended to be m easured. W e

willusually assum e that the operator m easures are bounded so that

theirm om entoperatorsarebounded and selfadjoint.

Any quantity describing m easurem ent noise could be expected to

have the following properties. First,itshould be possible to estim ate

the noise by com paring the statisticsofthe m easurem ent in question

with thestatisticsofa ‘good’m easurem entofthequantity in question

(provided thatsuch a ‘good’m easurem entisavailableforthepurpose

ofcalibration ofthe new m easurem ent). This m eans that the noise

quantity should be a function �(E ;EM ; ) ofthe input state  and

the two observables involved. Second,whenever the noise is ‘sm all’,
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this should m ean that the m easurem ent is ‘good’. W e take this to

m ean thatvanishing noise(in agiven state )should indicatethatthe

probability distributions E  and E M
 

ofE and E M are the sam e in

that state. Finally,ifthe m easurem ent is a good one,m eaning that

E  = E M
 

forallstates ,then thisshould beindicated by a vanishing

noisem easureforall .

A noisem easurethatsatis� esalltheserequirem entsisgiven by the

totalvariation norm ofthe di� erence between the probability m ea-

sures,�1(E ;E
M ; )= kE  � E M

 
k1,see Section 2.3.Otherfrequently

occurring quanti� cations ofm easurem ent noise m ake use ofthe � rst

and second m om ent operatorsofE and E M . W e willsee thatthese

m easuresofnoise have lim ited applicability,although they are useful

ifapplied correctly,as shown e.g. in [4]. It is wellknown that,in

general,a probability m easurecannotbedeterm ined from its� rstand

second m om ents. Therefore,itisnaturalto expectthata m easure of

noiseordisturbancebased on � rstand second m om entsonly isequally

inadequate.

2.1.A m easure ofnoise in term s ofvariances. W estartby ana-

lyzing thevarianceoftheprobability m easureE M
 
,

Var
�
E
M
 

�
=

Z �

x�

Z

x dE
M
 
(x)

� 2

dE
M
 
(x);

which wewriteas

Var
�
E
M
 

�
= h j

�
E
M
[2]� E

M
[1]

2
�
 i(1)

+
�
h jE

M
[1]

2
 i� h jE

M
[1] i

2
�
:

HereE M [k]=
R
xk dE M (x)arethe� rst(k = 1)and thesecond (k = 2)

m om entoperatorsofE M .Both term sin thelastsum arenon-negative,

the� rstdescribing thedeviation ofEM from being a projection m ea-

sure and the second term being the variance ofthe spectralm easure

ofthe operatorE M [1]in the state  . The � rstterm iszero forall 

exactly when E M isa projection m easure,seee.g.[6,Appendix,Sect.

3].Thus,am ong thepositiveoperatorm easureshaving theselfadjoint

operatorC := E M [1]astheir� rstm om entoperator,thespectralm ea-

sureE C hastheleastvariance,thatis,Var(E M
 
)� Var(E C

 
)forall .

Assum e now that the m easurem ent process M (see Appendix A

fortechnicaldetails)isintended to m easure an observable given by a

spectralm easureE = E A.IfM isunbiased,thatis,E M [1]= A,then

eq.(1)gives:

Var
�
E
M
 

�
= h j

�
E
M
[2]� A

2
�
 i+ Var

�
E
A

 

�
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The positivity ofthe operatorN
�
E M ;A

�
:= E M [2]� A 2 suggeststo

de� nethenum ber

(2) �n(E
M
;A; )=



 jN (E

M
;A) 

�1

2

asaquanti� cation oftheim precision ofthem easurem entM asam ea-

surem entofA.W ith thisnoiseconceptonem ay write

(3) Var
�
E
M
 

�
= Var

�
E
A

 

�
+ �n(E

M
;A; )

2
:

W e thussee thattwo ofthe listed criteria form easurem ent noise are

satis� ed: �n(E
M ;A; )is a function ofthe probability m easures E M

 

and E A

 
,and thisfunction vanisheswhen theprobability m easuresare

identical.

Thisanalysisiswell-known and itessentially appearsalready in one

ofthe earliest m onographs on quantum inform ation theory, a book

preprintby R.Ingarden from 1974 [7].

