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Joint approximate measurement schemes of position and momentum provide us with a means
of inferring pieces of complementary information if we allow for the irreducible noise required by
quantum theory. One such scheme is given by the Arthurs-Kelly model, where information about
a system is extracted via indirect probe measurements, assuming separable uncorrelated probes.
Here, following Di Lorenzo (PRL 110, 120403 (2013)), we extend this model to both entangled and
classically correlated probes, achieving full generality. We show that correlated probes can produce
more precise joint measurement outcomes than the same probes can achieve if applied alone to
realize a position or momentum measurement. This phenomenon of focusing may be useful where
one tries to optimize measurements with limited physical resources. Contrary to Di Lorenzo’s claim,
we find that there are no violations of Heisenberg’s error-disturbance relation in these generalized
Arthurs-Kelly models. This is simply due to the fact that, as we show, the measured observable of
the system under consideration is covariant under phase space translations and as such is known to

obey a tight joint measurement error relation.

Introduction. The incompatibility of the position and
momentum observables is a well-known feature of quan-
tum mechanics and is succinctly expressed by the prepa-
ration uncertainty relation Il [2]:

2
Var(@, v)Var(P,) > "o 1)

which states that for any state 1 that we prepare a sys-
tem in, the product of the variances in the statistics of
the position @ and momentum P is bounded below by
Planck’s constant. However, while is well understood
as a preparation uncertainty relation, there is controversy
over how this incompatibility may be expressed when we
consider measurements of both observables on the same
system. Heisenberg [3] formulated a trade-off relation for
the error AQ of a position measurement and the resulting
disturbance AP of momentum:

AQAP> L, (2)

which he obtained on the basis of heuristic arguments.
In recent years this form of tight bound has been called
into question by some [T}, 5] [6] and corroborated by oth-
ers [2, [8, [@]. This controversy is the result of a lack of
universally agreed upon operational definitions of error
and disturbance.

Here we analyze the work of Di Lorenzo [6], whose
claim of a violation of results from the consideration
of a particular measurement model and a specific choice
of measures of error and disturbance. His scheme, a gen-
eralization of the celebrated model of Arthurs and Kelly
[12], couples a system to two probes that are then mea-
sured to provide approximate information about both the
position and momentum of the system. The suggested
extension consists of allowing for initial correlations be-
tween the two probes. We show that the purported vio-
lation of does not occur in the most general extension
of the Arthurs-Kelly model.

In what follows, we consider the generalized Arthurs-
Kelly model and allow for correlation between the probes.
We derive the effective joint observable measured on the
system, which is represented operationally as a positive
operator valued measure (POVM) on phase space. It is
found that, for arbitrary preparations of the probes, this
observable is covariant under phase space translations;
i.e., such translations do not change the observable but
instead shift its associated probability distributions. This
generalizes the case of uncorrelated probes, where the
covariance property has previously been shown [I0].

Covariant phase space observables are known to al-
ways satisfy an error-error relation of the form [2].
Given that a sequential measurement is a form of joint
measurement, with the disturbance corresponding to the
approximation error in the second observable (see, e.g.,
[1 2, 11]), it follows that error-disturbance relations are
special cases of error-error relations. That the error and
disturbance measures given in [0] lead to a violation of
(2) suggests something is wrong with these measures.

In fact, we show that Di Lorenzo’s “disturbance” is
actually a measure of the relative imprecision of two ap-
proximations of the ideal position or momentum observ-
able. The first approximation is the marginal observ-
able derived from the Arthurs-Kelly model, while the
second is the one measured by a single probe. As Di
Lorenzo found, this relative imprecision can indeed be-
come negative. This observation leads to an interesting
phenomenon that we refer to as focusing: the marginal
observables in a joint measurement can be more precise
than the observables measured by the individual probes.
Focusing may prove useful for improving the performance
of measurements with limited physical resources.

We give two cases where both the approximate posi-
tion and momentum observables are focused by perform-
ing a joint measurement. In one instance the probes are
prepared in a pure entangled state, while in the second



FIG. 1. An extension of the Arthurs-Kelly model to allow for
correlated states. Two probes, which are coupled together by
a unitary V', are then coupled to the system described by state
p by a unitary U. After this coupling, ideal measurements of
the position of the first probe and momentum of the second
are performed, from which we infer information about the
position and momentum of our considered system.

they are prepared in a separable mixed state. This latter
case shows that entanglement does not help over classical
correlations.

