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A bstract

The quantum -m echanical fram ework in which observables are associated
w ith Hem itian operators is too narrow to discuss m easurem ents of such in -
portant physical quantities as elapsed tin e or hamm onicoscillator phase. W e n—
troduce a broader fram ew ork that allow s usto derive quantum -m echanical Iin its
on the precision to which a param eter| eg. elbpsed tin e| m ay be determ ined
via arbitrary data analysis ofarbitrary m easurem entson N identically prepared
quantum system s. The lin is are expressed as generalized M andelstam -Tam m
uncertainty relations, which involve the operator that generates digplacem ents of
the param eter| eg., the H am iltonian operator in the case ofelapsed time. This
approach avoids entirely the problem of associating a H em itian operator w ith
theparam eter. W e illustrate the general form alisn , rst, w ith nonrelativisticun—
certainty relations for spatial displacem ent and m om entum , ham onic-oscillator
phase and num ber of quanta, and tin e and energy and, second, w ith Lorentz—
Invariant uncertainty relations involving the digplacem ent and Lorentz-rotation
param eters of the P oincare group.
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1 Introduction

T he goal of quantitative experin ents in physics is to detem ine a set of param eters
to som e kvel of con dence. In general this detemm ination entails com plex m ethods
of data analysis applied to cbserved data. From this point of view , the conventional
description of m easuram ents In quantum theory, tied to the use of Hemn itian opera—
tors to represent ocbservable quantities, provides too narrow a fram ew ork, because for
m any experin ental param eters, tin e being an exam ple, there isno suitabl H em itian
operator.

In thispaperwe em ply a broader fram ew ork for describing the quantum -m echan-—
ical determ ination of param eters such as tine f]]. In this fram ework m easurem ents
are described In the m ost general way pem ited by quantum med1amcs| in tem s
of socalled \positive-operatorvalued m easures” POVM s). The rok of a quantum
m easuram ent is to provide data from which one Infers the param eter of interest by
classicalm ethods of param eter estin ation. T here is no need to associate a H em itian
operator w ith the param eter, and generally there is no such Hem itian operator. W e
derive quantum restrictions on determm ining a param eter by considering optin alm ea—
surem ents and optim alm ethods of param eter estin ation. The quantum restrictions
are stated as uncertainty relations that nvolve the param eter and the operator that
generates displacam ents of the param eter, tim e and the H am iltonian operator being
an exam pl.

Uncertainty relations are central to the interpretation of quantum theory, yet In
m any cases of Interest it is In possible to form ulate an uncertainty relation ifone insists
that both quantities have an associated Hemn itian operator. H ilgevoord and U nk
B] give an excellent summ ary of the defects of standard uncertainty relations and of
the m otivation for param eterbased uncertainty relations. M andelstam and Tamm [3]
derived the rstparam eterbased uncertainty relation, fortin e and energy, by treating
elapsed tinm e as a param eter to be detem ined by m easurem ent of a conventional
observable that varies w ith tine. Helstrom [] and Holkvo [B] pioneered the m odem
study of param eterbased uncertainty relations, by considering quantum restrictions
on how well one can detem ine a param eter from the results of general quantum
m easurem ents described by POVM s. O ther authors fl, B, [, [, [§] have fom ulated
param eterbased uncertainty relations in various contexts.

Here we present a general theory of param eterbased uncertainty relations and
explore n som e detail the question of nding optim al quantum m easurem ents that
achieve the Iower bound set by the uncertainty relation. W e devote Section [ to
sum m arizing the fram ew ork for quantum param eter estin ation and the corresoonding
generalized param eterbased uncertainty relations. Section P.J develops the general
theory orm ixed quantum states (density operators). Section R J specializes the gen—
eral theory to pure states that are generated by a singleparam eter unitary operator,
a case that occupies the rem ainder of the paper. In Section [§ we develop a general
description of global optin alm easurem ents that saturate the Iower bound in the gen-



eralized uncertainty relation. Section [4 illustrates the param eterbased uncertainty
relations w ith various exam ples of nonrelativistic uncertainty relations: spatial dis-
placem ent and mom entum In Section [4.J, ham onic-oscillator phase and number of
quanta in Section BJ, and time and energy in Section BJ. Section [§ applies the
param eterbased uncertainty relations to the displacam ent and Lorentz-rotation pa—
ram eters of the P oincare group, lading ulin ately to relativistically invariant uncer—
tainty relations for the Invariant spacetin e interval of special relativity and the boost
and spatialrotation param eters of Lorentz transform ations. Section [ conclides w ith
a brief discussion.

2 G eneralized U ncertainty R elations

2.1 Uncertainty relations for m ixed states

Consider N replicas of a quantum system . Each replica is prepared In the same
quantum state (density operator) © X ), which isparam etrized by the single param eter
X . In the follow ng a subscrpt X on an expectation value denotes an expectation
valie w ith respect to ~ (X ). Braunstein and C aves [[] ] consider a general sm ooth path

on the space of density operators,
X
T = Py pihjJj; @)
j
w here both the eigenvalues p; and the eigenvectors jji can change along the path. A
path is speci ed by giving the tangent vector
a» X dpj N 0
— = —pihjj ih;" : 2
ax A Jihjj ih; 7] @)

J

TheHem itian operatorﬁ, which can depend on X , generatesthe n nitesin alchanges
In the eigenvectors of "X ):

X . )
AR+ dX )= A+ AR = (s + dpy)e iy 3)

N otice that fi can be replaced by
A h Hhi @)

in Egs. @) and @) without changing the path.

The m ost generalm easurem ent pem itted by quantum m echanics [§,[9, [J] can be
described by a sst ofbounded, non-negative, H emm itian operators E ()d (generaliza—
tions of profction operators), which are com plkte in the sense that

z
d E()=1= @ni operator) : 5)



The quantity labels the \results" of the m easurem ent; written here as a singlke
continuous real variable, it can be discrete or m ultivariate. The operators E ()d

m ake up what is called a \positive-operatorvalied m easure" POVM ).T he probability
distrdoution for resut , given the param eter X , is

p( ¥)=trE ()" K) : ©)

The properties of the POVM are just those needed to make p( ¥ ) a nom alized
probability distribution.

Xest = Xest (17:2:7 n) 7

tained from the m easurem ents and nothing else.

To characterize how precisely the N m easuram ents are able to detemm ine the pa-
ram eter X , we need som ething a bit m ore com plicated than the obvious choice, the
variance of the estin ator, h( X o¢)?lx = h®es X eglx )%ix . The reason is that
the varance does not take Into account two im portant possibilities. F irst, even if the
estin ator has a an all variance, it m ight be system atically biased away from the true
param eter va]ue| ie., X ix m Ight not equal X | and thus give a poor estin ate.
Seoond, the estin ator m ight have di erent \unis" from the param eter, thus m aking
it di cul to interpret the variance of the estin ator as a m easure of precision in de—
tem Ining X . Both the am ount ofbias and the di erence in units can depend on the
param eter, ie., on location along the path. To ram edy these di culties, we quantify
the estin ate’s deviation from the param eter by [1]

X - X — . X s 8)
]jhx est1x =dX J
The derivative dhX 4 iy =dX rem oves the local di erence In the \units" of the esti-
m ator and the param eter, and then the units-corrected estin ator is com pared to the
param eter X , not to the m ean value of the estin ator. A s a statistical m easure of the
precision of the estin ation, we use the second moment of X .
There is a Jower bound on the sescond m om ent of X :

h( X Fiy . . : )
NF ®X) N (ds=dX )2

Braunstein and Caves [l]] derive the ultin ate lower bound in two steps, in contrast
to derivations by H elstrom ] and Holevo B (Chap.VI2)], both of whom proceed to
the ultin ate lower bound in a singk step that cbscures the conditions for achieving
the ultin ate Iower bound. The two steps In the B raunstein-C aves derivation are
digplayed as the two inequalities n Eq. {3). The rst nequality is a bound that



applies to all estin ators X o« Oor a xed probability distrbution p( X ), ie. for a
xed quantum measurem ent. The seocond nequality is a bound that applies to all
quantum m easuram ents.
In the rst lnequality in Eq. (),

Z -2
1 @p( X)
F d 10
X)) ol ¥) ax (10)

is the Fisher inform ation [[J]] associated with the probability distrbution p( ¥ ).
The st Inequality is an expression of the C ram erR ao bound of classical estinm ation

theory [[J], which places a lower bound on the variance of any estin ator X . that
is applied to data drawn from the distrbution p( ¥ ). An estin ator that saturates
the rst nequality n Eq. (§) | and, hence, attains the C ram erR ao bound| is called

an e clent estin ator. The Iowerbound in the rst inequality can always be achieved

asym ptotically for large N by using m axin um -likelhood estin ation [L3], but except
for special distrbutions, there isno e cient estin ator for nite valies ofN .