An unbiased m easurem entM ofA isnoiselessin a state ,thatis,

�n(E
M ;A; )= 0,exactly when thevariancesVar

�
E M
 

�
and Var

�
E A

 

�

are the sam e. Since forany  2 H ,�n(E
M ;A; )=k N (E M ;A)

1

2 k,

wehave

�n(E
M
;A; )= 0 ( ) E

M
[2] = A

2
 :

Therefore,wealso have

�n(E
M
;A; )= 0 forall ( )

E
M
 = E

A

 forall ;thatisE
M
= E

A
:

Therem ainingcriteriondem andsthatvanishingnoise�n(E
M ;A; )=

0 should im ply the equality ofthe probability m easuresE M
 

and E A

 
.

W edo notknow ifthisissatis� ed by �n(E
M ;A; ).Thefollowing two

exam plesshow caseswhere the quantity de� ned in (2)seem sto be a

naturalm easure ofnoise (Exam ple 1),and where this noise concept

m ay appearm isleading (Exam ple2).

Exam ple 1.LetQ betheordinary position observablewith thespec-

tralm easure E Q :B(R)! L2(R)and letf be a probability density.

Theform ula X 7! (�X � f)(Q)=:Qf(X ),where�X � f istheconvolu-

tion ofthe characteristic function �X with f,de� nesan approxim ate

position observableQ f,and one� ndsthatf de� nesa con� dencem ea-

suredescribing theinaccuracy involved in theQ-m easurem ent,seee.g.

[8,Sect. 3.3]. In thiscase the noise isstate independent. In fact,for

any  ,�n(Q f;Q; )= Var(f)> 0. Here sm allnoise indicatesa fairly

accurateposition m easurem ent.A m easurem entm odelanalysisofthis

well-known exam ple can be found,forinstance,in [1],and itcan be

traced back to [9,Sect.VI.3].
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Exam ple2.ThecanonicalphaseobservableE can withits� rstm om ent

operator � gives an exam ple where the noise �n(E
can;� ; ) can be

m ade arbitrarily sm allwith an appropriate choice of . It can be

argued thatthisdoesnotindicatethattheactualE can-m easurem entis

an accurate � -m easurem ent. Though the spectrum of� isthe phase

interval[0;2�),thesharp observable� isnota phaseobservablesince

itisnotcovariantundertheshiftsgenerated by thenum berobservable.

(Forarecentoverview ofthetheory ofcovariantphaseobservables,see

e.g.[10].) That�n(E
can;� ; )can bem adesm allisduetothefactthat

E can hasthe norm -1-property,thatis,forany X ofnonzero Lebesgue

m easure,k E can(X )k= 1 [11].Thisproperty im pliesthatthevariance

Var(E can

 
)can bem adearbitrarily sm all[11,Prop.2].From equation

(3)itisclearthatwhen Var(E can

 
)approacheszero,also Var(E �

 
)and

�n(E
can;� ; ) are approaching zero. It is an open question whether

�n(E
can;� ; )= 0 forsom evectorstate .

2.2.M easurem ent noise in term s ofthe di�erence oftw o op-

erators. A som ewhatdi� erentapproach to de� ning them easurem ent

noise in an approxim ate m easurem ent ofA in a state  by m eans of

a schem e M = hK;�;EM ;Ui(see Appendix A)wastaken by Ozawa

[2,3,5]:

(4) � (A; ;M )
2
= h 
 �j

�
M

out
� A

in
�2
 
 �i:

Here M out = U �I
 M U and A in = A 
 I. (Thischaracterization of

noiseisused frequently,forinstance,in quantum optics,see,e.g.,[12]

or[13].) Forthe sake ofcom parison we write the noise �n(E
M ;A; )

with thesam enotations:

(5) �n(A; ;M )
2
= h 
 �j

�
(M

out
)
2
� (A

in
)
2
�
 
 �i:

W e stress that in contrast to (5),in (4) it is not assum ed that the

m easurem entisunbiased.Ifthecondition E M [1]= A isful� lled,then

wehave

� (A; ;M )
2
= �n(A; ;M )

2
= Var

�
E
M
 

�
� Var

�
E
A

 

�

and thesetwo notionsofnoisecoincide.