In what follows, we will consider three particles with
one continuous degree of freedom. Each particle is de-
scribed by either a pure state belonging to the Hilbert
space L?(R) of square-integrable complex functions over
the real line R or by a density operator. Further to this,
we will set i = 1 for simplicity.

The model. We consider an extension of the Arthurs-
Kelly model [12], as shown in Fig. [1] The model couples
a system, described by a state p, to two probes, labeled 1
and 2, via an impulsive (short-timed) unitary interaction
U = exp(—iH), where H is the interaction Hamiltonian

H = \QP; — pPQs + 3£ kP Qo. (3)

The numbered operators P; and ()5 refer to the momen-
tum and position operators on probes 1 and 2, respec-
tively, whil the unnumbered operators ) and P are the
position and momentum operators, respectively, on the
considered system. The positive coupling constants A
and p determine the strength of the coupling between
the two probes and the system, while x determines the
coupling strength between the two probes. Using Baker-
Campbell-Hausdorff decompositions of U:

U = exp(ipPQ2) exp(—iAQPy) exp[—i 3 (k — 1) P1Qy
Ap
2

= exp(—iAQP1) exp(ipPQ2) exp[—i 2],
(4)
we see that the joint measurement can alternatively be
implemented as a sequence of interactions and measure-
ments. If |k| =1, this can be considered as a strictly se-
quential measurement of position and momentum (with
the ordering depending on the sign of k). These coupling
constants are assumed large enough that we may ignore
the free evolution of the system and the probes. After
this coupling, the two probes are ideally measured, i.e.,
we perform projection-valued measures on the probes.
The first probe has its position measured by E9!, and

the second probe its momentum by E™2. From the statis-
tics of these measurements, we infer information about
the position and momentum of the considered system.
In most works, the probes were assumed to be in pure,
uncorrelated states; i.e., they are described by a product
state 1 ® o, say, with ¢; the state of the ith probe.
Assuming such a situation for the probes, the model pro-
duces an effective joint observable G on the considered
system that is covariant under phase space translations
[I0]. By covariance we mean that the application of a
phase space translation W, = exp[—i(¢P — pQ)] to the
POVM element G(Z), with Z C R? an interval in phase
space, will result in another element of the same POVM,
but with a shifted input value Z + (g, p):

WapG(Z2)Wy, = G(Z + (4, p))- ()

Instead of the pure product state ¢; ® o describing
the probes, we consider a generally correlated state o2,
which may be seen as the result of a unitary coupling V;
ie., 012 = V(01 ® 02)V*, as in Fig. [1| [I3]. In the case
012 is a pure entangled state, o12 = P,,, (the projec-
tor onto the normalized vector ¢12), we find coupling the
probes to our system initially in a pure state p = Py pro-
duces the state of the combined system in the position
representation:

V(q,q1,92) = U(¥ ® ¢12)(q,q1, q2) (6)
= ¥(q + pg2)p12(qr — g — 2L (k + 1)g2, g2),

where ¢, ¢, and ¢ are the position coordinates for the
system and probes 1 and 2, respectively. Similarly, if 19
is mixed, we consider the mixed state U(Py ® o12)U*.
From this, the probability of finding the pointer readings
belonging to the intervals X, Y C R, respectively, is given
by (¥|I ® E91(X) @ EP2(Y)¥). With appropriate scal-
ing of the intervals, this probability can be interpreted as
the likelihood of finding the system, described by state
1), belonging to the phase space cell X x Y C R?:

(U|T ® E9'(AX) @ EP2 (1Y) W) = <¢]G<M>(X X Y)1/)> .
(7)

(Here AX = {\z|z € X}, and similarly for 4Y.) The
positive operators GM#) (X x Y) are mathematically de-
fined by and form a phase space observable on the
system. We can now state our main result [I5].

Theorem 1. The observable G given by an Arthurs-
Kelly model with arbitrary probe state is a covariant
phase space observable.

This extends what has been considered in the past
to all possible probe preparations for the Arthurs-Kelly
model and shows that the results found for probes pre-
pared in pure product states can be readily generalized.

