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A quantum system is usually measured through observations performed on a second quantum
system, or meter, to which it is coupled. In this scenario, fundamental limitations arise as stated
by the celebrated Wigner-Araki-Yanase theorem and its generalizations, predicting an upper-bound
on the measurement’s accuracy (Ozawa’s bound). Here, we show it is possible to saturate this
fundamental bound. We propose a simple interferometric setup, arguably within reach of present
technology, in which a flying particle (the quantum meter) is used to measure the state of a qubit
(the target system). We show that the bound can be saturated and that this happens only if the
flying particle is prepared in a Gaussian wavepacket.

According to von Neumann’s prescription [1], a quan-
tum measurement starts with a pre-measurement [1], i.e.,
an interaction between the measured system and a second
system called a quantum meter which is then collapsed
by a classical apparatus. For example, in a Stern-Gerlach
experiment, the particles’ spin is measured by mapping
it onto their position that is then observed on a detec-
tor screen. The celebrated Wigner-Araki-Yanase (WAY)
theorem [2–4] and its generalizations [5–11] pose limits
on the accuracy of quantum measurements. In partic-
ular, Ozawa [5] derived an expression for their minimal
inaccuracy, often dubbed Ozawa’s bound. Nevertheless,
previous to this work, the strictness of this bound has not
been proved, and no example of a dynamics saturating
this bound is known.

One natural scenario for the application of the WAY
theorem and Ozawa’s bound can be found within
scattering-type measurement dynamics [12, 13]. In such
dynamics, the system is autonomous (i.e., the system-
meter Hamiltonian is time-independent) and the interac-
tion between meter and system is negligible at the initial
and final times of the considered dynamics 1. Limita-
tions to the accuracy of quantum measurements in this
physical situation arise whenever the system observable
one wants to measure does not commute with the system
Hamiltonian. In this scenario, Ozawa’s bound depends
on the energy dispersions of the system and meter respec-
tively. The regime of ideal measurement corresponds to
a vanishing bound. It is reached when the meter’s en-
ergy dispersion is much larger than the system’s energy
scale, making the energy change of the meter hardly de-

1 Moreover, the effective duration of the interaction between meter
and system is given by the amount of time their wavefunctions
overlap non-negligibly.

tectable. This measurement gives rise to energy varia-
tions of the system’s energy which have been called quan-
tum heat [14–16] or measurement energy [17]. Remark-
ably, Ozawa’s bound has never been saturated. Whether
it can be saturated in a scattering-type measurement and
under which conditions remain open questions.

In this letter, we consider a scattering-type pre-
measurement based on a feasible interferometric scheme.
In the considered setting, the quantum meter is a flying
particle and the system to measure, or target system, is
a qubit. The interferometer allows measurement of the
qubit’s state along the z-axis by using the flying particle
position as a pointer. By tilting the qubit’s Hamilto-
nian with respect to the z-axis, we study the situation
considered by Ozawa where the system’s bare Hamilto-
nian does not commute with the measurement observ-
able. Contrary to the general case, Ozawa’s bound does
not depend on the initial state of the qubit, but only
on that of the flying particle. Most importantly, we show
that the bound can be saturated, and this happens if and
only if the flying particle (i.e., the meter) is prepared in
a Gaussian wavepacket. To the best of our knowledge,
the implementation of our scheme or a similar one would
provide the first experimental test of the strictness of
Ozawa’s bound. This test can implemented within state-
of-the-art architectures of waveguide quantum photonics,
superconducting circuits, and atomic physics.

Ozawa’s bound: Let us consider a target system S in-
teracting with a meter system M within joint unitary
dynamics described by the unitary operator U . We will
denote by OS the observable we wish to measure on S,
and with OM the pointer observable, i.e., the observable
of M to be measured via a classical apparatus to readout
the value of OS . Finally, let LS and LM be two Hermitian
operators acting respectively on S and M such that their
sum is a conserved quantity, i.e., [LS + LM , U ] = 0. Fol-
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lowing Ref. [5], we define a noise operatorN = U†OMU−
OS giving the readout error (or measurement’s inaccu-
racy) ε2(|ψS⟩) = ⟨ψS , ψM |N2|ψS , ψM ⟩, where |ψS⟩ and
|ψM ⟩ are, respectively, the states of system and meter
before the interaction (t = t0). Assuming [LM , OM ] = 0,
(the so-called Yanase’s condition [8]) Ozawa derived the
following bound for the error:

ε2(|ψS⟩) ≥ ε2B(|ψS⟩) =
1

4

| ⟨ψS |[OS , LS ]|ψS⟩|2

∆L2
S +∆L2

M

, (1)

where the variance ∆L2
S =

〈
L2
S

〉
− ⟨LS⟩2 is computed

on the initial state of S and similarly for ∆L2
M . Re-

markably, the bound does not depend on the interaction
between system and meter nor on the pointer observ-
able OM . The initial state of the meter M only enters
the bound through the variance ∆LM . In agreement
with the WAY statement, the bound goes to zero when
∆LM → ∞. Hence, for all practical purposes, we recover
that Ozawa’s bound is negligible when macroscopic me-
ters are employed.

Measurement setup: We consider a measurement
scheme where S is a qubit, M is a flying particle, and the
classical measurement apparatus is a Mach-Zehnder in-
terferometer, as depicted in Fig. 1. We denote the eigen-
states of the qubit along the z-axis by |gz⟩ and |ez⟩ which
are, respectively, the ground and excited state. The qubit
can be fixed in space (as in Fig. 1) or be attached to the
flying particle (being a so-called internal degree of free-
dom). More details on possible experimental realizations
will be given later in the paper.

The qubit’s Hamiltonian is HS =
(ℏωq/2) [cos(Θ)σz + sin(Θ)σx] where ωq is its bare
frequency, Θ is an angle that can vary in [0, π/2],
σx = |gz⟩⟨ez| + |ez⟩⟨gz| and σz = |gz⟩⟨gz| + |ez⟩⟨ez| are
Pauli matrices. The Hamiltonian of the flying particle
is HM = v0p̂, where v0 is its group velocity. HM is the
so-called quantum clock Hamiltonian [18–24], which can
be derived from the usual particle Hamiltonian p̂2/2m
under certain conditions [24]. Using HM corresponds
to linearizing the kinetic energy in solid-state physics
(used for flying qubits in [24, 25]). Moreover, HM can
also be seen as the Hamiltonian of a single photon
propagating in a one-dimensional path with a linear
dispersion relation [26, 27]. At t = t0 < 0, prior to
the beginning of the interaction, the meter’s state is
described by the wavepacket ψ0(x), with a spatial spread
∆x2 ≡

∫ +∞
−∞ (x − x0)

2|ψ0(x)|2 dx, where x0 = v0t0 is
the wavepacket’s average position at the initial time t0.
Finally, the Hamiltonian governing the system-meter
dynamics is

H = HM +HS +
ℏϕv0
2

δ(x̂)⊗ σz, (2)

where δ(x̂) indicates that we consider a qubit whose po-
sition is fixed at x = 0, and ϕ ∈ [0, 2π] is an angle char-
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FIG. 1. Setup of the proposed measurement scheme, based on
a Mach-Zehnder interferometer. A flying particle (the meter)
passes through a balanced beamsplitter. In path A it inter-
acts with the qubit, in path B it always acquires the same
phase π/2. The two paths then recombine by means of a sec-
ond balanced beamsplitter. In the case of an ideal projective
measurement of σz, corresponding to {Θ, ϕ} = {0, π}, the
particle is found with certainty by the upper detector if the
qubit state is |gz⟩ and by the other one if it is |ez⟩.

acterizing the strength of the pre-measurement. In the
standard case where HS ∝ σz, ϕ/2 represents the phase
shift acquired by the flying particle as a result of the in-
teraction with the qubit, independently of v0. Since the
wavepacket moves at constant velocity without deforma-
tion [24], the effective duration of the pre-measurement
interaction reads ∆t = ∆x/v0 and the wavepacket’s
average position is at qubit’s position (x = 0) when
t = 0. Upon defining the wavepacket’s frequency op-
erator ω̂ ≡ (v0/ℏ)p̂, we find that the wavepacket satis-
fies the time-frequency Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation
∆ω∆t ≥ 1/2.

The setup measures the qubit observable OS = σz as
follows: the flying particle goes through a first beam
splitter which generates a balanced superposition be-
tween the output paths A and B. The interaction with
the target qubit takes place in the arm A, while the arm
B contains a phase shifter introducing a phase of π/2. Fi-
nally, the second balanced beam-splitter recombines the
two paths and then a classical measurement finds out
whether the particle is in path A or B, performing the
qubit’s readout.