In Appendix A itwillbeshown thatthequantity (4)can bewritten

as:

(6) � (A; ;M )
2
= h j

�
E
M
[2]� E

M
[1]

2
�
 i+ h j

�
E
M
[1]� A

�2
 i

Thus,�(A; ;M ) is a function ofA; and EM . Each ofthe term s

in eq.(3),or(5),hasa sim ple operationalm eaning in thatitcan be

obtainedfrom thestatisticsofm easurem entsofE M and E A,perform ed

on two separateensem blesin thestate .By contrast,thisisnottrue
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in generalforeq.(6):therethesecond sum m and containstheoperator

E M [1]� A,which cannotbe m easured togetherwith E M [1]orA if

these operators do not com m ute with respect to  . In that case,a

m easurem ent ofthe selfadjoint operator E M [1]A + AE M [1],which

occursin

h j
�
E
M
[1]� A

�2
 i= h jE

M
[1]

2
 i+ h jA

2
 i

� h j
�
E
M
[1]A + AE

M
[1]
�
 i;

willin generalrequire a process that cannot be reduced to m easure-

m entsofE M and A.In view ofeq.(189)of[5]wenotethattheexpec-

tationvalueh j
�
E M [1]A + AE M [1]

�
 im aybewritten asacom bina-

tion oftheexpectation valuesofE M [1]in the(nonnorm alized)vector

states ,A ,and (A + I) .Thisisjustanotherway ofexpressing the

factthatthem easurem entofthenum berh j
�
E M [1]A + AE M [1]

�
 i

cannot be achieved by m easuring A and E M [1]in the state  only.

Thisstateofm atterisalso dem onstrated in Exam ple3 below.

From eq.(6)itfollowsthat

� (A; ;M )= 0 ( ) E
M
[2] = E

M
[1]

2
 & E

M
[1] = A :

Therefore,asclaim ed in [2,3],thefollowing conditionsareequivalent:

(a) � (A; ;M )= 0 forall ;

(b) E M
 

= E A

 
forall ,thatis,E M = E A.

(In [5]Ozawa gives a di� erentproofforthisresult.) On the basisof

thisresultone m ay ask iffora given  the condition � (A; ;M )= 0

stillisequivalentwith E M
 

= E A

 
.Exam ple5 showsthatonecan have

� (A; ;M )= 0 withoutthe probability m easures EM
 

and E A

 
being

equal. If� (A; ;M ) = 0,then the � rst and second m om ents ofthe

probability m easures E M
 

and E A

 
are the sam e. On the otherhand,

even equality ofallm om entsdoesnotguaranteethatthenoiseiszero.

Indeed,exam ples4 and 6 show thattheprobability m easuresE M
 

and

E A

 
can bethesam ealthough � (A; ;M )6= 0.

In thespecialcaseofE M being a spectralm easureE C eq.(6)takes

theform

(7) � (A; ;M )
2
= h j(C � A)

2
 i

and � (A; ;M )= 0 exactly when A = C .

Exam ple 3.Assum ethatoneintendsto m easurethecom ponentA =

s~a ofthespin ofaspin-
1

2
object.Assum ealsothatthereisasystem atic

errorin the m easurem ent(e.g. m isalignm entofthe m agnet)m eaning
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thatone isactually m easuring som e com ponentC = s~c,with ~ca unit

vectorcloseto~a.Then,forany vectorstate weget

� (s~a; ;M )
2
= h j(s~c� s~a)

2
 i=

1

2
(1� ~c� ~a):

Clearly,� (s~a; ;M ) tends to zero with ~c� ~a approaching 1,but the

operators~c � s~a does notcom m ute with s~c or s~a. Actually allthese

operators are pairwisely totally noncom m utative,unless~c� ~a = �1.

An estim ateof� (s~a; ;M )cannotthereforebeobtained from thesta-

tisticsofm easurem entsofs~a and s~c in the state  only. To estim ate

� (s~a; ;M )oneshould eitherdo m easurem entsin otherstatesthan  

orm easuresom eotherobservablesthan s~a and s~c.

Exam ple 4. Continuing with Exam ple 3, assum e that the system

is in a spin state  ~n,a
1

2
-eigenstate ofa spin com ponent s~n. Then

h ~n js~a ~n i =
1

2
~n � ~a and h ~n js~c ~n i =

1

2
~n � ~c showing that the spin

observabless~a and s~c have sam e probabilitiesin the state  ~n exactly

when ~n � ~a = ~n � ~c,i.e.,when theanglebetween ~n and ~a isthesam eas

theangle between ~n and ~c.Thus,itm ay happen thattheprobability

distributions fors~a and s~c in a given state  ~n are the sam e,but the

noise� (s~a; ;M )isnonzero.