Covariant phase space observables have been studied
thoroughly elsewhere (see, e.g., [I8H21]), and it is well



known that any such observable G may be expressed in
the form

1
G(Z)=G,(2) = %/qu dp Wop™W,, (8)

where Z C R? and 7 is a unique positive operator with
unit trace; i.e., mathematically, 7 is a density operator.
The marginal observables of G are approximations of the
ideal position and momentum operators. In particular,
the marginals of GA#) | denoted by EX*) and F#) | are

EC(X) = G (X x R) = (xx +e™))(Q),  (92)
FAI(Y) =GR x V) = (xy = fA)(P),  (9b)

where y 4 denotes the indicator function onto the subset
A C R, * denotes convolution, and both e*#) and f#)
are probability distributions. These probability distribu-
tions characterize the noise in the measurement statistics
of E®) and FOW#) and depend on the state o5 of the
probes and the coupling constants. Owing to the struc-
ture of G as given in 7 these distributions are identical
to the probability distributions of position and momen-
tum in the state represented by 7_, the space inversion
of 7. Hence it is evident that their variances obey the
standard uncertainty relation

Var(e#)) Var(fOH) > (10)

| =

The second moment of (say) the distribution e(**) is
expressed in terms of the first moment (the mean) and
the variance via

e 2] = eMM[1)2 4 Var(eH), (11)

This can be interpreted as representing both system-
atic and random error contributions inherent in E#)
as an approximation of the ideal position measurement
EY. This intuition is strengthened by the fact that one
can find physically relevant measures of the error, A, of
approximating an ideal observable by another, such that
A(EMH) EQ)2 = (M) [2] [15]. The inequality

e[ FAM (] > 1/4, (12)

obtained as a direct consequence of , is therefore an
instance of the joint measurement uncertainty relation
(2). This result holds for all covariant phase space ob-
servables, including the ones that arise from our exten-
sion of the Arthurs-Kelly model.

As we shall show, Di Lorenzo’s claim of a violation of
is a result of an inadequate definition of disturbance.

Di Lorenzo’s disturbance. We first consider the model
of the previous section and set one of the coupling con-
stants, either A or u, to zero. If we put u = 0, the
coupling unitary U reduces to Uy = exp(—iAQP;), and

we measure with just the first probe. Similarly, if we
set A = 0, then U reduces to U, = exp(iuPQ2), and we
measure with the second probe. The first instance results
in the effective observable EX*9) | and the second F(0:#),
These observables have a form similar to those in

and :

EXO(X) = (xx +eM)(Q),
FOR(Y) = (xy = FO)(P).
By using Eqgs. (9a)), and (13), the disturbance

given by Di Lorenzo Apy, is the difference in the variances
of the measurement statistics for the marginal observable
and its individual measurement counterpart with regard
to some system state 1, i.e.,

ApL(Q) = Var(EM), ) — Var(EX?), )
= Var(eM#)) — Var(e?9)),

Ap(P) = Var(F& ) — Var(FO), )
= Var(fOm) — Var(fOm).

(13)

(14a)

(14b)

Note that the state-dependent parts vanish due to the
additive nature of the variance of convolutions. If we use
a general correlated state 015 for our probes, then these
errors take the form

ApL(Q) :L _4'%) 1? Var(Q2, 012) 15)
- (1 ; K)MCOV(QM Q27012),
ApL(P) :%AQ Var(Py, 012)
(1+r) (16)

_ T)\ Cov(Py, P2, 012),

where Cov(A4, B,p) denotes the covariance between
the two observables with regards to the state p:
Cov(A, B,p) = tr [2(AB + BA)p| — tr [Ap] tr [Bp).

If we begin with the states of our probes being uncor-
related, i.e., 019 = 01 ® 09, then the covariance terms
in Apr(Q) and App(P) vanish, and the measures are
strictly non-negative. However, the inclusion of corre-
lated probe states in the model means that the covariance
terms can be nonzero and, indeed, can in some instances
be large enough that App, is negative. Interpreting this
negativity as indicating the absence of disturbance would
be implausible: any nonzero value of Apy, indicates an in-
fluence of the other measurement. The occurrence of neg-
ative values is not surprising, however, since Di Lorenzo
begins by calibrating with a poor reference measurement;
had he chosen the ideal reference measurement, then his
disturbance value would coincide with the random error
contribution in (1), and he would have recovered (10)).