Let us illustrate the working principle of the setting in
the simplest case, where it achieves an ideal projective
measurement of σz. This case corresponds to taking two
assumptions: Θ = 0, and ϕ = π. The latter assumption
is known in quantum optics as the π-per-photon condi-
tion. Under these assumptions, the flying particle ac-
quires a phase of e±iπ/2 depending on the qubit state
along σz. At the output of the second balanced beam
splitter, the particle is found in path A if the qubit was
in |ez⟩, and in path B if the qubit was in |gz⟩. Finally, we
define the pointer observable as OM = n̂A − n̂B , where
n̂A measures if the particle is in A with outcomes 0 (no
particle) and 1 (there is a particle) and n̂B does the same
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for path B. The WAY theorem’s assumptions are satis-
fied upon the identification LS = HS and LM = HM

because beamsplitters are energy conserving at the scat-
tering level 2 and the particle-qubit interaction is of the
scattering type [12] thus implying [HS +HM , U ] = 0,
where the unitary operator U describes the entire pre-
measurement dynamics (beamsplitters included).

Results: Now, we consider the case where the qubit’s
Hamiltonian HS is tilted by an angle Θ ∈ (0, π/2] so that
[HS , σz] ̸= 0. Because of this non-commutation, the ob-
servable σz, in the interaction picture, changes in time
due to the qubit’s bare Hamiltonian. For an ideal pro-
jective measurement, we would have to clearly define at
what time we instantaneously measure the observable.
However, in our case, the measurement takes a finite
amount of time. Therefore, for definiteness, we consider
the goal of our setup to measure σz as it was at the ini-
tial time t = t0. Hereafter, we also relax the condition on
the phase acquired by the flying particle, considering also
the cases where the angle ϕ is different from π. However,
we will see that the best accuracy is always attained for
ϕ = π.

Let us write the qubit’s state at t = t0 as |ψS⟩ =
bg |gΘ⟩ + be |eΘ⟩, where |gΘ⟩ and |eΘ⟩ are, respectively,
the ground and excited states of HS . In the SM [28], we
show that the interaction between the particle and the
qubit (in the interaction picture) leads to the map:

|ψS , 1ω⟩ → bgIgg |gΘ, 1ω⟩+ beIee |eΘ, 1ω⟩+
+ bgIge

∣∣eΘ, 1ω−ωq

〉
+ beIeg

∣∣gΘ, 1ω+ωq

〉
, (3)

where Igg = I∗ee = cos(ϕ/2) + i cos(Θ) sin(ϕ/2), Ige =
Ieg = i sin(Θ) sin(ϕ/2), and |1ω⟩ is the starting meter’s
state, whose average frequency is ω. As shown in the
SM [28], the particle’s wavefunctions

∣∣1ω±ωq

〉
are shaped

as the input one 3 but shifted in frequency by the qubit’s
frequency ωq, as expected from energy conservation in
scattering processes. The readout error then reads (see
the SM [28] for the derivation):

ε2 = 2

{
1− sin

(
ϕ

2

)[
cos2(Θ) + P sin2(Θ)

]}
, (4)

where

P ≡ Re
{〈

1ω
∣∣1ω+ωq

〉}
=

∫
dx |ψ0(x)|2 cos

(
ωq(x− x0)

v0

)
.

(5)
We can see that the highest accuracy is attained for ϕ =
π, independently of Θ. Hence, setting ϕ = π we can write

ε = sin(Θ)
√
2(1− P ). (6)

2 In other words, the energy of the particle before and after the
interaction with the beam-splitter is the same.

3 That is, |⟨x|1ω±ωq ⟩|2 = |⟨x|1ω⟩|2.

Indeed, perfect accuracy (ε = 0) is attained in the full
commuting case Θ = 0. Alternatively, for any Θ, it can
be attained for P → 1, which entails that the shifted me-
ter’s wavepackets are completely indistinguishable from
the input one. This ideal situation is consistent with an
infinite frequency dispersion of the meter’s initial state.

Ozawa’s bound: We now compare the readout error
displayed on Eq. (6) to the fundamental bound derived
by Ozawa [see Eq. (1)]. Remarkably, the error given in
Eq. (4) is independent of the initial qubit’s state. There-
fore, it can be compared with Ozawa’s bound [Eq. (1)]
maximized over all possible initial qubit states. This
can be done as follows: first, we notice that [σz, HS ] =
iℏωq sin(Θ)σy and inserting it into Eq. (1), upon defining
σΘ ≡ cos(Θ)σz + sin(Θ)σx, one gets

ε2B (|ψS⟩) =
sin2(Θ) ⟨σy⟩2

1 + 4(∆ω/ωq)2 − ⟨σΘ⟩2
. (7)