The second hequality in Eg. {3) holds for any POVM E( )d . The second In-
equality isw ritten in tem s ofa line elem ent ds?, which de nes a \statisticaldistance”
3] that m easures the distihguishability of neighboring quantum states and provides
a naturalR jam annian geom etry on the space of density operators. T he explicit form
that B raunstein and C aves ] (see also B,5Chap.VI2)]) nd forthe lne elem ent is

df=dx 2= L. =t “L.(M ; 1)
X

where L » is a superoperator that, In the basis that diagonalizes *, takes the formm

X

L.O)= Lojkjjjhkj: 12)

£5kps+pes 0g PI T Pr
If ~ hasno zero eigenvalues, L. isthe inverse ofthe superoperatorde ned by R « @)
% ("8 + & *); hence, L~ was denoted R . by Braunstein and Caves f]]. Helstrom [4]
and Holkvo B (Chap.VI2)] callL (") the \symm etric logarithm ic derivative" of ~.
The lower bound in the seoond inequality can be achieved by usihg a POVM such
that the operators E ( ) are onedin ensional proection operators onto orthonom al
eigenstates of the H em iian operator L ("9 ]. T he conditions given here and above
forachieving thetwo lowerbounds in Eq. (§) are su cient, though they are not always
necessary.

The line elem ent (1) on the space ofdensity operators arises here from quantifying
precisely the quantum restrictions on detem Ining a param eter| and, hence, the quan-—
tum restrictions on the statistical distinguishability of neighboring density operators

XK )and K + dX ). The sam e line elem ent can also be gotten by de ning a natural
m etric on density operators in tem s of the correlation between pairs of conventional



observables. The reader interested in this alemative route to themetric can nd it
soelled out in [8, [14], together w ith references to related work.

A Tthough not pointed out by B raunstein and C aves, the lower bound (9) does not
In prove if one allow s m easurem ents that do not factor nto separate m easuram ents
on each of the N replicas. One can see this by treating the N replicas as a single
com posite system w ith density operator

MY X )= Ax) A s 13)

Applied to this com posite system , thebound ) takesa form h( X Fig @x =ds® )2
that holds for all quantum m easurem ents on the product space of the com posite sys—
tem . It isnot di cult to show, however, that for N replica product states, the lne
elem ent on the product space reduces to N tim es the single-replica line elem ent, ie.,
(dS(N ))2 d/\(N ) d/\(N ) :

= tr LA(N)

- =Ntr L. ; 14
o = () (14)

thus giving the sam e Iower bound as .n Eq. (). This result provides a lim ited answer
to a question raised by Peres and W ootters [[§]: when a com posite system ism ade
up of replicas all prepared In the sam e quantum state, can m easurem ents on the
com posite system better distinguish states than can ssparate m easuram ents on each
of the replicas? For the very special case of two neighboring states, the answer is no.
W e pause at this point to take stock of what has already been presented. The
bound (9), together with Eq. {L1), is a general species of uncertainty relation, which
restricts one’s ability to detemm Ine a param eter from the results of quantum mea—
suram ents. This uncertainty relation applies to m ixed quantum states, allow s for
m easuram ents that are not describbed by progction operators, and includes the possi-
bility ofm ultiplem easurem ents. O n the other hand, precisely because thisuncertainty
relation is so general, we nd it nstructive in what follow s to specialize In three ways,
thus pem iting us to m ake closer contact w ith standard uncertainty relations.
Forthe rst specialization we assum e that the eigenvalues of the density operator
do not change along the path| ie., dp;= 0 mnEq. @) | which smpli esEq. @) to

M= ih;~= il h;nle as)

This rst specialization m eans that the path is generated by a unitary transform ation;
keep In m ind, however, that we still allow the local generator of the transform ation,
f, to depend on X . Asa consequence of this st specialization, we can w rite

X P; P
P;+ B

LM =21 h 3 Pitkki 2%h; (16)

£k s+ px 6 0g

where we ntroduce ©h as a shorthand EI%L ~ ("9, and the line elem ent @) becom es

|
d82 ) X joX pk‘z. 5.
o2 = e =2 5t po) p3_+ . b %3 4n( B4 ¢ a7

Jik J




N otice that in this line elem ent we can drop the restriction on the sum , sihce under
any procedure for approaching the boundary on which one or m ore eigenvalues of »
vanishes, the tem s for which p; + py = 0 do not contribute.

A consequence of the last nequality in Eq. {[]) is a param eterbased uncertainty
relation [1,4,5Chaps. 1112, IV .7, and VI3)],

, , 1
h( X Fixh( B (18)
which, since it involves the varance of ﬁ, resam bles standard uncertainty relations,
exoept that X is a param eter and the relation holds form ultiple m easuram ents. The
corresponding uncertainty relation involving ©h,

h( X Yigx h(°hfig ; 19)

aN
is stricter [1,5 Chap.V I13)], unkss equality hods in Eq. (7). Equality is equivalent
to the condition that psprj h jkf = 0 forall j and k. In particular, equality holds if ©
is a pure state, but never holds if ©~ has no zero eigenvalues (except In the trivial case

A= 0.

2.2 Uncertainty relations for pure states

The second specialization is to assume that "X ) = jx ih x jis a pure state. This
assum ption inplies the rst one, which is incorporated in Eq. ([§), since a path on
the pure statesm ust be generated by a unitary transform ation. N om alization in plies
that

! ! !
d o o djxi dh 3 . . Cdjx i
0= —h i=h + i= 2Re h ;. (20
ax x J x x J axX ax Jx x J ax ;o 20)

but the freedom tomultiply j x 1 by a phase factorm eans that In h yx jdj x i=dX )]
can be chosen arbitrarily. Using Egs. {L§) and @Q), one can show that

! !
] x 1h ] = 1 hjxi; 21
dX dX J x xJ dx Jx L 1)

?

where (dj x i=dX ), isthe profction ofdj x i=dX orthogonalto j x i. Equation ({1§)
can now be written as

A0 ﬁ AT — : :
= i = h + i 22
[ h;”] &, x Jt Jx x @2)
A convenient phase choice,
!
. djx1 Yy
h xJ ax = ihhiy ; (23)



leads to a Schrodinger-like equation for j x i:

dj x i N
dXX = Jﬁjxl: (24)

N otice that the phase freedom in Jj y 1 isequivalent to the fireedom to add amultiple
of the unit operator to f.

Applying our second assum ption to Eq. {[§), one nds that
! !
dj x1i . . dhix] 0
h + i = N 25
X x J*t Jx X @5)

? ?

Ch=%LA(’\O)= i f;~]=

T hus, for pure states, the line elem ent ) for statistical distance reduces to
! |
ds? dh xj dixi
=4 = 4h( h)%iy ; 26
ax 2 ax ax ( h)*ix ; (26)

? ?

which In plies, as Indicated above, that we can restrict our attention to the uncertainty
relation (L§).

O ne expects statistical distance, which m easures the distinguishability of states,
to be related to the inner product and thus to the H ibert-space angle between pure
states. The square of the In nitesin al H ibert-space angle d between neighboring
states j xiand J xi+ax 11

d®=fos' hxIix+axiIF=1 HxIxeaxif: @7)

The line element d ? de nes a natural R iem annian m etric, called the FubiniStudy
metric [[q4, [, [§], on the m anifold of H ibert-space rays. Using Eq. £0) and the
further consequence of nomm alization,

1 & dh yj djxi Fyyi
0= S shxJxi= dx“ i}; +Re hyj dii ;@8
one ndsthat
2 ! ! 1,3
| |
dhyj djxi 1
- dx? dx“ ;}: - 435" ; 29)

? ?

w hich m eans that H ibert-space angle is half the statistical distance de ned here.

The third and nal specialization is to assum e that the generator f is Independent
ofX . Thisassum ption allow susto Integrate Eq. €£4) and to w rite the path on H ibert
Soace as being generated by a single-param eter uniary operator,

Jyi= e®™ By 01; (30)



where j g1 isa ducial state at X = 0. M oreover, this assum ption guarantees that
the expectation value of any function of f is Independent of X ; thus we can drop
the subscript X from the mean and varance of . In particular, we can write the
uncertainty relation @) as

1

h( X Fix h( h)%i el

31)
Tt is this param eterbased uncertainty relation that occupies us for the rem ainder of
this paper. A s noted above, this uncertainty relation resem bles the standard uncer-
tainty relation, exoept that the relation holds formuliple m easuram ents and X isa
param eter, not necessarily corresponding to any Hem itian operator.

3 G lobalOptim alM easurem ents

3.1 G eneral considerations

T he chain of inequalities kading to the uncertainty relation (81)) consists ofthe two in-
equalities leading to the statisticaldistance in Eq. @) and the inequality involving the
generatorh n Eq. ). The rst nequality nEq. @) can be saturated asym ptotically
for largeN by use ofm axin um —-likelihood estim ation, and the nequality in Eq. {T]) is
saturated for pure states. T hus the question of achieving equality n the uncertainty
relation (8]), provided one allow s for m any m easurem ents N , reduces to nding an
optim alm easurem ent, ie., one that saturates the second inequality in Eq. {d). Notice
that since the variance of h is constant as a consequence of our third assum ption,
optin alm easuram ents lead to a m aximum F isher inform ation that is constant along
the path.