By using correlated probe states we introduce the con-
cept of focusing, where EX#) (FA1)) is a more pre-
cise approximation of position (momentum) than E(X.0)



(F(%:1)) | despite being the marginal of a joint observable.
Note that all that matters for this focusing to be able
to occur is the existence of some initial correlation be-
tween the probes, and in this sense entanglement is no
more significant than being able to prepare the probes in
a mixed state.

In the next section we show two examples in which
our model can lead to both Apr,(Q) and Apy,(P) being
negative simultaneously. In such cases we have a setup in
which a joint measurement of position and momentum is
more precise than if we separately performed individual
measurements as described above. In what follows, we
relabel Apy, by F, so F(Q) := App(Q), etc.

Ezamples of focusing. The first case we will consider
is that of probes prepared in a pure entangled state [22] .
In particular, we choose the unbiased two-mode Gaussian
state, given in the position representation by

4det D
©12(q1,92) = 2

1/4
) exp[—(q1,¢2)D(q1, 42)" ],

(17)
where D is the positive-definite matrix

a b <P2><p12 <P1P >LP12
o=(3)= (o, Gal) o
7 <Q%>@12 —(@1Q2),,,
=4det D ( <Q1Q2>¢12 <Q%> > .

Here we have used the shorthand (A),, = (¥|A¢). Since
(12 is unbiased, i.e., (Qi)%z = <PL><P12 =0fori=1,2,
the variances and covariances reduce: Var(Q;,pi2) =
<Q§>¢12 and Cov(Q1,Q2,p12) = <Q1Q2>%2, etc. With
this in mind, Egs. and can be expressed in
terms of the components of D, and so the conditions
F(Q) < 0 and F(P) < 0 are equivalent to

P12

1— 1— k)2
_{ Am)ub>%u2a>0, (19)
2
(1:"°)Ab> A+r aso. (20)

If we set |k| < 1, then both 14 x and 1 — & are positive,
so from Eq. we find that b < 0, while Eq.
shows that b > 0. (In order to arrive at these inequalities
we have used the fact that A, u > 0.) We conclude that,
while using the two-mode Gaussian state 12, we are un-
able to achieve both F(Q) < 0 and F(P) < 0 if we set
|| < 1.

If, however, |x| > 1, then it is possible to attain both
F(Q) < 0 and F(P) < 0. By considering the cases x > 1
and k < —1 separately, it is quickly shown that we can
achieve focusing on both approximate observables for the
state @19 iff |k > 1 and

Ap 10|

Sk < S (21)

The second example that we consider is a mixed state
012 = 0 = po1 + (1 — p)oa, where 0 < p < 1. Both pure
states o; are product states composed of two single-mode
Gaussian states centered on the point (z;,k;) in phase
space, i.e., 0; = P¢§1)®¢52) where (Q1),, = (Q2),, =
and (P1), = (P), = k. Further to this, we assume
that the pure states have a fixed variance S with respect
to both position operators and R with respect to both
momentum operators, i.e. Var(Q1,0;) = Var(Qa,0;) =
S and Var(Py,0;) = Var(Pa,0;) = R for both i. The
covariances of ()1, @2 and P;, P, with respect to the
state o are then

Cov(Q1,Q2,0) = (p — p*) (21 — 22)*, (22)

COV(Pl, PQ, U) = (p — p2)(]€1 — k2)2.
Both of these covariance terms are positive for any possi-
ble value of p, so for both F(Q) and F(P) to be negative,
it is necessary that || < 1; if || > 1, then either 1+ or
1—k will become negative, and in order for focusing to oc-
cur for both observables, this requires the corresponding
covariance term must be negative, with the other being
positive. We may position these two pure states a large
distance away in phase space and allow for the covari-
ances to keep increasing. Now, and become,
respectively,

_ k)2

Fio) =" (23)
+ u ; R)NCOV(QMQ%UM) [1 — K)\M - 1} )

F(P) :#V R (24)
+ (IZKI))\COV(Pl’P27O'12) |:1 +H>\,u — 1:| ;

here we see that joint focusing will occur if the covariance
terms are made sufficiently large, and

Al
4

which is similar to .

Conclusion. In this Letter we extended the Arthurs-
Kelly model to allow for probes prepared in an arbitrary
state. In doing so, we showed that the resulting effective
observable measured on our system is covariant under
phase space translations. The marginals of these observ-
ables satisfy the error-disturbance relation, contrary to
the claims of Di Lorenzo.