In form ula (7)no restrictionsaregiven fortheselfadjointoperators

A and C,exceptthatC isobtained by the m easurem entprocessM .

Therefore,itsblind application m ay lead to unexpected orunwanted

results.Thisisdem onstrated byExam ples5and 6,which indicatethat

the actually m easured quantity,here C,should som ehow be related

with thequantity which isintended to bem easured,hereA.

Exam ple 5.Considertwo selfadjointm atricesA and C in C 2,

A =
1

2

�
1 0

0 �1

�

; C =
1

8

�
3 5

5 3

�

:

If = 1p
10
(�3;1)T,then A = C ,which m eansthat�(A; ;M )=

h j(A � C)2 i= 0,thoughtheprobabilitydistributionsaredi� erent.

Clearly,m atrices A and C have di� erent eigenvalues butalso allthe

probabilitiesin thestate aredi� erent.

Exam ple 6.Letnow A = Q and C = P be the usualm ultiplicative

(position)and di� erential(m om entum )operatorsacting in theHilbert

space L2(R). In this case,forall 2 L2(R),�(Q; ;M )6= 0. How-

ever,ifa function  is identicalwith its Fouriertransform ,then the

probability distributionsE
Q

 
and E P

 
arethesam e.
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Though arti� cial,Exam ples5and 6seem tosuggestthatin orderto

apply the quantity (4)asa m easure ofnoise in a m easurem entM of

A,som efurtherrestrictionson M haveto beposed,asisthecase,for

instance,in Exam ple1.

The quantity � (A; ;M )ism athem atically well-de� ned and ithas

the im portant property that � (A; ;M ) = 0 for all if and only

ifE M = E A. However, its interpretation as a m easure ofnoise in

m easuring A in thestate with theschem eM seem storequireeither

thatM isunbiased orthatA and E M are jointly m easurable in the

state .Furtherm ore,itisnotobvioushow thism easureofnoiseshould

beadapted toobservablesE which cannotberepresented asselfadjoint

operators(like covariantphase observables). These observationslead

back to the originalquestion of� nding a quantitative,operationally

m eaningful,m easureofthedi� erencebetween EM and E wherethese

positiveoperatorm easuresareactuallydi� erentand non-coexistent(in

thesenseofLudwig [14]).

2.3.M easurem ent noise and the totalvariation norm . In order

to com pare two operatorm easures,one usually needs to com pare all

their m om ent operators. In the case ofbounded operator m easures,

equalityofallm om entoperatorsguaranteestheequalityoftheoperator

m easures.However,itiswell-known thattherearepairsofunbounded

m easuresforwhich allthem om entoperatorscoincidebutthem easures

aredi� erent[15].In eithercaseitisclearthatonecannotexpectthat

any quantity com posed of� rst and second m om ents only would be

su� cientto characterizethedi� erenceoftwo operatorm easures.

Quantum m echanics is a statisticaltheory and m easurem ents give

probability distributions.Them ostobviousway toestim atethedi� er-

enceofquantum observablesseem stobethecom parison oftheirprob-

ability distributions.Thiscan bedoneby choosing a m etricora norm

in a set ofprobability m easures. One exam ple is the totalvariation

norm k� k1.W erecallthatfora m easure� thetotalvariation norm is

de� ned ask�k
1
:= sup

P
n

1
j�(X k)jwhere the suprem um istaken over

(X k)
n
1
� nitepartitionsofR.Clearly,thenum ber


E M

 
� E  



1
can be

obtained from them easurem entoutcom estatisticsoftheobservablesin

question and thereforethetotalvariation norm isoperationally m ean-

ingful.Now onehasforeach vectorstate :


E

M
 
� E  



1
= 0 ( ) E

M
 

= E  :

Thisalso im pliesthat


E

M
 
� E  



1
= 0 forall ( ) E

M
= E :
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Though the totalvariation norm has a clear operationalm eaning

itdoesnotseem to lend itselfeasily to quantify the intuitive idea on

m easurem entinaccuracy ordisturbanceexpressed in (UP1).