A s indicated above, one such optin alm easurem ent uses a POVM such that the
ope::ato::sEA ( ) are one-din ensionalpro fction operators onto orthonom aleigenstates
of the Hem itian operator L+ ("%) = 2¢h [f. Eq. [2F)]. This m easurem ent has the
defect, however, that it generally depends on X , thus requiring one to know the value
of the param eter one is trying to estin ate before choosing the optin alm easurem ent.
Ourgoalhere is to nd a glblbalm easurem ent, Independent of X , that is optimalall
along the path. W e seck such a global optin alm easuram ent In tetm s of a POVM
E (%) dx, where the m easurem ent results are labeld by a sihglke real number x that
hasthe sam e range of valuesasX . A swe discuss further in Section B3, we can hope to

nd an optim alm easurem ent ofthis form only if the generator fis non-degenerate; if
the soectrum off has degeneracies, an optin alm easurem ent m ust acquire inform ation
beyond that which can be described by a single real num ber.

ThePOVM E (x) dx must, of course, be com plete, which m eans that

z
1= &xE x): (32)



T he probability density for result x, given the param eter X , is
p&X)=h x £ &) xi=h ¥ "E ®e™ #5 ii: (33)

A s noted above, global optin alm easurem ents Jead to a F isher nfom ation (LJ) that
is Independent of X . This suggests that we require that p(x X ) be a function only of
X X ,whith meansthe POVM must satisfy a \displacem ent" property

IR e Xhio B X)) (34)

M easurem ents that satisfy properties {33) and (89) are called covariant by Holvo [I.

W e restrict our search for global optin alm easuram ents to POV M s that have one
additional property: the POVM oonsists of m ultiples of \pro gction operators" onto
(generally unnom alizable) states ki,

N dx | .
E x)dx = F}ilhxj (35)

(C is a ral constant). The m otivation for this assum ption is that m easuram ents
not described by one-din ensional \profctors" have kss resolution [[3], but it would
be useful to m ake this m otivation precise or to investigate whether covariant m ea—
surem ents that do not satisfy property 85) can be optin al. Notice that we do not
require that the states ki be orthogonal, and if they are not, they are necessarily
overcom plkte. The constant C could be absorbed Into the states ki, but it is usefiil
to leave it free s0 that these states can be given conventional nom alizations in the
exam ples of Section .

W ithout loss of generality we can discard the freedom to rephase the states ki,
because the POVM is una ected by rephasing, and thus replace the digplacam ent
property ofthe POVM w ith a displacem ent requirem ent on the states,

e® By x4 xi: (36)

T his digplacem ent property, w ritten as
e Xiyiz=k XJji=e®* ™ hkji; 37)
is equivalent to saying that In the x J:epresentatjon,ﬁ is represented by a derivative:

1@
A() Z—: (38)

i@x -

T he probability density 83) can be w ritten as

PX)=Fx &®F=3ox X)F px X); (39)
w here 1 1
x X) P?hiji: P?hX XJol= o&x X) (40)

10



is the \wave fiinction" of the state vector j x i In the x representation.

Equations 87), BY), and §) are the three properties that we require of the
POVM E (x)dx. Holevo B (Chap. IV .7)] considers the sam e sorts of m easurem ents;
his treatm ent, while m ore rigorous m athem atically than ours, is lnaccessbl to m any
physicists. The three properties are preserved by a \gauge transform ation," which
replaces the states ki w ith states

& @ g ; @1)
where f is an arbitrary realvalued function. This gauge freedom plays an in portant
role, as we discuss fiirther in Section B4 and in the exam ples of Section [§.

If the POVM E (x) dx is an optim al m easuram ent, then it saturates the second
inequality n Eq. (@), which sinpli es to

z
P°&)F . ds®

o6 i 4h( h)%i: 42)

In this lnequality we put the F isher nform ation F In a new fom , which appliesto a
covariant m easurem ent and which is explicitly independent ofX .

For a m easurem ent described by the onedin ensional \pro fctors" kihxj the nec—
essary and su cient condition for an optin alm easurem ent, as shown in [[], is that

... . djxi
In h y kihxj = 0 fPrallx and allX . “43)
U sing Egs. {2]) and 4) and w riting
1 . . 1 x)
P?hxj 0l= (&)= rix)e ; 44)
q___
rx)=Jjox®Jj= p&); 45)
one can recast condition @3) as
1
0= ch (h okinxj hj o) = ¥ ®)[ °x) Hhi] Prallx, (46)

which isequivalent to (X) = hfix + constant. A fter discarding the irrelevant overall
phase due to the constant, the resulting wave function is

o &) = rx)e* . @7

The POVM E (x)dx thus descrbes a global optin alm easuram ent if and only if the
wave function () ofthe ducial state is (up to an overall phase) an arbirary real
function tin es a sin ple phase factor that acoounts for the expectation value ofh. For
a ducial state whose wave function has a phase that is nonlinear in x for all choices

11



of the states ki, we cannot rule out the existence of a global optin alm easurem ent,
but we can say that any m easurem ent that satis es properties 82), ¢3), and @4 is
not optim al.

W e can get at condition {4§) directly by calculating the m ean and variance ofh in
the x representation, again writhhg , &) asin Eq. @4):

1a

Hi= dx ,®-— &)= dxp&) °&) ; (48)
i@x
Z ! 2 Z 0 z
hBYie ax & ahi g6 = L ax BT, dxp&)[ %) HALP :
@x 4 P X)

49)
T hisexpression forh( )21 connects the the C ram erR ao bound of classicalestin ation
theory [ rst nequality in Eq. @)] to the requirem ents of quantum theory [second
nequality n Eq. @)]. A glance at Eq. {@2) rem inds one that the st temm in h( H)%1
is onequarter ofthe F isher Inform ation; m oreover, one recognizes that for an optim al
measuram ent this rst temrm must attain s maxinum valie, which is the variance
off. Thus, for an optim alm easurem ent, the second tem In h( ﬁ)zi, which is the
variance of °(x) wih respect to p (x), must be zero; vanishing of the second tem is
precisely the condition {4).

It is instructive to consider n som e detail a special case of the uncertainty re-
lation (81), because in this special case one nds the closest connection between our
param eterbased uncertainty relationsand standard uncertainty relations. B efore con—
sidering this special case, however, it is usefiil to note that the m ean and variance of
the m easuram ent result x are given by

z z
hxiy = dxxpxk X)=X+ dxxpkx)=X + Ixij; (50)

Z Z
h( x) %y = dx & heig)pk X)= dx(x Mi)’pk)=nh(x)?1i: (51)

Them ean value of x w ith resgpect to the ducial state, hxi,, globally biases the m ean
hxiy away from the param eter. T he varance of x is independent ofX .

To Introduce our special case, suppose that onem akes N m easurem ents described
by the POVM E (x) dx and that one estin ates the param eter X as the sam ple m ean
of the data, w ith the globalbias ram oved, ie.,

hA
x; hxip) : (52)

X = —
est N
i=1

T his estin ator isunbiased, ie., WX «¢dx = Ixiy hxiy = X , and thusthe deviation (§)
becomes X = X X = X . In addition, the e ciency of this estin ator is
Independent ofN , because the m ean-square deviation decreases as 1=N :

h( X Yi= h( X e)?i= h(x)?%i: (53)
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The resulting special case of the uncertainty relation 81) is
h( x) 2ih( h)?i= Nh( X Fih( h)%i % : (54)

T he uncertainty relation for this estim ator is dentical to a standard uncertainty re—
lation for the m easuram ent result x, the only di erence being that the states ki are
generally not the eigenstates of any H em itian operator.

Equality in the uncertainty relation (54) requires saturating both inequalities In
Eq. §). Saturating the second inequality| ie.,makingF = 4h( h)%i eeEq. {@1)]]
m eans that the ducialwave finction (&) has the fom ) . Saturating the st
inequality m eansthat the sasmplemean (57) isan e cient estim ator forallvalues ofN
and, In particular, that x hxip, them easurem ent resul w ith the globalbias rem oved,
isitselfan e cient estim ator forN = 1. W e can determm ine the resulting conditions by
goecializing the proof of the C ram erR ao bound to the case of a single m easurem ent
wih x hxi; asthe estin ator. W e 1st w rite the m ean of the estin ator in the form

z
hxiy Ixig= dx &k kxigpk X)=X; (55)

D i erentiating this expression w ith respect to X and ushg

dZ Z
0= — dx X)= dx p° X 56
ax P& ) P& ) (56)
Jeads to
Z
1 = dx x  Ixi))p’k X))

Z
dx (x Mxiy, X )P’k X)
g ? dinp )

dx x  hxig)p’k) = dxp () x hxin: (57)

Squaring this expression and using the Schwarz nequality yields

Z -2
dhn
1 = dxp) (& txig) D)
z Oz 1yt
dn
dx & hxig)’p&x) @ dxp) Tp(x) A, 58)

R e riting the expression for the F isher inform ation in Eq. {4J) as

Z 0 Z Yo
I ) axpe) JRPE 59)

P &) dx
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show s that Eq. (§) is the classical N = 1 bound on the estin ator x:

z
1
h(x)*i=  dx & hi)pk) (60)
T he condition for saturating thisbound, which com es from the Schwarz inequality in

Eqg. (B9), is that

dnp )

L - & k) =) pe/e o Tt 0)*=2 (61)

where isa constant.