We showed Di Lorenzo’s proposed measure of distur-
bance to actually be a measure of relative imprecision
between two approximations of the ideal position or mo-
mentum observables. It is not a valid measure of distur-
bance, but does indicate the presence of focusing, where
the marginals of a joint position and momentum mea-
surement can be more precise than those performed sep-

(1+1k]) <1, (25)



arately. Focusing arises through the use of initial corre-
lations between the probes, as was shown by examples
with both entangled or separable probe states.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL TO “FOCUSING IN ARTHURS-KELLY-TYPE JOINT MEASUREMENTS
WITH CORRELATED PROBES”

Proof of Theorem 1

We first assume that the probes are prepared in the arbitrary pure state 12, with the position coordinate denoted
by ¢ for the first probe and ¢, for the second. We further assume the considered system is prepared in the state 1
with position coordinate ¢q. By using the form of the coupling unitary given in (4) and the identity exp(—iAgP)v(x) =
Y(x — A\g), the combined state of the probes with the considered system is given by ¥:

V(q,q1,92) = U(¥ ® ¢12)(q,q1, q2)
. . A
e inP Q2o =15 (HEDPIQ2 (4 & 015) (g, g1, o)

. . Ap
= e PP ety DR (4 @ 015 (g, 1, 42)

= (g + pg2)p12(q — Ag — 22 (k + 1)go, g2).

On the first probe we measure position, whilst on the second we measure momentum, so before we calculate the
effective observable, we perform a Fourier transform on the final argument of U:

~ 1 )
\Ij(qv q1, q2) = \I}(Qa Q17P2) = \/ﬂ / dQ2 67Zp2q2\:[1(q, q1, q2) (27)
R

The measurements performed on the probes are ideal measurements, described by projection-valued measures; the
position measurement on the first probe is denoted by EQ!, and the momentum measurement on the second by E2.
As is given in (7), we find the effective observable on the considered system GM*) via

<1/;’G(>"“)(X X Y)¢> = (V|7 © E9 (AX) @ EP (uy) ) . (28)

(The reason for the insertion of the scaling parameters A\, u will become clear in and . By making use of
([27), we calculate the form of GM#);

1 . /7 ’
<¢‘G(A’“) (X x Y)¢> =5 | _dadq’ dqy dg; dgo dg) dps dply ' PP + pgh)pralas — Ao = A (5 +1)dh, 0b)
RS
x (g + pg2)p12(q — Ag — 22 (k + 1)g2, 42) (@']a) (i |E?* (AX)aq1) (ph|E™* (1Y )p2) -
(29)

After expressing E?1(AX) and E2(uY) in terms of pseudo-eigenvectors of @, and P, respectively
£ ) = [ dat et =X [ dat Inay ol (30a)
AX X
R A AR AT AL (30b)
o

the right hand side of reduces to

A
<¢’G(“‘)(X x Y)1/)> =§/X Yd ay dp / dq dq' dgo dghe™ P2 2= h (T 1 1ugh ) pra(N (] — ¢ — Bk + 1)db), ¢)
X

X h(q + pg2)p12( Mg — ¢ — 5(k +1)g2), 2) (¢|q)

5 » "
=/ dqy dpo 28 dq dga €= ""P224)(q + pg2)e12(Maqr — g — 5(5 + 1)q2), ¢2) 1q)
XxY 27

\/>/R2 dqdgs e "P2924)(q + pga)p12(Ma1 — ¢ — 4 (5 + 1)q2), 42) |q) -
(31)



We define ¢' = q + g2, 50 g2 = +(¢' — q), dgh = Ldq’ and g+ (5 +1)go = 3((1 — k)¢ + (1 + k)¢'). Therefore

<1/J‘G(>\7M)(X X Y)?/)> /X ; dqi dp2 <\/>/]R2 dqdq etr2(a—q )w( )@12(A(q1 — 7((1 —k)g+ (1+K)q )) i(q _ q)) |q>>
XV;W/WdWM%”“’“¢<>@w0@1—«1—HM+<L+M )1 =) o
:/Xxydql dpz (/R dqdq Kq,p,(q,4")(d) |q>) /R dqdq K ,p, (a0, )0(d) @)

<¢ (/ d(h de Kq1p2Kq1p2> '(/}> .
XxY

We have therefore found our effective observable:

GM(X xY) = / dqdp K}, Kp, (33)
X XY

*

where K, has the kernel

Kop(a, ') = e (Mg = L((1 = w)z + (1 + K)a')), L(2' — 1)), (34)

Kgp can be rewritten in the following way:
K,y = / dz da’ ey, (Mg —3(1 = r)z+ (1+K)2")), i(m —x)) |z) (2|
RQ
= [ drde! 0Dy (3= (1 e - )+ (R~ ) B )~ (- 0) )
= /R2 da da’ e~ o (A= L((1 = k)z + (1 + K)2')), L@ =) |z +g)(z’ +q|
= taP ( dz da’ €@y, M =3(Q=r)z+ (1 +r)2")), i(a: —x)) |ac><ac’|) et
RZ
= e P i@ (/}R2 drdz’ or12(M = 3((1 = w)z + (1 + K)a')), %(m — 1)) |z) (x’|> e PQelal

= quKOO W;pv

where W,, = exp[—i(¢P — pQ)] is the Weyl operator, which generates translations in phase space. From this we see
A, _
Wo G Z2) Wy, = /Z dq' dp' Wep Koy Ky W,

N /Z dq’ dp/ (WaopKqpr W;p)* Wop Ky W;p)

= / dq' dp" Ky Ky
Z+(q:p)
= GMN(Z + (¢,p))-

We have thus shown that if we start with probes prepared in an arbitrary pure state, the effective observable measured
on the system is covariant under phase space translations.

Next, we consider the case of mixed states o = ), p;o;, where the o; are arbitrary pure states. The post-coupling
state is now given by U(Py @ o)U* = . p;U(Py ® 0;)U*, and the effective observable is now found as follows:

(36)

<¢(G(W)(X X Y)¢> = tr [U(Py @ 0)U* (I ® E9* (AX) @ EP2 (uY))]

= Zpi tr [U(Py ® 0,)U* (I ® E9'(AX) @ EP2 (uY))]

(| () o).

(37)
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where Hg)"” ) is the covariant phase space observable associated with the probes prepared in the pure state ;. From
this we quickly find that

WG (D)W, = 3 ps W HM (2) W,

= Zpin-A’“)(Z +(q.p)) (38)

7

=GM(Z + (a,p)),

proving the covariance, and hence Theorem 1.

The Marginals of G**)

We find the marginals of the observable G#)  EX#) and FO#) | by integrating over the outcome space of the other
variable (this may be seen as projecting down to a one-dimensional subspace of phase space):

EQH(X) = GM(X x R); (39a)
FOM(Y) = GM(R x V). (39b)

Considering the case where the probes are prepared in the pure state 19, we first calculate EX-#):

EC-#) (X) :/ dqdp K;qup
X xR

1 . / /
X / dg [ dvde’ dy ( / dp V'~ >) o NA—met Ctay) L —2)
X R3 27'(' R I

1
% pra(A(g — 2(1 = )z + (L+m)a)), L' — ) [y) ']
:2/}(@ /dedz/ p120\a = (1= m) + (14 r)2), L&' — )| 2) (@],

where we have used the identity [, dk exp(ikz) = 276(x). We define ¢’ = 2’ —x, so x = 2’ — ¢, de = —dq' and
(1—r)x+ (1 +r)2 =22 — (1 —r)g. E®H then takes the form:

(40)

A 2
EM(X) = o [da [t ao’ [0 = w00 - @ = ). )] e
X R2

= 2 e (2 — q) |2 Mo
f/qu/Rd (@' — g) |2/} e "
- /R dg xx ()™ (Q — g)

= (xx *eM)(Q),

as is given in (9a). The probability distribution e(**), which characterizes the noise in the measurement of EX#) is
of the form

P21 0 —q). 2| (42)

e (q) = é/dq’
B JRr



with first and second moments

1) = [ dgge (g
R

1 2
- 7/ dgdg' ((1 - K)q — Lq) ‘@12((1, +d)

2
- /R dgdq' (41— K)q' — +q) l¢12(a.4)|

(1= ) (Qa)y, — 5 (@),

= /}Rz dqdg' (5(1 = k)g' — }0)* lor2(a, ) (44)
? 1
=L -r2(@3),, + 35 (@), — 5 @Q2),.,.