In the above equation, we have used that ∆HM = ℏ∆ω,
with ∆ω being the frequency dispersion of the flying
particle. For a fixed value of ⟨σy⟩, the goal is to max-
imize ⟨σΘ⟩2 4. When this is done, we obtain that
⟨σΘ⟩2 + ⟨σy⟩2 = 1, yielding

ε2B (|ψS⟩) = max
⟨σy⟩

sin2(Θ) ⟨σy⟩2

4(∆ω/ωq)2 + ⟨σy⟩2
=

sin2(Θ)

1 + 4(∆ω/ωq)2
,

(8)
where the maximum is attained by choosing ⟨σy⟩ = ±1,
which implies ⟨σΘ⟩ = 0.

For any Θ, εB ≪ 1 when ∆ω ≫ ωq. This can be
understood by considering Eq. (3) which shows that the
flying particle’s states after the interaction are shifted in
frequency of ±ωq. Then, the less visible the frequency
shift undergone by the flying particle, the more accurate
the readout can be. Note that however, the meter’s fre-
quency shift can be observed by means of post-selection,
for sufficiently small tilts Θ → 0 [23]. In the opposite
regime, ∆ω ≪ ωq, the meter carries information on the
qubit energy state and its energy shifts can be used to
access quantum heat exchanges, as done in Ref. [16].

Saturation of the bound in the short interaction regime:
Up to now, we analyzed the pre-measurement scheme in
great generality. We obtained the general formula for
the error as defined by Ozawa [Eq. (4)] and the fun-
damental bound derived by Ozawa [Eq. (8)] in a form
specific to our model. We now explore under which con-
ditions Eq. (4) can practically reduce to Eq. (8), i.e.,

4 Splitting the maximization in two steps poses no problems be-
cause for such simple sets it holds the following: the maximum
of the set of maxima of subsets covering the starting set is also
the maximum of the entire set. For the same reason, the order
of the two maximizations does not matter
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FIG. 2. Ratio ε/εB as a function of ωq∆t for different
wavepacket shapes. The inset in the top-left corner show the
three shapes: Gaussian, square pulse, exponential decay. As
predicted, only the Gaussian wavepacket saturates Ozawa’s
bound for ωq∆t ≪ 1. In other regimes, the best shape is
not the Gaussian anymore. Moreover, for every shape, we get
ε/εB =

√
2 for ωq∆t≫ 1.

the conditions for which we can saturate Ozawa’s bound
(ε ≥ εB → ε = εB). To do so, we set ϕ = π and
we analyze the regime in which ωq∆t ≪ 1, which im-
plies ∆ω ≫ ωq due to Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle
(∆ω∆t ≥ 1/2). In other words, the interaction time be-
tween meter and qubit is much shorter than 1/ωq. This
is the regime in which, despite having Θ > 0, accurate
measurements of σz can be attained and thus the one of
most practical importance.

In this regime, Ozawa’s bound [Eq. (8)] can be ap-
proximated to εB ≃ sin(Θ)ωq/(2∆ω), Eq. (5) to P ≃
1 − (1/2)ω2

q∆t
2, and the error reads [cf. Eq. (6)] ε ≃

sin(Θ)ωq∆t. Therefore, when the initial state of the fly-
ing particle satisfies the minimum uncertainty relation
∆ω∆t = 1/2, we get ε ≃ εB. In other words, in the
short interaction regime, Ozawa’s bound can be practi-
cally saturated, but only by Gaussian wavepackets, the
only wavepackets satisfying the minimum uncertainty re-
lation [29]. For longer interaction times, the bound is not
saturated anymore. In particular, for P → 0, attained for
∆ω ≪ ωq, the ratio of error and bounds gives ε/εB =

√
2.

This corresponds to the regime in which the energies of
qubit and meter are strongly correlated.

All previous considerations are exemplified in Fig. 2,
where we plotted the ratio ε/εB as a function of ωq∆t for
different wavepacket shapes. We can see that, indeed,
only the Gaussian wavepacket saturates Ozawa’s Bound.
More details on how these plots have been obtained can
be found in Sec. III of the SM [28].

Possible experimental implementations: The setup of
Fig. 1, or an equivalent one, can be implemented in var-
ious physical platforms. Options include circuit QED,
quantum photonics, and flying particles with internal de-

grees of freedom (IDoF). Among these possibilities, the
most-promising one appears to us the one implementable
in circuit QED settings. We will first briefly comment on
the last two and then, more in detail, on the first one.