2.4.T he quantity h j(AE M [1]+ E M [1]A) i and covariance. In

Section 2.2 wesaw thatthenoise�(A; ;M )containsa term

h j(AE
M
[1]+ E

M
[1]A) i

and the problem in itsoperationalm eaning waspointed out.In som e

casesthenum ber

(8)
1

2
h j(AE

M
[1]+ E

M
[1]A) i� h jA ih jE

M
[1] i

givesthe covariance ofthe observablesA and E M in theirjointm ea-

surem ent.However,we willdem onstrate that,in general,thiskind of

interpretation isproblem atic.

Exam ple 7.Let Q and P be the ordinary position and m om entum

operatorsactingin L2(R).Theseoperatorsaretotallynoncom m utative

and thereforethenum ber(8),with A = Q and E M [1]= P,cannotbe

interpreted astheircovarianceineach state .However,aswell-known,

there are phase space distributionsforwhich the covariance takesthe

form (8).

LetW � be the W ignerdistribution ofa Gaussian state � 2 L2(R).

Itisa probability density forwhich

Cov(W �;x;y)=
1

2
h�j(QP + PQ)�i� h�jQ�ih�jP�i= 0:

The W ignerdistribution W  ofan arbitrary state  hasthe position

and m om entum distributions E
Q

 
and E P

 
as the m arginaldistribu-

tions.However,W  isa probability distribution only fortheGaussian

states[16]sothat,in general,Cov(W  ;x;y)doesnothaveaprobabilis-

tic m eaning,yielding,thus,no sim ilarinterpretation forthe quantity

h j(QP + PQ) i.

TheHusim idistribution H  ofany state 2 L2(R)isa probability

distribution and foritweget

Cov(H  ;x;y)=
1

2
h j(QP + PQ) i� h jQ ih jP i

forany  (forwhich the relevant integrals exist). The m arginaldis-

tributionsoftheHusim idistribution H  arenottheposition and m o-

m entum distributionsE
Q

 
and E P

 
beingtheprobabilitydistributionsof

unsharp position and m om entum observables,com pare to Exam ple 1.

Indeed,H  is the density ofthe probability m easure � de� ned by
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the phase space observable A j0i (associated with the oscillatorGauss-

ian ground state j0i) and the state  ,and the Cartesian m arginal

observables ofA j0i are the approxim ate position and m om entum ob-

servables[8,Sections3.3and3.4].Inthiscase,therefore,thecovariance

Cov(H  ;x;y)isthecovarianceofapproxim ateposition and m om entum

observables,notofQ and P.

Exam ple 8.The Husim idistribution H  ofExam ple 7 gives rise to

anotherexam ple when we use the polarcoordinates(r;�). The angle

m arginalm easure ofthe phase space observable A j0i isa (phase shift

covariant)phase observable A
j0i

�
and theradialm arginalm easure A

j0i
r

isa sm eared num berobservable.Their� rstm om entoperatorsare

A
j0i

�
[1] =

1X

n6= m = 0

i� (n+ m
2

+ 1)
p
n!m !(m � n)

jnihm j+ �I;

A
j0i
r
[1] = N + I;

see,forinstance,[17]and [18].Thus,forany oscillatoreigen statejni

onegets

1

2
hnj(A

j0i

�
[1]A

j0i
r
[1]+ A

j0i
r
[1]A

j0i

�
[1])jni= (n + 1)�

but Z

r� d�jni = n!�;

showingthatthecovarianceCov(H jni;r;�)cannotbeobtained from an

expression oftheform (8).

Thereareplenty ofphysically im portantcaseswherethecovariance

in theform (8)and thenoise(4)areoperationally m eaningful.Thisis

especially guaranteed wheneverthe observablesA and E M com m ute.

Nextwediscussthissituation.

Assum e that the observables A and E M com m ute in allstates  .

Then them ap

X � Y 7! h jE
A
(X )E

M
(Y ) i

extendstoaprobability m easure� on B(R
2)and its(Cartesian)m ar-

ginalm easuresareE A

 
and E M

 
.Onealso obtains

� (A; ;M )
2
=

Z

(x� y)
2
d� (x;y);

and Z

xyd� =
1

2



 j(AE

M
[1]+ E

M
[1]A) 

�
;
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so that,in particular,the value of� (A; ;M )can be estim ated from

thestatisticsofa jointm easurem entofE M and A.W ecan also write

� (A; ;M )
2

=
�
Exp

�
E
M
 

�
� Exp

�
E
A

 

��2
(9)

+

�q

Var
�
E M
 

�
�

q

Var
�
E A

 

�
� 2

+ 2

�q

Var
�
E M
 

�
Var

�
E A

 

�
� Cov(� )

�

showing thathighercovariancem eanslowernoise.