where (Q1),,,, = (¢12|Q1¢12), etc. Using and (44), the variance of e*#) is

2
Var(eM) = S5 Var(@s, p12) + A (1 = 1)PVar(Qa, 912) — K (1= 0)Cov(@u, @a,12), (15)

where Cov(Q1,Qs2, p12) = <Q1Q2>%2 — <Q1>¢12 (ng12 is the covariance of ()7 and ()2 with respect to p12. In a
similar fashion, we derive an explicit form for FA#) | the first step of which is to perform a Fourier transform on ¢1s:

1 ; 1 MY N
p2\a = 5(( =+ (4 m)a), 407 =) =g [ dwdz 2T 050 0, 5, (162)
1 e —
o12(A\(g — %((1 —rr+ (1+r)y)), i(y/ —z)) :7/ dw' dy e~ (4= 2((1 R)z+(1+R)y")) o =iz’ (v’ 7I)<p12(/\w )
™ JRr2
(46Db)
and so we find
FO (y) = / dq dp / du ' dy eV =) / dwdw' dz d2’ g B 1=+ (+r)2")
211 Jrxy R3 R4 4m?
« e%((lfn)rJr(lJrn)y’)eix(z/—z)eizw e —iz'y’ (,012()\107 H)SDIZ()\ z/) |y/><$/|
/ dp | dedy dy P =) / dwdw'dzd' (1 / dq eiaw=") | o= (1=ma+(+r)2")
27T‘LL R3 R4 2T 2 R
% eT((lfn):szr(lJm)y/)eix(z’_z)eiu e —iz'y’ @12()\10, #)iplg()\w , #) ‘y >< |
/dp dwdz dz' dr' dy' e i+ (14 —a") i/dxe”(z —2)
27T‘LL R3 R2 2T R
x e eV G (w, 2)Era(Aw, ) [y') (2|
A 1 K z /71/,/ -~ zZ
271-’u dp /R2dm dy’ /RZdwdze(er 5 (14+K)—2)(y )‘9012()\11’7;)’ aYed
/dp/ dw dz ‘%012 Aw, £ (/dy/ i (o5 (s 1)=2) |y/>> (1/dx/ o (ot % (1)) M)
R2 # V2T V2T Jr

/dp dwdz ‘@12()\71] ‘ lp+2(k+1)—2){(p+ L(k+1) — 2|
/i Y R2 )
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Defining p' = p+ §(k+1) — 2,80 2 =p—p' + §(k + 1) and dz = —dp/, F(M#) takes the form
A,p) A /= 1 / 2 AN
P ) =2 [ dp [ dwdd [ (v, 2o - + 505+ )] 1)

wly © Jre "

_ 1) (o) / /
_/de/]de SO —p) Ip) (| (48)
:/dexY(p)f(A’“)(P*P)

= (xy * f(A’“))(P)v

as is given in (9b). The probability distribution f(*#) is of the form

2
f(A u) / dw ‘4,012 )\w % k+1) —p))‘ (49)
By using the identity
~ M
P12(Ap, ') = T @12 (5p, ), (50)
and following the same method used to derive and , we find the first and second moments of f(*#):
] = 21 P, Lipy (51)
Frrll =5+ rR)¢ 1>m*;< 2)p1s
o) A2 2 /2 Lo A
f ' [2] = Z(l + H) <P1 >¢12 + E <P2 >8012 N ;(1 + H) <P1P2>Lp12 . (52)
From these, the variance of f(*#) is given by
() A2 9 1 A
Var(f'VH) = Z(l + k)*Var(Py, p12) + EVM(P% p12) — ;(1 + k)Cov (P, P2, p12). (53)

Remark 1. It is now clear why we use the scaled sets AX and pY in (7) and (28): the scaling is such that the
marginal observables E*#) and F(*#) are direct smearings of position and momentum, rather than of scaled versions.