Regarding flying particles, our scheme could be im-
plemented by treating their IDoF [24] as the qubit to
measure. A spatially localized field acting on the IDoF
can implement the system-meter interaction. Moreover,
if there is no energy difference between the IDoF states,
a global field can be used to implement HS . Notice that
beamsplitters for massive particles such as electrons [30],
atoms [31–37], and molecules [32, 35, 36] are actively in-
vestigated.

In quantum photonics, a single-photon wavepacket can
play the meter role and the qubit states could be encoded
in two possible propagation paths. By making these
paths close enough, the photon can hop among them
during the propagation, thus implementing an Hamilto-
nian HS ∝ σx [38–40] whose magnitude can be much
smaller than the photon energy (as in Ref. [38]) while
the scattering-type interaction δ(x̂)⊗σz of Eq. (2) could
be implemented by inserting two different refractive ma-
terials in the two paths.

In circuit QED, dispersive interactions followed by
interferometric readouts are widely used to measure
superconducting (transmon) qubits in microwave res-
onators [41, 42]. The Hamiltonian HS with Θ ̸= 0
can be implemented by driving the qubit with a clas-
sical field [16, 42–46] while the meter Hamiltonian can
be obtained by considering a single photon traveling in
the waveguide [26, 27]. In Ref. [16], a qubit Hamiltonian
with Θ = π/2 has been implemented in this way, with
a frequency ωq ∼ 1 MHz. The natural qubit Hamilto-
nian along the z-axis, with frequency ωz ∼ GHz, is elim-
inated by studying the dynamics in the rotating frame
with the same frequency. In this case, the central fre-
quency of the traveling photon is around ω ∼ 5 GHz so
that its frequency dispersion can well be ∆ω ∼ 10 MHz so
that ω ≫ ∆ω ≫ ωq, thus making the good-measurement
regime physically allowed. The experimental measure-
ment of the readout error as defined by Ozawa requires
separate access to the measurements of OM and OS ,
which is easily achievable in this kind of platform. Fi-
nally, pulse-shaping techniques can be used to make var-
ious types of one-photon wavepackets as in Fig. 2.

Conclusions and outlooks: We proposed an interfero-
metric scheme allowing one to saturate a fundamental
bound on the accuracy of scattering-type quantum mea-
surements, hence showing that the bound is strict. In
particular, we showed that, in our setup, the saturation
can be attained only if the quantum meter, a flying par-
ticle, is prepared in a Gaussian wavepacket. Finally, we
argued how our scheme could be experimentally imple-
mented, allowing for a first experimental test of Ozawa’s
bound.



5

Recent experimental progresses is pushing the funda-
mental bounds of measurements (see for example [47]).
In this regard, our work paves the way to an experiment
whose aim is to test Ozawa’s fundamental bound. More-
over, the accuracy bound saturated in this letter as well
as other fundamental bounds investigated in the litera-
ture have practical consequences for quantum technolo-
gies. Although macroscopic meters make them negligible,
this is not so when quantum meters (sometimes called an-
cillas) are used [13, 48]. In fact, while increasing the size
of the meter can increase the accuracy of the measure-
ment, it can also greatly increase the practical energetic
cost of the measurement operation [49, 50]. Therefore,
measurement schemes saturating these bounds can be of
great importance for the energetic cost of quantum tech-
nologies [51].
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Supplemental Material
Saturating a Fundamental Bound on Quantum Measurements’ Accuracy

SCATTERING MAP

In this section, we derive Eq. (3) of the main text. The bipartite system we study is composed of the following
Hamiltonian:

H = HS +HM + V, HS =
ℏωq

2
[cos(Θ)σz + sin(Θ)σx] , HM = v0q̂, V =

ℏϕv0
2

f(x̂)σz, (S1)

where f(x̂) is a generic function of the position operator x̂. As in the main text, the initial state of the qubit is
|ψS⟩ = bg |gΘ⟩ + be |eΘ⟩. The initial state of the meter is instead given by |1ω⟩, representing a wavepacket centered
around the frequency ω. The frequency, here, corresponds to the wavevector multiplied by v0, i.e., ω = v0k, where
k = p/ℏ is a wavevector. Notice that, with respect to the main text, here the dynamics starts at t = 0 to lighten the
notation. In other words, at t = 0, the meter’s wavepacket is still far on the left of the qubit’s position (x=0).