T he result of these considerations is that equality in the uncertainty relation (54)
can be achieved if and only if the ducial wave function has the fom @), w ith
pX)= r° (x) being a G aussian. These G aussian states are analogous to them Inin um —
uncertainty states that give equality In the standard uncertainty relation. Thus our
form alism ofparam eterbased uncertainty relations containsw ithin itself, in the special
case ofthe estin atorbeing the sam plem ean, the standard uncertainty relation and the
associated m Inin um -uncertainty states. Two points deserve m ention. F irst, form ost
generatorsﬁ, there are restrictions on the form ofthe wave finction; these restrictions,
which are discussed In Section BJ and in the exam ples of Section [, generally prevent
one from choosing a G aussian for p (x) and thus m ean that there are no states that
yield equality in the uncertainty relation (54) . Second, the restriction to G aussian wave
finctions is a consequence of using the sam ple m ean as the estin ator. If one allow s
other estin ators, the conditions on the ducialwave fiinction are weaker. Speci cally,
as we have ssen, In the lim i of large N , where m axin um -lkelhood estim ation is
asym ptotically e cient, the condition for saturating the uncertainty relation (31 is
that the ducialwave function have the form {@7).

32 The x representation

Up till now, it has not been necessary to construct explicitly states ki that satisfy
the com pleteness and displacem ent properties. Such a construction depends on the
eigenvalue spectrum of f. Suppose that we w rite the eigenvalue equation for fi as

Ah; i=hh; i; 62)

where we allow for the possibility of degeneracies by including a degeneracy label
T he orthonom aleigenstates h; i satisfy a com pleteness relation

X
T= h; imh; 3: (63)
T he displacem ent property (34), with x = 0 and X = x, becom es
th; &i= e™th; k= 0i: (64)
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T he displacem ent property thus relates all the states ki to a particular state ¥k = 01,
which rem ains arbirary.

W e can now ask whether it is possble to satisfy the com plteness property (37)
by noting that

0 1
z z
— kihxj= —e ™0 R IR 4, ith; k= 0ilk= 0h% ith% B : (65)
C h;h© C ; O
O ne can arrange that
2 dx
> i h 9 _ .
e hho 7 (66)
C
in which case Eq. (69) sinpli es to
0 1
2 4x X X
— gixij= @ ; ith; k= 0ihx = 0+h; %hh; “f 67
kihkj hi s & hi P ©7)

C

h ; 0
To m ake this integral equal to the unit operator requires that
th; k= 0ilx= 0h; %= o Pralh, 68)

which can only be satis ed if the spectrum of A has no degeneracies. Thus only for
non-degenerate fi can one hope to nd a global optin alm easuram ent in tem s of a
POVM described by a single real number x. An exam plk of how to proceed for a
degenerate fi can be Pund in the discussion of tin eenergy uncertainty relations In
Section £ 3.

W e now assum e explicitly that the generator A is non-degenerate, thus allow Ing
us to drop the degeneracy label from the preceding equations. The form of the
com pleteness relation depends on further properties of the eigenvalue spectrum of f.
W e illustrate the procedure here for the case that the non-degenerate spectrum of
fi is discrete (nowhere dense) and that the unitary generator e ¥ b 35 periodic w ith
an allest period X , ie., e ¥ f- 9 (other non-degenerate eigenvalue spectra are dealt
w ith in the exam ples of Section [) . Thism eans that all the eigenvalues can be w ritten
as

h= 2 n,=X ; n, an Integer; (69)

any discrete spectrum can be approxin ated In thisway or X su ciently large. The
periodicity allow s us to restrict both the param eter X and the m easurem ent resuls x
to the nite nterval [ X =2;X =2).

T he com plkteness condition 3) now becom es

ZX:de” , X o ) 0 O_ZX=2dx xhh 9
1= — kihxj = hithk = 0ilk = 0h%Hh% —e
x=2 C h O x=2 C
X . X thk= 0if
= ihlhhjc—; (70)

h
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which can be satis ed by choosing C = X and
thk= 0i= &£ ® ; (71)

where f ) is an arbitrary realvalued function. The com pleteness property thus
requires that k = 01 have the sam e m agniude of overlap w ith all the eigenstates of

f.
The m inim al choice, £ h) = 0, whith we distinguish by underlining, lads to
canonical states
¥i=  hie™; (72)

whereas an arbitrary choice for £ (h) leads to states,
X , . .
®i= hief®e&h = Gif6) 45, (73)
h
that are a gauge transform ation {£1]) ofthe canonical states ki. A gauge transfom a—
tion corresponds to the freedom to rephase Independently each of the elgenstates of
fi| ie. to replace hiby e ® hi.
T he inner product of ki and k% is given by
T 01 = X ol xOh _ X g2 on &k x =X, (74)
h h
These states are orthogonal| ie. they can be given  function nom alization w ith
exi= X (x )| ifand only ifall ntegers are required to represent the eigenvalue
soectrum of h; only if the states are orthogonal| ie., all integers are present in the
eigenvalue soectrum | are they eigenstates of a H emm itian operator.
The x and h representations of a state j i are related by

1 oo 1 X s ire) o
p=hxj i= K)= p= e e hhj i; (75)
X X 4
. 1 Zx=2 .
e™®™rhy i= p— dxe ™ (x): (76)
X X =2

The am plitude e ¥ ® Hhy i isthe discrete Fourier coe cient, corresponding to integer
ny, ofthe function (x),which isperiodicw ith period X . Thewave functions (x) are
restricted to periodic functions that have vanishing Fourer coe cients for the unused
Integers. By the sam e token, the expansion of a state j i In tem s of the states ki,
z z

X=2 dx 1 X =2
ji= — kixj i= p—= dx @)xi; (77)
x=2 X X x=2

isnot unigue; one can add to  (X) any periodic function g x) that has nonvanishing
Fourer coe cients only for the unused integers, for such a function satis es
z
l X =2

19? dxg&)xi= 0: (78)

X =2
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This Jack of uniqueness expresses the overcom pleteness of the states ki. Both the
overcom pleteness and the restrictions on the wave functions () are consequences of
the Jack of orthogonality of the states ki.

ForH = 2 nyg =X ,we can de ne a \displacem ent operator"

Z Z

“ X =2 A X=2 dx .
5 H) dx e E x) = — ™ kihxj
X =2 . x=2 X
. 0 . Lo
= n, oy + Ny ejf(h ):holhhje k) 7 (79)
h;h©
which displaces eigenstates ofh; ie.,
D @E)E ™ hi=e ™" ntHi; (80)

provided H isthedi erence In eigenvalues. G iven a choice ofphases for the eigenstates
hi, the canonical states ki are unigque in that their digplacem ent operator D H)
displaces the eigenstates jH w ithout the Inclusion of any phase factors. Notice that
generally D # ) is not a unitary operator. For particular eigenvalue spectra of ﬁ,
how ever, as in the exam ples of Section [, the displacem ent operator acquires additional
In portant properties.

The x and h representations @) and @) of a state j i show that the condi-
tion {@7) for a glcbal optin al m easurem ent, when written in the h representation,
with h = Hhi+ u, becom es

D E D E
eH®HW it u o =&Y iy ou o, (81)

Since the phases in the h representation can be ram oved by appropriate choice of the
function £ (h), this condition reduces to

D E, D E,
Hhi+u o = Hii u o, : 82)

D E
To m ake this condition m eaningfiil requires that whenever Hi+ u , is non—=zero,

Hi uisan eigenvalue of fi. For general eigenvalue spectra of fi, the condition 82)
can bem et by only a very lim ited class of states, since it requires sym m etric excitation
of eigenstates hi symm etrically located about the expectation value of f.

4 Exam ples of G eneralized U ncertainty R elations
W e tum now to exam ples of generalized uncertainty relations, st dealing, in this

section, with nonrelativistic examples and then tuming, in Section [, to Lorentz-—
Invariant versions of uncertainty relations.
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4.1 Spatialdisplacem ent and m om entum

The rstexam pl ofa nonrelativistic uncertainty relation is the fam iliar one of spatial
displacam ents X that are generated by the m om entum operatorp, ie., h= P=h:

Jyxi=e®PP g i 83)

T he uncertainty relation @) takes the form

2

h( X Fix h( p) ?1i 84)

4N
Helstrom f]and Holvo [ (Chap.V I2)]have presented param eterbased uncertainty
relations for spatial displacem ent and m om entum , and D embo, Cover, and T hom as
[1] have reviewed the basis for such uncertainty relations in the properties of F isher
Inform ation.