We will now return to the case of the mixed state ¢ = ), p;o;, where o, = P, are arbitrary pure states. The
marginals of the effective observable G#) are now given in terms of the marginals of the effective observables derived
from o;:

EXM(X) = GO (X x R) ZpZH(“ X x R) Zpl Ao

(54a)
= Sl Q) = G £ ONQ),
FOR(y) = GEW(R X Y) Zpz HM (R x V) szNW
=2 _pilor APINE) = (e S P .
As such, these marginals again have the form (9a), (9b), with the probability distributions
eXh) () = Zpimg’\vﬂ) sz/ (A3 = k) —q), %q') ’ , (55a)
FO(p Zpl o) sz/dw Pi(Aw, 5 (5w +1) - ))’2 (55b)
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From here, and by using equations , , , , the first and second moments of these distributions can be
readily calculated:

cOm[1] = /dqqe<w> _ZP /dqqm " memn
- ( (1= 1) (@a)y, — (Q1>%) (56)

_H L
= B0 R (@), (@),
2
1] = B (1 2 (@3), + 55 (@), — 2 1@10a), (57)
PO = S04 8) (Pl — 7 (), (58)
FR) = 2w (PR, + L (PR, - 214 m) (Ri) (59
1 Lo Tz \h2 M o)

and so these probability distributions have variances of the form given in and

Var(e#) = <o Var(@u,0) + “;u — /)*Var(Qs,0) — £ (1= K)Cov(Q1,Q2,0), (60)

22 1 A
Var(fOm) = I(l + k)*Var(Py, o) + Evar(PQ, o) — ;(1 + k)Cov(Py, Py, 0). (61)

Note that even if we had specified that the pure states o; were product states, we would still find the covariance
terms appearing as a result of the classical correlations between them.

Error values for EX#) and FO#)

In this section, we briefly review the definitions of error presented by Ozawa [I] and Busch, Lahti and Werner [2].
While these definitions take different approaches, the purpose of this section is to show explicitly that in the case of
observables of the form Q,,, where Q,,(X) = (xx * m)(Q) with m a probability distribution, these error measures
actually coincide. This result applies, in particular, to EX#) and FOw#), (It seems useful to note this observation for
future reference; the result is implicit from calculations of these quantities found in various places in the literature.)

We shall begin by discussing the definition of error given by Ozawa [I]. In its most general terms, Ozawa’s definition
is an attempt to generalise root-mean-square deviations for quantum observables. Consider a system in a state ),
upon which one wishes to measure the observable E# with first moment operator A = [, x dE(z). If we couple this
to an auxiliary system, described by the Hilbert space K in a state &, with a coupling unitary U, and perform a sharp
pointer measurement Z with first moment Z, then the error is given by

(B, EL ) = (0. (U (I 2)U — A0 D)? [¢.£), (62)
where E is the effective observable given by
E(X)=trc [U"(I ® Z(X))U(I ® Pe)]. (63)

This can be expressed in terms of quantities pertaining to the measured system alone:
e(E,E*, 4)? = (0[ (B[] — A)*y) + (w[(E[2] - ELI*)y). (64)

With at hand, we now return to the case we wish to consider, namely the error of Q,,, with respect to the ideal
measurement E?, €(Q,,, E?, ). It is easily shown that the first and second moment operators of the observable Qu
are given by

Qu[l] = Q+m[l], Qu[2] = Qu[1]* + Var(m). (65)
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This gives
6(Qma EQ, 1/1)2 = m[Q] = m[1]2 + Var(m)' (66)

We next recall the definition of error introduced in [2] as an operationally meaningful quantum version of root-
mean-square error. For any two probability measures «, 5 on R a coupling is defined to be a probability measure ~
on R x R with o and 8 as the Cartesian marginals. The set of couplings between « and S will be denoted I'(«, ).
Then, the (Wasserstein) 2-distance [3] of o and 3 is defined as

Dye,f)= inf Di(@f)= inf (/ o=y (o) (67)

v€l(a,8) Y€ (a,B)

The existence of an optimal coupling is known, see [3, Theorem 4.1], but it does not imply that Da(a, 8) is finite.
This is a distance between probability measures due to the choice of the minimizing joint probability.

We can now define the (Wasserstein) 2-distance between observables E,F on R using the notation pE, pS for their
probability measures with respect to the state p:

Ay (E,F) := sup Dy(p5, p}).
P

As a direct application of [4, Lemma 7], one obtains
AQ(va EQ)2 = D2(ma 50)2 = m[2] = 6(Qm,a EQ) 1/})2 (68)

It is a remarkable that €(Q,,, E¥,) coincides with As(Q,,, E?) considering that the former is expressly defined
as a state-specific quantity while the latter represents a worst-case error measure across all states. This coincidence
underpins the intuitive idea that the smearing measure m characterizes the random and systematic errors in a
measurement of the observable Q,, as an approximation of E<.
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