Thefollowingexam ple,which com esfrom theclassofstandard m ea-

surem entm odels[1],dem ostratesthepreviousdiscussion.

Exam ple 9. Consider a nondem olition m easurem ent ofthe photon

num berofasinglem odeoptical� eld,applying atwo-m odecoupling of

theform

U = e
i�N 1
 N 2;

where N 1 = a�1a1 =
P

n1jn1ihn1jand N 2 = a�2a2 =
P

n2jn2ihn2j

are the num ber observables ofthe signalm ode and the probe m ode,

respectively,and � is a realcoupling constant. Fix an initialvector

state � ofthe probe m ode and choose a probe observable E M asthe

pointerobservable.Them easurem entschem e,which aim sto m easure

N 1,isthusde� ned by U;� and E
M .Theactually m easured observable

isa sm eared num berobservableN 1,

E
M
(X )=

1X

n= 0



� je

� i�nN 2E
M
(X )e

i�nN 2�
�
jnihnj; X 2 B(R);

so thatN 1 com m uteswith E M . Though E M [1]6= N 1 in general,the

m om entoperatorsofE M arefunctionsofN 1,

E
M
[k]=

1X

n= 0



� je

� i�nN 2M
k
e
i�nN 2�

�
jnihnj; k 2 N:

In thiscase,forany vectorstate ofthesignalm odeonegets

�(N1; ;M )=


 j

�
E
M
[2]� 2E

M
[1]N 1 + N

2

1

�
 
�
;

Z

xyd� =


 jE

M
[1]N 1 

�
;

whenevertheintegralsin question convergeand where� istheproba-

bilitym easureextendingthem ap X � fn1g 7!


 jE M (X )jn1ihn1j 

�
.

To conclude,ifE A and E M com m ute,then the covariance and the

noise are operationally well-de� ned and they are linked by eq. (9).

However,in generaltheseconceptsareproblem atic.
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3.M easurement disturbance

Theinitialstateofasystem willingeneralchangeunderthein uence

ofa m easurem ent;there isno (nontrivial)m easurem ent which would

leave unchanged allthe states ofthe system . Ifthe object system is

initially in a vectorstate  ,itsstate afterapplying the m easurem ent

processM isI(R)(P[ ]).ThestateI(R)(P[ ])istheuniquestateof

theobjectsystem obtained by tracingouttheprobedegreesoffreedom

from the� nalobject-probestateU( 
 �)(seeAppendixB fortechnical

details).IfB isan arbitrary objectobservable(a bounded selfadjoint

operatoron H ),then underthe in uence ofthe m easurem entprocess

M ,the m easurem ent outcom e probabilities for B get changed from

E B

 
to E B

I(R)(P [ ])
. The di� erence between these probability m easures

describes the in uence ofthe m easurem ent ofA im plem ented by M

on the B -probabilities. Alternatively, using the Heisenberg picture,

the observable B ,with the spectralm easure E B ,is changed into an

observableE de� ned as

E (X )= I(R)
�
(E

B
(X ));

where I(R)� is the dualtransform ofthe state transform ation I(R).

In general,E is a positive operator m easure. Thus,a study ofthe

m easurem entdisturbance m ay equally wellbe based on a com parison

oftheoperatorm easuresE B and E .In thissenseitisclearthatastudy

ofthem easurem entdisturbance iscom pletely analogousto a study of

them easurem entnoise.W edo notrepeatalltheanalysisofSection 2

in thiscontext.Rather,weshallpointoutsom especialaspectsofthe

problem .

Them om entoperatorsofE can easily becom puted,and onegets

E [1]= I(R)
�
(B ); E [2]= I(R)

�
(B

2
):

W enotethatifE [1]= B ,then forany state

Var(E ; )= Var(B ;I(R)(P[ ]))� Var(B ; );

with an equality (forallstates)ifand only ifE = E B ,thatis,ifand

only ifE [2]= B 2.Itisinteresting to rem ark thattheinvarianceofthe

selfadjointoperatorB underthem easurem ent,thatis,I(R)�(B )= B ,

doesnotguaranteetheinvarianceoftheobservableE B underM ,that

is,the invariance ofB 2 underI(R)�. An exam ple dem onstrating this

factisconstructed in [19].