Let us denote the initial wavefunction of the meter by ψM (x). It can be seen5 that

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x− v0t)U(x+ v0t;x) |x⟩ |ψS⟩ , U(x+ v0t;x) = T exp

{
− i

ℏ

∫ t

0

[
HS +

ℏϕv0
2

f(x+ v0s)σz

]
ds

}
,

(S2)
by inserting the above formula into the Schrödinger equation. Let us now consider the limit for which f(x) → δ(x) and
the long-time limit for which t is always high enough such that s = −x/v0 is always within the integration extremes.
Then, the unitary operator can be written as follows:

U(x+ v0t;x) = e−(i/ℏ)(t+x/v0)HSe−i(ϕ/2)σze−(i/ℏ)(−x/v0)HS . (S3)

Going to interaction picture with respect to both system and meter Hamiltonians, the state at time t is

|ψI(t)⟩ = exp

[
i

ℏ
(HS +HM )t

]
|ψ(t)⟩ =

∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x)e(i/ℏ)(−x/v0)HSe−i(ϕ/2)σze−(i/ℏ)(−x/v0)HS |x⟩ |ψS⟩ . (S4)

By substituting |ψS⟩ with its decomposition in the HS basis and inserting the identity term |gΘ⟩⟨gΘ|+ |eΘ⟩⟨eΘ| where
needed one arrives at

|ψS , 1ω⟩ → bgIgg |gΘ, 1ω⟩+ beIee |eΘ, 1ω⟩+ bgIge
∣∣eΘ, 1ω−ωq

〉
+ beIeg

∣∣gΘ, 1ω+ωq

〉
, (S5)

where

Igg = I∗ee = ⟨gΘ|e−i(ϕ/2)σz |gΘ⟩ = cos(ϕ/2) + i cos(Θ) sin(ϕ/2),

Ige = Ieg = ⟨gΘ|e−i(ϕ/2)σz |eΘ⟩ = i sin(Θ) sin(ϕ/2),
(S6)

and we have

|1ω⟩ =
∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x) |x⟩ =

∫ +∞

−∞
dp ψ̃M (p) |p⟩ , where ψ̃(p) =

1√
2πℏ

∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x)e−ixp/ℏ,

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉
=

∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x)e+i

ωq
v0

x |x⟩ =
∫ +∞

−∞
dp ψ̃M

(
p− ℏωq

v0

)
|p⟩ ,

∣∣1ω−ωq

〉
=

∫ +∞

−∞
dxψM (x)e−i

ωq
v0

x |x⟩ =
∫ +∞

−∞
dp ψ̃M

(
p+

ℏωq

v0

)
|p⟩ .

(S7)

The above equations imply the frequency shifts reported in the main text as one can write p = (ℏ/v0)ω.

5 See the Supplemental Material of Ref. [24] for more details.
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COMPUTATION OF OZAWA’S ERROR QUANTIFIER

Here, we compute the error of the measurement associated to the setup described in the main text. To do this we
have to compute the quantity ε2(|ψS⟩) = ⟨ψS , ψM |N2|ψS , ψM ⟩ defined in the main text, where N = U†OMU − OS .
We also recall that OS = σz is the system observable we want to measure and OM = n̂A − n̂B , which is also an
observable, represents the measurement we perform on the meter to perform an indirect measurement on the system,
while U is the unitary operator governing the entire dynamics. Finally, |ψS⟩ is the initial state of system S and |ψM ⟩
is the initial state of the meter. Notice that, in general, this error depends on the initial state of the system we want
to measure. However, we will show that this quantity is independent of the state |ψS⟩ of the qubit in our setup.

First, since there is just one meter particle, we get that n̂A + n̂B = I, so that we can write that

UN |gz, ψM ⟩ = 2n̂AU |gz, ψM ⟩ , UN |ez, ψM ⟩ = −2n̂BU |ez, ψM ⟩ . (S8)

It follows that, writing |ψS⟩ = cg |gz⟩+ ce |ez⟩, we get

ε2(|ψS⟩) = ⟨ψS , ψM |NU†UN |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 4|cg|2 ⟨gz, ψM |U†n̂AU |gz, ψM ⟩+ 4|ce|2 ⟨ez, ψM |U†n̂BU |ez, ψM ⟩ . (S9)

We now have to calculate these quantities.
The total output state can be computed using Eq. (3) of the main text6 and remembering the role of the two

beamsplitters7 and the phase shifter in arm B of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer. We get