To nvestigate the possbilities for optin al POVM s E x)dx = Kihxjdx=C , start
from the com plete st of function nom alized eigenstates i ofP:

bpi=2h © P; (85)
7 1 dp
i= 2k (86)

T he displacem ent condition 84), with x = 0 and X = x, becom es

Ipki= e ™ px= 0i; ®7)
which Jeads to
Z : . .
I3 i = i) - & hjpé’{: B oo B 88)
T hus the com pleteness condition (83) can be satis ed by choosing C = 1 and
pk= 0i=e"®; (89)

where f (p) is an arbitrary realvalued function. In this case, because the spectrum of
P covers the entire real line, the states

21 dp if (o) . ixp=h
Ki= = pielf Pl Hrm 90
X . 2hP (90)

have function nom alization,

ii= & ¥); (91)
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and thus are eigenstates of the H em itian operator
Z 1 z 1
R = dx xE x) = dx x kihxj: (92)
1 1

Them nim al choice, £ ) = 0, keads to the canonical position states,

Z
dp st

ki= —— Ppie TP 93

K1 . 2 n P ; 93)
which are eigenstates of the canonical position operator

2, Z
R= dx xE x) = dx x Kihxj: (94)

1 1 -
M easuram ents described by E (x) are thus canonical m easuram ents of position. An
arbitrary choice for £ (p) leads to the states (90), which, w ritten as

Ki= e ® xi; (95)

are seen to be a gauge transform ation 1)) of the position eigenstates. The state ki
is an eigenstate, w ith elgenvalue x, of the operator @3), which can be w ritten as

2=e"P2e*® = 24+ hf'p) ; (96)

m easuram ents described by E (x) are m easurem ents of this operator. Notice that R
and P satisfy the canonical com m utation relation,

R;01= ih ; 97)

the gauge freedom being precisely the freedom pemm itted by this com m utator.
T he operator that digplaces m om entum eigenstates,
24
D @)= ) dx e*F P ik j= *F (98)

cf. Eq. {79)], in this case a unitary operator, acts according to
D @)ef®pi=f®Plptpis (99)

The canonical states ki lad to a disgplacem ent operator D @) that displaces the
m om entum e:genstates_pl w ithout the inclusion of any phase factors.

W riting the position wave fiinction ofthe ducialstate as , (x) = rx)e' ¥, the
general relations {4§) and &9) for the m ean and variance of h becom e in this case
24

hpi= dx o ®)—— (&)= dxp&h °&) ; (100)
1 i@x 1



Z 2

. !
h(p) i = dx h— ipi ,(x)
1 @x
n2 21 0 Z 4
J B e, dxp&)h &) mif : (101)
4 P x) 1

Forthem inin alchoice [f (o) = 0] and is canonical position operator, several authors
have draw n attention to the way them om entum variance solits into the sum ofthetwo
parts n Eq. {101). Stam PRQ] noted long ago that the variance of P is bounded below
by the F isher inform ation for position m easurem ents, Cohen PJ] has discussed and
Mustrated w ith exam pls the split of the m om entum variance, and Sipe and A rkani-
Hamed B3] have used this split and the sin ilar split of the variance of R to contrast
the ooherence of pure and m ixed states.

T he condition fora globaloptin alm easuram ent is that the position wave function
ofthe ducial state have the fom

hxj o= o &)= rkx)e®*™ 102)

f.Eq. {&])]. Transfom ing to the m am entum representation, wih p= hpi+ u,

) . D E 2, )
eT®HW ity = dxe ™™ r(x) ; (103)
1
one sees that the optim ality condition can be w ritten as

i i D E i i D E
e ¥®HY ity o =&Y i ou (104)

f.Eqg. )]. Ifone is restricted to canonicalposition m easurem ents, forwhich £ ) =
0, the condition for optim ality is that

D E D E
Wi+u o = i u o : (105)

If one allow s gauge-transform ed m easurem ents, then the gauge transfom ation can
be usad to ram ove the phases In the m om entum representation, so the condition for
optin ality is the weaker condition that

D E, D E,
Wi+ u = i u ; (106)

ie., that the m om entum probability density is sym m etric about hpi.
Tt is instructive to illustrate these ideas with an extended exam ple based on a
soeci ¢ ducial state. For this purpose, introduce an \annihilation operator”

!

Lp

=
h

+

E I

1
a= p—z ; 107)



where L is a constant that has dim ensions of length, and a \vacuum state" yaci,
which is the state annihilated by &,

Ajaci= 0 : (108)

One easily veri es from this equation that in the vacuum state, R and P have zero
m ean, and their covariance m atrix is given by

hvaci( R) 2jaci  Lilwaci( p) ?Jaci 1
L2 - h? T2 (109)

hvaci( 2 P+ P R)jaci= 0 : (110)

The vacuum state is thus a m Inin um -uncertainty state for 2 and p. Ikt is convenient
throughout the rem ainder of this exam ple to use units such that L = 1, a choice that
gives R and p=h equalvariances in the vacuum state.

T he next step is to introduce the squeeze operator R3]

N

l A r il
exp Er e g2 &g ; 111)

which isa function ofa squeeze parameterr 0 and a squeeze angle ’ . The squeeze
operator has the property R3]

Sag¥ = acoshr+ &Y sinhr ,
1 . .,
= p—z Rshr+ & shhr)+ iﬁp (oshr & sinhr) ~ (112)

The ducial state in this exam ple is generated from the vacuum state by the squeeze
operator,

J oi= Sivaci; (113)
and is som etim es called the squeezed vacuum state. An inm ediate consequence ofthe
property {119) is that the squeezed vacuum state is annihilated by *:

~j oi= 0: (114)
One can get a better fel Por the nature of the squeezed vacuum state and, In

particular, its param eters r and ’ by considering R and P=h to be coordinates on a

phase plane and then rotating by angke ’ to new canonical coordinates 2" and p%=h:

1 L1 .
P @+ iph) = a= a%" = P @+ ip’=h)e” : (115

In tem s of the rotated coordinates the operator * assum es the form
!

N 1 .,
r= " @wshr+ &%sinhr) = p—iel 2% + i%oer ; (116)
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which, together w ith Eq. {[14), in plies that in the squeezed vacuum state, 2° and p’°
have zero m ean, and their covariance m atrix is given by
hod(Pp9Foi ,, 1

h o3 2%)%5 o™ = 2 e =25 a17)

hoi(2°p%+ p?29F0i=0: (118)
The squeezed vacuum state is thus a m ininum -uncertainty state for the rotated
ocoordinates % and % relative to the vacuum state, R° has uncertainty reduced by
a factor e ¥, and P° has uncertainty increased by a factor . Figure [] depicts the
squeezed vacuum state on a phaseplane diagram .

If one rotates to any other orthogonal axes, the position variance gets bigger than
the variance ofg0 (recallthat r  0), because the reduced variance ofgO is contam —
inated by the increased variance of p°. Indeed, the covariance m atrix of the original
canonical coordinates, obtained directly from Eq. {[14) or by rotating back to the
original coordinates, is given by R3]

1

1
h oj(R) % oi= = e? o’ + & sin®’ = ; 119
0J(R)“Jo 5 Re( ) (119)
h o 2901 1 1
1 s S (120)
h® 2 2Re( 1)
1 . . . 1
shoj(R P+ R) i 1 Tm Tm
2 0J(R2 P+ P R)T ol ! ihorsna = () _ () . a2
h 2 2Re( ) 2Re( 1)
where
_ocoshr+ & sinhr 1+ isinh2rsin2’ cosh2r+ sinh2rcos2’ 122)
coshr & sinhr cosh2r sihh2rcos2’ 1 isihh2rsin2’

is a com plex constant. This covariance m atrix can also be gotten from the wave
function ofthe ducial state in the canonical position representation 3],
[ !
Re( ) 3

_o®) =] oli= &P 123)

which llows from integrating the di erential equation that represents Eq. ((14) in
the canonical position representation. An irrelevant phase factor is set equalto uniy
n the wave function ({123) (Schum aker @] has given a consistent set of phases for
squeezed-state wave fiinctions).
It isnow strmightforward to nd the optim alm easurem ent. T he wave function in
the m om entum basis is given by
Z1 ° j—j 1=4 P =h? !

hpj oi= 1dxej”’:h_o<x>= = 4Re( ) ep =

; (124)



q
where J F isan overallphase factor. A ccording to the optim ality condition |(104),

choosing f (o) to cancel the In aghary part of this com plex G aussian, ie.,

1 1 2 2
f) = Eﬁn ( ")p'=h"; (125)
yields an optin alm easuram ent, corresponding to m easuring the operator
2=2+hf’@)=2 M ( ")p=h: (126)

T he distinguishing feature of using a squeezed state as the ducial state is that the
optin al m easurem ent is a linear combination of R and . Transom :ng to the x
representation yields a realwave fiinction

S —, Y1 2 !
. J 3 1 X
o ®)=xjoi= — ———  ep

Re( 1) Re( 1) ' d27

q
aside from the overall phase factor j F , In accordance w ith the general condition

for an optim alm easurem ent.

O ne feature of the optin alm easuram ent In this case, which follow s from the fact
that  x) isa G aussian wave function ofthe sort considered at the end of Section ,
deserves em phasis. T he probability density of m easuram ents of R,

®) =37 L % (128)
X = = e — —_ 3
p Jo Re( 1) exp Re( 1) 7
is a zero-m ean G aussian w ith variance
1 1 1 h?
h o3(R)?F oi= =Re( ')= = e® sh®’ + & o’ = ——— : (129)
2 2 4h (3(P) °J ol

G enerally one m ust appealto the largeN asym ptotic lin i to saturate the st (clas—
sical) lnequality In Eqg. @)| ie. to achieve the Cram erRao bound| but sihce the
statistics of R are G aussian, no such appeal is necessary. Indeed, for G aussian statis-
tics the ssmplemean 3) of the data (here hxiy = 0) provides an e cient estin ator
for allvalues ofN , as is discussed at the end of Section @ . The G aussian statistics of
x forthe ducial state, digplaced according to Eq. B3), inply that iX oix = X | ie.,
the estim ator is unbiased| which m eans that the estin ate’s deviation away from the
parameterbecomes X = X X = X . Themean-square deviation is indepen-
dent of X and reduces to

h( X fi= h( X o)’i= ih J(R) %9 oi= L (130)
est N 0 0 NF .