In [2,3]itisproposed thatthefollowing quantity servesto describe

thedisturbanceofthem easurem entM on B ,intended to m easureA:

�(B ; ;A)
2
=

D

 
 � j
�
B
out

� B
in
�2
 
 �

E

:
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Here,again,B out = U �B 
 IU and B in = B 
 I.In Appendix B itwill

beshown thatthisquantity can beexpressed in theform :

�(B ; ;A)
2

=


 j

�
I(R)

�
(B

2
)� (I(R)

�
(B ))

2
�
 
�

+


 j(I(R)

�
(B )� B )

2
 
�

=


 j(E [2]� E [1]

2
) 

�

+


 j(E [1]� B )

2
 
�
:

SincetheoperatorsE [2]� E [1]2 and (E [1]� B )2 arepositiveweobtain

that�(B ; ;A)= 0 exactly when I(R)�(B ) = B  ,i.e.E [1] = B  ,

and I(R)�(B 2) = I(R)�(B )2 ,i.e. E [2] = E [1]2 . Thuswe com e

to thefollowing result:

�(B ; ;A)= 0 forall ( ) I(R)
�
(B )= B & I(R)

�
(B

2
)= B

2
;

thatis,

�(B ; ;A)= 0 forall ( ) E = E
B
:

(Thisresultwasstated in [2,3]and proved by di� erentm ethodsin the

preprint[5].)

The m easurem entinteraction ism odelled by a unitary operatorU.

Therefore, the m ap I(R)� is com pletely positive so that there is a

sequence ofbounded operators D i such that I(R)�(B ) =
P

D �
i
B D i

(for allB ,convergence ultraweakly). M oreover,since I(R)�(I) = I,

wehave
P

D �
iD i= I,seee.g.[8,Theorem 2.3].From [19,Cor.3.4]it

followsthat

I(R)
�
(B )= B & I(R)

�
(B

2
)= B

2
( ) B D i= D iB foralli:

Hence,thefollowing conditionsareequivalent:

(a) �(B ; ;A)= 0 forall ;

(b) I(R)�(B )= B and I(R)�(B 2)= B 2;

(c) I(R)�(E B (X ))= E B (X )forallX 2 B(X );

(d) B D i= D iB foralli.

W hen �(B ; ;A)6= 0 there isno guarantee thatE [1]and B would

com m ute,and,therefore,as in the case ofeq. (10),the operational

m eaning ofthe quantity �(B ; ;A) rem ains problem atic,being,per-

haps,only oflim ited validity.

R em ark 1.Ifthe A-m easurem entM isnoiselessso thatE M = E A,

then the ‘distorted observable’E ,with E (X ) = I(R)�(E B (X )),al-

wayscom m uteswith A,showing thatanoiselessm easurem entexhibits

a kind ofm axim aldisturbance. This follows from the fact that the

operator bim easure (Y;X ) 7! I(Y )�(E B (X )) extends uniquely to a
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norm alized POM having E A and E as its Cartesian m arginalm ea-

sures,see,e.g. [20]Forinstance,any noiseless position m easurem ent

distortstheconjugatem om entum such thatthe‘distorted m om entum ’

com m uteswith theposition.

4.C onclusion

Each ofthe three m easures ofnoise (or disturbance) investigated

in thispaperhave theirown m eritsand shortcom ings. Therefore,the

lim itedrangeoftheirapplicabilitym ustbeacknowledged.Theproblem

ofquantifyingthenoiseand thedisturbancein quantum m easurem ents

rem ainsthusan im portantopen problem .

A ppendix A.Proof of Equation 6

LetA beabounded selfadjointoperatorand consideram easurem ent

process M = hK;�;M ;Uiplanned outto m easure A. Here K is the

probe Hilbert space,� 2 K,k � k= 1,the initialvector state ofthe

probe,M the pointer observable,a bounded selfadjoint operator on

K,and U :H 
 K ! H 
 K a unitary m apping m odeling the m ea-

surem entcoupling.Theactually m easured observableE M isuniquely

determ ined by theprobability reproducibility condition [21,22]


 jE

M
(X ) 

�
=


 
 � jU

�
I
 E

M
(X )U  
 �

�
;

forallX 2 B(R); 2 H .SinceM isassum ed to bebounded,the� rst

and the second m om ent operators E M [1]and E M [2]ofE M are the

bounded selfadjointoperatorsforwhich forall 2 H


 jE

M
[1] 