U |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 1

2

{
|gΘ⟩

[
bgIgg (|1ω, 0⟩+ |0, 1ω⟩) + beIeg

(∣∣1ω+ωq , 0
〉
+

∣∣0, 1ω+ωq

〉)
− ibg (|1ω, 0⟩ − |0, 1ω⟩)

]
+

|eΘ⟩
[
beIee (|1ω, 0⟩+ |0, 1ω⟩) + bgIge

(∣∣1ω−ωq
, 0
〉
+

∣∣0, 1ω−ωq

〉)
− ibe (|1ω, 0⟩ − |0, 1ω⟩)

]}
, (S10)

where the unitary operator U is the interaction picture evolution operator. The above equations imply that (with an
abuse of notation8 to lighten the notation)

n̂AU |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 1

2

{
|gΘ⟩

[
bgIgg |1ω⟩+ beIeg

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉
− ibg |1ω⟩

]
+ |eΘ⟩

[
beIee |1ω⟩+ bgIge

∣∣1ω−ωq

〉
− ibe |1ω⟩

]}
,

n̂BU |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 1

2

{
|gΘ⟩

[
bgIgg |1ω⟩+ beIeg

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉
+ ibg |1ω⟩

]
+ |eΘ⟩

[
beIee |1ω⟩+ bgIge

∣∣1ω−ωq

〉
+ ibe |1ω⟩

]}
.

(S11)
We can now compute9

⟨ψS , ψM |U†n̂AU |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 1

4

{
1 + |Igg|2 + |Ieg|2 + 2Re

{
−i

(
|bg|2I∗gg + |be|2Igg

)
+ 2iIeg Re

{
b∗gbe

〈
1ω

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉}}}
,

(S12)
and

⟨ψS , ψM |U†n̂BU |ψS , ψM ⟩ = 1

4

{
1 + |Igg|2 + |Ieg|2 − 2Re

{
−i

(
|bg|2I∗gg + |be|2Igg

)
+ 2iIeg Re

{
b∗gbe

〈
1ω

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉}}}
,

(S13)
where we used the fact that |bg|2 + |be|2 = 1, Igg = I∗ee, Ige = Ieg, I∗ge = −Ige, and

〈
1ω−ωq

∣∣1ω〉 =
〈
1ω

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉
.

6 Even though Eq. (3) of the main text is given in interaction
picture, it can be used for this calculation because n̂A and n̂B

commute with the qubit’s bare Hamiltonian and their value only
depends on being in arm A or B and not on the actual position
of the meter wavepacket.

7 We consider a beamsplitter to act as follows: |1, 0⟩ →

(1/
√
2) [|1, 0⟩+ |0, 1⟩] and |0, 1⟩ → (1/

√
2) [|1, 0⟩ − |0, 1⟩].

8 In the following equations the particle is now localized in the arm
correspondent to the applied operator, n̂A or n̂B so that we do
not make explicit where the particle is for each given state as it
is obvious. For example, in the equation for n̂BU |ψS , ψM ⟩ the
state |1ω⟩ stands for |0, 1ω⟩.

9 We recall that n̂A = n̂2
A and n̂B = n̂2

B .
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Finally, we can find the averages related to U |gz, ψM ⟩ and U |ez, ψM ⟩ by making the substitutions:

|ψS⟩ = |gz⟩ when bg → cos(Θ/2), be → sin(Θ/2);

|ψS⟩ = |ez⟩ when bg → − sin(Θ/2), be → cos(Θ/2).
(S14)

Therefore, we get

⟨gz, ψM |U†n̂AU |gz, ψM ⟩ = ⟨ez, ψM |U†n̂BU |ez, ψM ⟩ = 1

2

{
1− sin(ϕ/2)

[
cos2(Θ) + Re

{〈
1ω

∣∣1ω+ωq

〉}
sin2(Θ)

]}
,

(S15)
which, inserted in Eq. (S9) leads to Eq. (5) of the main text. We can see that the error being independent of the
qubit’s initial state is a direct consequence of the equality of the two terms in Eq. (S9).