The nalequality, which show s that X . is an e cient estim ator, follow sm ost easily

from the form ofthe F isher nform ation n Eq. @) . In this case, where an e cient es—
tin ator is know n, one can prooceed directly to equality in the uncertainty relation §9),
w ithout going through the F isher nfom ation, by combining Egs. {[29) and {30).
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O ne gains insight into the optin alm easurem ent by w riting the m easured opera—

tor (124) as
Roos + E=h)sin
>’é=5_§+f—jtan = = ) ; (131)
oS

w here . _
1 sinh 2r sin 2’
tan = I ( )= : ; (132)
cosh 2r + sinh 2r cos2’

and regarding R as a species of position operator that arises from a rotation in the

phase plane by angke , llowed by rescaling by 1=cos . The rescaling m eans that

displacem ent by X produces the sam e \signal" In R as it does in X. The optimal

angle isnotequalto’ , the rotation angle thatm inin izes the variance of the rotated

position; instead, the optim al anglk is a com prom ise between reduced \noise" and

reduced signal, both of which come with rotation (see Fig.[l). The rescaling of %

acoounts for the reduced signal, so the varance of R,

h 03( R) *J ol

1 - - - . 24 2

=h Rp+ R i h

sh o J( _php )1 olin 4 Oj(fz) joltanz ;
(133)

=h ¢j(R) *F oi+ 2

is a noiseto-signal ratio P4]. Indeed, the anglke that m inin izes this noiseto-signal
ratio,
1 . . .
<h (j( R p+ R) i=h
tan - 2RodZP* P B UL SR (134)
h (3(P) 2] oi=h

de nes the optin alm easurem ent.

42 H amm onic-oscillator phase and num ber of quanta

For our second exam ple of a nonrelativistic uncertainty relation, consider a ham onic
oscillator that has creation and annihilation operators &Y and 4. T he \num ber cpera—
tor"

n= 4a'a 135)
haseigenstates i, called \num ber states," wheren = 0;1; :::isthe num ber ofquanta.
Shifts X = in the phase of the oscillator are generated by the num ber operator,

j oi=e "3 oi; (136)

ie, A= 1. Theuncertainty relation {31)) then reads

1

h( )?ih(n)?i —:
( )i h(n)-1i N

@37)

Holkvo B (Chap. I11.9)] has considered this sort of phase uncertainty relation. Lane,
B raunstein, and C aves @], In a detaikd analysis of phase m easuram ents, have used
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the formula {@9), specialized to give the variance of the num ber operator, to bound
the F isher nfomm ation for the phase.

A phase shift can be thought of as a din ensionless tin e n easured in units of

(ham onic-oscillator period)/2 ], so the uncertainty relation {137) is a dim ensionless
tin eenergy uncertainty relation, special because of the uniform spacing of the eigen—
states of the generatorn . G eneral tin e-energy uncertainty relations, corresponding to
other energy spectra, are considered in Section [ 3.

Since phase shifts are periodic with period 2 , can be restricted to the Inter-
val < . Tt might be thought that there is a di culty with the phase-
num ber uncertainty relation (L37) when the ducial state is a num ber state, forwhich
h( ) 2i= 0; the uncertainty relation then forcesh( )?i ! 1 , even though a sen—
sble estin ator o4 is restricted to the same 2 intervalas is . No di culty arses,
however, because for a num ber state, no m easurem ent can provide any inform ation
about the phase shift; thus, any estin ator, sensble or not, satis es dh i=d = 0,
w ith the resul that the deviation of Eq. () diverges, even if .4 is restricted to
a nie range.

T he possibilities forPOVM sE()d = jih jd =C ( < ) are detem ined
by the displacem ent condition (8§), which,with = 0and = ,becomes
mj i= & "m7j = 0i; (138)

and by the com pleteness condition 3),

Z

{= — j ih =

Z i = 0if him3; 139
S S mnj if nim;j (139)

n=20
which can be satis ed by choosing C = 2 and
mj = 0i= &t® ; (140)

where f (n) is an arbitrary realvalied function. Since there are no num ber states for
negative integers, the phase states j i are not orthogonal, the inner product being
given by R€]

h % = * et Om
n=20 |
1 % Lo R '
= 3 el M+ snme* M+ 1
2 n= 1 n= 1,
. 0" l
= ( % 5oot > toi 141)
where 8
2 1; n<?o,
sgn () . 0; n= 0, (142)
1, n>0



Hence the states j i are overcom plte and are not the eigenstates of any Hem itian
operator. There is no Hem itian phase operator in the in nitedin ensional H ibert
space of a ham onic oscillator 8, B4, P, B8, 91, although one can be constructed if
the ham onicoscillator H ibert soace is truncated to be nitedin ensional ].

Them Inim alchoice, £ ) = 0, leads to the Susskind-G logower @] canonicalphase
states,

ji=  hie'?; (143)
which are eigenstates of the non-uniary num ber-low ering operator
; 1=2 1=2 %
& M+ 1) 7Fa=an """ = n 1lini; (144)

ie.,

&ji=eji: (145)
H elstrom ] and Holevo B (Chap IT1.9)] have considered m easuram ents described by
the Susskind-G logower states. An arbitrary choice for £ () leads to states,

ji= hiet®et = W5 4 (146)

n=0

that are a gauge transform ation (1) of the Susskind-G logower states. The state J i
is an eigenstate, w ith eigenvalue e , of the operator

ejf(ﬁ)@_ ej_f(ri) — ei[f(rH—l) £f@®)] él — éiei[f(m f@ 1Ll _ ejf(n 1) J‘l lihrl:lﬁjf(n) ;

n=1

147)
thedierrncesf @+ 1) f@)andf@® f£@ 1) ntheexponentsareanalogousto
the derivative hf’®) n Eq. ©§).

ForN an integer the num ber digplacem ent operator is given by
VA z

N A d
D N) d e!VE () = 2—eleJ’hj
X . )
= aonen & mp O
n;mno
XL if if
= efeN)n 4 N ime @ (148)

n=max (0; N )

cf.Eqg. @)]. Because there are no num ber states for negative integers, 5) (N ) isnot
unitary; the nalfom of D N ) isa consequence of the regular spacing of the num ber

states. Notice that B ( 1) = &f®& e¥® fhus the states j i are eigenstates of
D( )]andD )= D ( 1)¥= G Yo i@
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The and n rpresentations ofa state j i are related by

1 T 1 X in if (n) T
p—h ji= ()=p=— e e iy i; (149)
2 2 q
Z
if (n) PR 1 in
e i i= p? d e (); (150)
e ¥® 4 ibedg the Fourier coe cient of the periodic fiinction ( ). T he condition

for a global optin alm easurem ent, that the wave function ofthe ducial state have
the fom
o()=r()e™ ; (151)

is equivalent to the follow ing requirem ent on the num ber-state am plitudes:

) ) D E ) ) D E
eTMHY ity o =™ mi o ou (152)

cf.Eq. @)]. Ifone is restricted to Susskind-G logowerphasem easurem ents £ () = 0],
the condition for optin ality is that

D E D E
mMi+u (o = Mi u o ; (153)

but if one allow s gauge-transform ed m easurem ents, the condition for optim ality be-
com es D E, D E,
mi+u , = mMi u : (154)

In either case, the condition for optin ality can only bem et by a lin ited class of states;
In particular, because of the discreteness of the num ber states, ftim ust be ntegralor
halfintegral, and because ofthe Iowerbound atn = 0,Inj imustvanish forn > 2mi.

Since the optim ality conditions appear to be so restrictive, it is worth noting that
a large class of \sam iclassical" states satisfy them approxin ately. By a sem iclassi-
cal state, we m ean one that has number am plitudes hnj i that are concentrated at
large n, rendering the lower bound at n = 0 imelvant, and are soread over a w ide
range of values of n, m aking the discreteness of n unin portant. For sam iclassical
states m easurem ents described by E () are nearly optin al provided only that the
num ber probabilities Jnj if are symm etric about i [cf. Eq. {L04)]. The extent to
which m easurem ents ofE ( ) are sub-optin al for sam iclassical states deserves further
Investigation.

43 Timn e and energy

For our nalexam pl of a nonrelativistic uncertainty relation, consider the H ibert—
soace path traced out by dynam ical evolution under the H am iltonian g :

Jpi=eTHDy 5. (155)

27



T he param eter here is the elapsed time T, and the tam poral digplacem ents are gener-
ated by i = K =h. The uncertainty relation 1)) reads

h2

h( TFich( H)%i o

(156)
T his inequality m eans that no m atter w hat m easurem ents are m ade to detemm ine the
elapsed tin e T and nom atterhow the data from thosem easuram ents are proocessed to
give an estin ate of T, the estin ator’s m ean-square deviation from the actualelapsed
tin e must satisfy Eq. {54).