�
= h 
 � jU

�
I
 M U  
 � i;



 jE

M
[2] 

�
=



 
 � jU

�
I
 M

2
U  
 �

�
:

Considernow thequantity

� (A; ;M )
2
= h 
 �j

�
M

out
� A

in
�2
 
 �i;

whereM out = U �I
 M U and A in = A 
 I.Now

h 
 �j(M
out
)
2
 
 �i=



 jE

M
[2] 

�
;

h 
 �j(A
in
)
2
 
 �i=



 jA

2
 
�
:

SinceA in com m uteswith I
 P[�]and

I
 P[�]M
out
I
 P[�]= E

M
[1]
 P[�];

wealso have

h 
 �jM
out
A
in
 
 �i=



 jE

M
[1]A 

�
;

h 
 �jA
in
M

out
 
 �i=



 jAE

M
[1] 

�
:
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Therefore,weget:

� (A; ;M )
2
= h j

�
E
M
[2]� E

M
[1]

2
�
 i+ h j

�
E
M
[1]� A

�2
 i:

Both term s in the right hand side of this equation are nonnega-

tive,the � rst one due to EM [2]� E M [1]
2
,see e.g. [6]. Therefore,

� (A; ;M )= 0 ifand only ifEM [2] = E M [1]
2
 and E M [1] =

A . Consequently,since A and M are assum ed to be bounded oper-

ators,one gets that� (A; ;M )= 0 forall exactly when EM is a

spectralm easureand E M = E A.

W eclosethisappendix with a characterization ofE M being a spec-

tralm easure(notnecessarily equaltoE A)in term softhem easurem ent

schem e M . Thisisan im m ediate consequence ofthe well-known fact

thatforany two projection operatorsP and R,theproductPRP isa

projection ifand only ifPR = RP.

Lem m a 1.The positive operator m easure E M is a spectralm easure

ifand only ifthe projection operators I 
 P[�]and U�I 
 E M (X )U

com m ute forallX .

A ppendix B.Proof of Equation 10

Considerthe m easurem entschem e M = hK;�;M ;Uiasintroduced

in Appendix A. If isthe initialvectorstate ofthe system ,then its

stateafterthem easurem entM isI(R)(P[ ]).Thisistheuniquestate

(positivetraceoneoperatoron H )forwhich

tr[I(R)(P[ ])B ] =


 
 � jU

�
B 
 E

M
(R)U 
 �

�

= h 
 � jU
�
B 
 IU 
 � i

forany bounded selfadjointoperatorB acting on H . Using the dual

transform ation I(R)�,the expression tr[I(R)(P[ ])B ]can be written

astr[P[ ]I(R)�(B )]= h jI(R)�(B ) i.Itfollowsthat

I
 P[�]B
out

I
 P[�]= I(R)
�
(B )
 P[�]:

Hence,

�(B ; ;A)
2

=


 
 � j(B

out
� B

in
)
2
 
 �

�

=


 
 � j(B

out
)
2
 
 �

�
+


 
 � j(B

in
)
2
 
 �

�

�2Re


 
 � jB

out
B
in
 
 �

�

=


 jI(R)

�
(B

2
) 

�
+


 jB

2
 
�
� 2Reh jB I(R)

�
(B ) i

=


 j

�
I(R)

�
(B

2
)� (I(R)

�
(B ))

2
�
 
�

+


 j(I(R)

�
(B )� B )

2
 
�
:
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W e give here an alternative prooffor the fact that I(R)�(B 2) �

(I(R)�(B ))2 using thecom pletepositivity ofI(R)� with therepresen-

tation I(R)�(�) =
P

D �
i � Di. Applying twice the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality onegetsforeach vector :

kI(R)
�
(B ) k

2
= hI(R)

�
(B ) jI(R)

�
(B ) i

=
X

hB D i jD iI(R)
�
(B ) i

�
X

kB D i kkD iI(R)
�
(B ) k

�

�X

k B D i k
2

�1=2�X

k D iI(R)
�
(B ) k

2

�1=2

=


 jI(R)

�
(B

2
) 

�1=2
kI(R)

�
(B ) k:

Therefore,for any  2 H ,h j(I(R)�(B ))2 i � h jI(R)�(B 2) i,

thatis,I(R)�(B 2)� (I(R)�(B ))2.
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