RATIO BETWEEN ERROR AND BOUNDS FOR DIFFERENT WAVEPACKETS

In this section, we study the ratio ε/εB for different wavepacket shapes: a Gaussian wavepacket ψG(x), a square pulse
wavepacket ψSq(x), and an exponential decay wavepacket ψExp(x). In order to make the notation less cumbersome
we define the time variable t = −x/v0. To simplify the formulas, we take Gaussian and square pulse wavepackets to
be centered around t = 0. Regarding the square and exponential wavepackets, their discontinuity causes problems in
the calculation of ∆ω2. For this reason we use instead smooth wavefunctions which approximate them. We write

ψG(t) =
exp

[
− t2

4σ2
t

]
(2π)1/4

√
σt
, ψSq(t) =

√
tanh

(
t+s
ϵs

)
− tanh

(
t−s
ϵs

)
4s

, ψExp(t) =

√
2γ

πϵ
sin

(πϵ
2

)[
1 + tanh(γt/ϵ)

2

]
e−γt

(S16)
where 2s indicates, more or less, the temporal length of the square wavepacket while γ is the decay rate of the
exponential decay wavepacket. The square pulse and exponential decay wavepackets assume their idealized form in
the limit ϵ→ 0+, but we will see that in this case their frequency variance diverges. Therefore, we will have to choose
a finite value for the a-dimensional quantity ϵ. As written, all wavepackets are normalized for any value of ϵ < 1.

Calculating the time and frequency dispersions for the three wavepackets we get

∆tG = σt, ∆tSq =

√
4 + π2ϵ2

2
√
3

s, ∆tExp =
πϵ

2γ sin(πϵ/2)
,

∆ωG =
1

2σt
, ∆ωSq =

√
ϵ sinh(4/ϵ)− 4

2
√
2 sinh(2/ϵ)ϵs

, ∆ωExp =

√
2− ϵ

8ϵ
γ.

(S17)

We can observe how the frequency dispersion of the square pulse and exponential decay wavepackets diverge for ϵ→ 0
while their time dispersion does not.

Since we are interested in the effect that using different wavepackets shapes has on the ratio ε/εB we consider the
error as always computed for the optimal value ϕ = π so that we get [cf. Eq. (6) and Eq. (8) of the main text]10

ε|ϕ=π

εB
=

√
2

(
1 + 4

∆ω2

ω2
q

)
(1− P ), where P =

∫ +∞

−∞
dt |ψ0(t)|2 cos(ωq(t+ τ)), (S18)

where τ represents our liberty of choosing the initial position of the wavepacket. We will always choose τ in order to
maximize P . Calculating P for the three different cases gives

PG = max
τ

{
cos(ωqτ) exp

(
−1

2
ω2
qσ

2
t

)}
= exp

(
−1

2
ω2
qσ

2
t

)
,

PSq = max
τ

{ ϵ
4
cos(ωqτ) (B1 +B2 +B3 +B4)

}
=
ϵ

4
|B1 +B2 +B3 +B4|

PExp =
sin(πϵ/2)

4
max

τ

{
e−iωqτ

[
cot

(
πϵ(γ + iωq)

4γ

)]
+ tan

(
πϵ(γ + iωq)

4γ

)
+ 2e2iωqτ csc

(
πϵ(γ − iωq)

2γ

)}
.

(S19)

10 Eq. (6) is ε = sin(Θ)
√

2(1− P ) while Eq. (8) is εB = sin(Θ)√
1+4(∆ω/ωq)2

.
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FIG. S1. Shape of |ψG(t)|2,|ψSq(t)|2, and |ψExp(t)|2 for ϵ = 1/π and ωq∆t = 1. All curves are plotted so that they are centered
around zero. We can see how already for this value of ϵ we get shapes resembling an ideal square pulse and an ideal exponential
decay.

where

B1 = e−iωqse−(π/2)ϵωqs

∫ −e−2/ϵ

0

k+(1/2)iϵωqs

1− k
dk , B2 = e+iωqse+(π/2)ϵωqs

∫ −e−2/ϵ

0

k−(1/2)iϵωqs

1− k
dk ,

B3 = e+iωqse−(π/2)ϵωqs

∫ −e2/ϵ

0

k+(1/2)iϵωqs

1− k
dk , B4 = e−iωqse+(π/2)ϵωqs

∫ −e2/ϵ

0

k−(1/2)iϵωqs

1− k
dk .

(S20)

In the case of the exponential decay wavepacket, the maximization over τ does not seem possible to be made analyt-
ically, so we will do it numerically.

Now we have all the ingredients to compute the error ratio as a function of the single a-dimensional parameter
ωq∆t. In every formula we substitute s and γ by inverting the correspondent time-dispersion equations in (S17).
Then we also write the frequency dispersions as functions of ∆t. Regarding ϵ, we choose it to be equal to 1/π. As one
can see in fig. S1, this value already allows for a good approximation of the ideal shapes while maintaining a finite
∆ω. The resulting plot is the one reported in the main text.
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