T he tin e-energy uncertainty relation {I56) must be used carefilly, however. For
exam ple, suppose one w ishes to estin ate elapsed tin e from the dynam ics of a amall
system decaying into an environm ent. The inequaliy ({I[56) places usefiil lim its on
such an estin ate only ifone uses the total H am iltonian ofthe system and the environ—
m ent. An altemative approach, which focuses on the dissipative dynam ics ofthe an all
system , is to use a m aster equation to describe the dynam ics of the an all system , to
com pute ds=dT from the m aster equation, and then to use the orighal nequality (9)
to place lin its on the estin ation of elapsed time BI]1.

M andelstam and Tamm [J]derived the rst param eterbased uncertainty relation,
for tin e and energy, In the follow ng way. T hey realized that to m easure elapsed tim e
T, one m easures an cbservabk X that changes w ih t:'me| a clock observablk. By
de ning a tin e uncertainty

h( K)?i?  hh( X)?i*~?

~ ~ A 157)
A 3=dT ] hRGH 1
they converted the standard operator uncertainty relation rX and i,
h( K)*i7h( H)? i %jﬂf;}f 1ij; (158)
Into a tim e-energy uncertainty relation
Th( H )i b (159)

The key idea In M andelstam and Tamm ’s work, to regard elapsed tin e as a pa-—
ram eter to be determm ined by m easuring som e other quantity, underlies the form aliam
of param eterbased uncertainty relations. The technical advances in the present for-
malisn are, rst, the use of estim ation theory to ncorporate easily the possibility
of muliple m easuram ents and to quantify precisely the precision with which a pa-
ram eter can be detem ined and, second, the use ofPOVM s to allow for all quantum
m easurem ents that m ight be used to infer the param eter. Helstrom [4] and Holkvo
B Chaps. III.8 and IV .7] pioneered In using these technical advances to form ulate
tin e-energy uncertainty relations. Hilgevoord and U nk [] 4] have formulated a
di erent sort of param eterbased tin eenergy uncertainty relation.
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For the case of pure-state tim e evolution, A nandan and A haronov @] noted the
connection between the H ibert-space angle £7) and the variance of the H am iltonian
H . This connection Hllow s from combining Egs. £4) and €9):

5.l=
d_ = }ﬁ = M . (160)
dT 2dT h
K now ing that H ibert-space angl is related to distinguishability through the inner
product, A nandan and A haronov form ulated an uncertainty relation by asking for the
m ninum tin e for the evolution to proceed to an orthogonal state. Anandan [I7] and
UhInann B3] generalized this approach to m ixed states. Our formulation di ers in
that we also relate H ibert-space angle to statistical distance and thus to a precise
m easure of the uncertainty in determm ining the elapsed tine T, ie. the m ininum
m ean-square deviation h( T ¥iy .

T he states 11 that are used to describbe global optin alm easuram ents can be ob—
tained from the energy eigenstates j i:

Hiyi= Ji: 161)

If the spectrum of energy eigenvalues is discrete and non-degenerate, then the time
representation ©llow s inm ediately from cbvious changes in the notation of Section [3.
For exam ple, the tin e states are given by

X . )
Fi=  Jigtlle™™; (162)

wih the m inin al choice, £( ) = 0, giving the canonical tin e representation. The
states 1i, like position eigenstates and phase states, are generally not physical states,
asthey typically have in nite energy. Holvo b (Chaps. II1.8 and IV .7)  has considered
the canonical tin e representation and its application to optim al m easurem ents and
has worked out in detail the exam plk of a free particle, where the energy soectrum

is continuous and doubly degenerate. W e review the fireeparticle exam pl here to
provide an exam ple of how to proceed when the generator f is degenerate.

Consider then a free particle w ith H am iltonian

H = ¢*=2m (163)

T he energy eigenstates coincide w ith the m om entum eigenstates i, which we nor-
m alize as in Eg. {89). The energy eigenstates are, how ever, doubly degenerate (except
forp= 0), wih eigenvalues given by

= B=2m : (164)
A convenient way to dealw ith the degeneracy is to ntroduce a degeneracy label

= syn ) (165)
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[pj= p;cf.Eq. [143)], which allow s us to write
<R
p= 2m (166)
T he energy elgenstates can now be de ned as
jioi= m=295'Pi () Ppi= (pm)Fi; i; (167)

where isused to distinguish degenerate energy eigenstates and where the nom al-
ization is chosen so that

h; % %=2h o ( 9; (168)

N x 21 g
= — 3 ; ih; J: 169
. 2 hj 7 i J (169)
W e can now nd globaloptim alm easurem ents In term s oftin e states ¥; i, where
the states F;+ 1i are constructed as in Eq. {I6]), but n the = +1 subspace of
H ibert space, and the states }; 1iare sin ilarly constructed inthe = 1 subspace.

N otice, how ever, that because of the degeneracy we have the freedom not only to re-
phase each of the energy eigenstates independently, but also to use as the basic energy

eigenstates any orthonom al linear com bination of the states j ;+1iand j; 1li. In
sym bols, we have the freedom to choose new energy eigenstates

X )
j;oi= 3 EYU (), (170)

where = 1 isanew degeneracy labeland U ( ) isa 2 2 unitary matrix wih
uni determ inant.

W ih this freedom In m ind, we seek a global optin alm easurem ent In tem s of a
POVM E (t; )dt, where the possible results of the m easurem ent are labeled by the
continuous param etert and the discrete parameter = 1.ThePOVM satis esthree
properties analogous to Egs. 87), 83), and §§):

A dt . .
E (G )dt=gjt; int; 3; 171)
x %1 N x 21 gt , ,
= dtE (¢ ) = — ¥ i 35 172)
1 1 C
eTH=-4 S 34T, i 173)

T he displacem ent condition {[73), with t= 0 and T = t, becom es

h; ¥ i=& ™h; £=0; i; 174)
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which Jeadsto
|
X %14, ., . 2h . X , .
h; J — X It jj i= —/— ) h; Fx=0; it=0; J;i:
1 C C

175)
Thus the com pleteness condition {L74) can be satis ed by choosing C = 1 and by
requiring that %
h; = 0; it=0; ;%= o; 176)

which, in tum, meansthath ; = 0; iisa2 2 uniary matrix. By ramoving the
com m on phase factor from this uniary m atrix, it can be w rtten as

h; ¥=0; i=&%0 (); 177)
whereU () istheunit-detem nant unitary m atrix ofEq. [(170) . N otice that the new
energy eigenstates {17() satisfy h ; +; %= e ®™ ™,

Because the energy spectrum is bounded below , the tin e states
i * Zl—d j; &y (et Zl—d j; de™ 178)
; 1= ;e e = ; de
’ o 2h’ o 2n’
are not orthogonal, their Inner product being given by
|
Z . :
d : 0y — 1 1 1
n; 3 A= —— et o —c O+ —pP —— 179
P ¥ "o 2 n v B U R 47)
T he canonical tin e representation results from choosing £( )= 0Oand U ( )=

T he probability density that am easurem ent yields resultstand , given param eter
T, is given by

p; T)=3:& )i=30& T; )ij=pt T; ); (180)

where
(G )=h; Jri=ht T; Jjoi= o T; ) (181)

is the wave function of the state j i in the tin e representation. The displacem ent
property {L73) in pliesthat in the tin e representation, H is represented by a derivative:

£ () 22 (182)
iet’
W riting the tin e wave filnction ofthe ducialstateas ,(t; )= r(; )& &), the
general relations 89) and {@9) for the m ean and variance of h becom e in this case
. x 21 h @ x %1 .
W i= at & w2 oG )= dtp; )h “® ) (183)
1 i@t 1
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|
zZ 2

h( H)%1 = ) dt h% i o6 )
h2X Zl Ot; X Zl .
= — dtu+ dtp&; )h °t; ) Hiif:
4 1 pE ) 1

(184)

U sing this expression for the variance of H or using the general condition {43) for
an optin al m easurem ent, one can derive that the requirem ent for a global optin al
measurament isthat & )= hH it=h + (constant) . D iscarding an irrelevant overall
phase due to the tw o constants, but retaining the di erentialphasebetweenthe = 1
parts of the wave function, one can wrte the resulting ducial wave function for a
global optin alm easurem ent as

ol )= ¢ rig & (185)

where isa constant.
T he tin e and energy representations of a state j i are related by

Z Z
X 1 d . . 1 d )
hy §i= @ )= —e" ey ()h; ji= —e"Th; i,
;] t ) s 2 n () ; J s 2 n rJ ’
(186)
X . Zl o
h; ji= e*OUu ()h; Ji= dte™®™ & ): 187)

T hese representations show that the condition {L89) fora globaloptin alm easurem ent,
when wrtten In the energy representation, wih = B i+ u, becom es

D E X o . D E
Hi+u; o = e TR W w iy yw i+ u;
X i ~ D E
= e YU O MWHi ou Wi ou; 0
D E
= hHi u; o 7 (188)

where we discard the di erential phase because it can be absorbed into the unitary
matrix U . The condition ([8§) can be satis ed, by appropriate choices for the
function £ ( ) and the unitary matrix U ( ), ifand only if

X D E, X D E,

N

it u; o, = i v o ; (189)

ie., the total probability density to have energy i+ u is the same as the total
probability density to have energy i u.

32



5 Lorentz-Invariant U ncertainty R elations

W enow apply the form alism developed in Section P J to form ulating Lorentz-nvariant
uncertainty relations for estin ation of the digplacem ent and Lorentz-rotation param —
eters of the Poincare group. W e deal rst with the displacem ent param eters, where
we are seeking a restriction on the estin ation of a space-tin e translation and, hence,
on the estin ation of the invariant space-tim e interval. T he generator of spacetin e
translations is the operator for the energy-m om entum 4-vector
B=F e =B+ P =B+ Ble, ; (190)
for whatever elds are used to distinguish translated fram es. W e w rite the displace-
m ent 4-vector as
X =Sn=Sn e ; (191)

where
n=n’,+ n=n+ nle; 192)

is a (tin elke or spacelike) unit 4-vector that gives the direction of the spacetime
translation and S isthe invarant Intervalthat param etrizes the translation. T he path
on H ibert space is given by

S
P

jsi=e®" "™ i, (193)

w here A
n P = nB =nP = nB%+n P (194)
Here Jj Jj= diag( 1;+1;+1;+1) is the M Inkow skim etric of special relativity Wwe
adopt units such that the speed of light ¢ = 1), and 8 P = nJBJ is the three-
din ensional dot product.
From Eq. 1) the uncertainty relation for estin ation of the nvariant interval$ is

A PN h?
h( S¥ighh P)?i=h( SFiknnh B P i e

(195)
W hen n istim elke, this isa tin e-energy uncertainty relation forthe ocbserver whose 4—
velocity isn, and when n is spacelike, this isa position-m om entum uncertainty relation
for an cdbserver whose 4-velocity is orthogonalto n. In particular, when n = eg, the
tin eenergy uncertainty relation takes the form
h2
h( SFigsh( P%%1 — ; 196

( STih( P4 (196)
andwhenn = n = njej is a spatial unit vector, the position-m om entum uncertainty
relation becom es
h2

h( SYfish P21 o .
( SYish@ i

o7
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For illustration, suppose that the elevant eld is the fiee electrom agnetic eld.
W hen considering the energy-m om entum 4-vector as a generator, it ism ost convenient
to decom pose the eld In tem s of planewave eld m odes, for then

X
- Y
P = hk ak,_ a,. (198)

’

K;

isa sum of sgparate contrbutions from the varibusmodes. mEq. {I19§) k= !ey+ K =

leg + kjej isa mul) wave 4-vector, wih ! = ¥ j= k; the sum runs over all plane-
wave eldm odes, ie., over allallwave 3-vectors K and over the tw o helicities, denoted
by . Since the generator n P=h for any spacetin e transhtion is determm ined by
the num ber operators for the planewave eld m odes, global optin al m easurem ents
w il Involve m easurem ents of phase shifts of these m odes. This is not a surprising
conclusion because the e ect of a spacetin e translation is to shift the phase of each

planewave eld mode. Indeed, if only a singk planewave eld m ode is excited, the
discussion of global optin al m easurem ents of the invarant interval reduces to the
analysis of phase m easurem ent In Section fJ. Ifmany modes are excited, as In a
pulse of electrom agnetic radiation, the discussion of global optin alm easurem ents is
m ore com plicated. M easurem ents of phase shifts in the multim ode case are only
beginning to be considered 33, B4, B3]. Notice that when m any m odes are excited,
the generatorn P =h beocom es highly degenerate, a situation that cannot be addressed
by the general considerations of Section 3.

Tum now to the case of Lorentz transfom ations, where we seek restrictions on the
estin ation ofthe param eters that describe boosts and spatial rotations. T he generator
of Lorentz transfom ations is the operator for the antisym m etric angularm om entum
tw o-tensor

J=5 ¢ e ; (199)
whose com ponents are given in temn s of the stress-energy tensor by
z
J = PxxT° xT° : (200)

T he path on H ibert space is given by
i

— F 901 201
2h jOll ( )

j i= exp
where is the Lorentz-rotation param eter and is an antisym m etric two-tensor
that speci es the sense of the Lorentz rotation.

For a boost w ith velocity v in the direction of a spatial unit vector n = nlej,
is the velocity param eter corresponding to v, ie.,, cosh = 1 v ?) "2, and the only
non-zero com ponents of are the tin e-space com ponents %9 = = nI.The
path on H ibert space becom es

~
in

j i= e F?hy i (202)
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w here the boost generator,

K = KAjej = J/-\ojej H (203)
is an energy-weighted position operator. For a spatial rotation about the spatialunit
vectorn = njej, is the rotation angle, and the only non—zero com ponents of
are the space-space com ponents % = *In! where *! isthe three-din ensional Levi-
C vita tensor. The path on H ibert space becom es

joi=e'" Ty 0i; 04)
w here the generator of spatial rotations,

r = A I ogas

J=J ey = 5 Jklej H (205)

is the angularm om entum operator.
T he general form ofthe uncertainty relation for estin ation of the Lorentz-rotation
param eter is
,. 1 A~ o~ . K
h( )i - h J J i —: (2006)
4 4N
For a boost the uncertainty relation,

A h2
h( )?i h@ £K)%i —
4N

; (207)
expresses the quantum -m echanical lim tations on detem ining the velocity param eter
. Thisuncertainty relation is com plem entary to the relativistic position-m om entum
uncertainty relation {[97). In Eq. {I97) the param eter is a spatial displacem ent, and
the operator is the com ponent of 3-m om entum which generates the displacem ent.
In Eq. (207) the param eter is related to a velocity change, and the operator is the
com ponent of energy-w eighted position which generates the change In velociy. For a

Soatial rotation the uncertainty relation,

A h2
h( )*ih IJPi —; 208
() G} ) N (208)
expresses the quantum -m echanical lim itations on determ ining a rotation.
To nvestigate global optin al m easurem ents of a spatial rotation or a boost, it
would be w ise to decom pose the relevant eld in tem s of angularm om entum m odes
or \boost m odes." Such an hnvestigation lies outside the soope of the present paper.

6 Conclusion

M uch ink has been devoted to the problem that m any quantities of physical interest,
such as tin e or ham onicoscillator phase, though determ ined routinely from mea—
surem ents, cannot be accomm odated w ithin the conventional quantum -m echanical
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description of m easuram ents, because such quantities have no associated Hem itian
operator. The ain of this paper is to show that this problem is only apparent. W e
eschew tedious discussions of the status of such quantities In quantum theory. Instead
we develop a form alisn that allow s us to derive quantum -m echanical lin iations on
the determ ination of such a quantity, without ever having to introduce an operator
associated w ith the quantity, and we illustrate the form alian w ith num erous exam ples.

The fom alisn is founded on the idea that such a quantity should be treated
as a param eter, to be detem ined from the resuls ofm easuram ents. To derive strict
quantum -m echanical lin itson such a detemm ination, wemustbe able, rst, to describe
allm easurem ents pem itted by the rules of quantum m edlanlcs| this is acoom plished
by using the form alismn ofPOVM s| and, seocond, to set bounds on allpossibl ways of
estin ating the param eter from the results of the m easurem ents| this is accom plished
by appealing to the C ram erR ao bound of classical param eter-estin ation theory. The
resulting quantum -m echanical lim itations are expressed asM andelstam -Tamm uncer—
tainty relations involving the precision ofthe param eter estin ation and variance ofthe
operator that generates changes In the param eter. These uncertainty relations take
Into acoount naturally the expected in provem ent In detemm ning the param eter as
one is allowed to m ake m easuram ents on an Increasing num ber of identically prepared
system s. M oreover, we are able to derive general conditions for optin alm easurem ents
that can achieve the lower bound In the uncertainty relation, although it is generally
not known how to perform such optin alm easurem ents. The nalresul isa form alian
that increases considerably the scope and power of uncertainty relations in quantum
theory.
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Figure 1: Phaseplane representation of optin alm easuram ents of displacem ent of a
squeezed vacuum state. The squeezed vacuum state j i = §jvaci is represented by
a solid \uncertainty ellipse" centered at the origin. T he principal axes of the ellpse
are ordented along the directions de ned by the uncorrelated coordinates x° and p°,
which are rotated by an angle ’ relative to the axes de ned by the canonical position
x and the momentum p; the p]::Elcijpal radii of the ellpse are gjy%l_by the uncer-
taintiesh (2 9% 0i'2? = e™= 2 and h (P 9?7 yil™?=h = &= 2. The dotted
uncertainty ellipse depicts the state cbtained by digplacing the squeezed vacuum state
a distance X along the x axis. The glbal optin al m easurem ent for distinguishing
displaced squeezed states corresponds to m easuring a variable x [see Eq. {L31)], which
is a rescaled position variablk along an axis rotated by anglke  from the axis of the
canonical position variable x. T he optin alm easurem ent represents a com prom ise be—
tween m axin al\signal," which would be obtained by m easuring the canonicalposition
variablk x, and m Inim al \noise," which would be cbtained by m easuring the rotated
position variablk x° [see Eq. {{39)].
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FIG. 1. of “Generalized uncertainty relations: Theory, examples, and Lorentz invariance,”

by S. L. Braunstein, Carlton M. Caves, and G. J. Milburn, submitted to Ann. Phys.
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