arXiv:quant-ph/9803053v1 20 Mar 1998

OPTIMAL JOINT MEASUREMENTS OF POSITION AND
MOMENTUM

D M APPLEBY

Department of Physics, Queen Mary and Westfield College, 327 Mile End Rd,
London E1 4NS, UK

(e-mail: D.M.Appleby@qmw.ac.uk)

Abstract

The distribution of measured values for maximally accurate, unbi-
ased simultaneous measurements of position and momentum is in-
vestigated. It is shown, that if the measurement is retrodictively
optimal, then the distribution of results is given by the initial state
Husimi function (or Q-representation). If the measurement is predic-
tively optimal, then the distribution of results is related to the final
state anti-Husimi function (or P-representation). The significance of
this universal property for the interpretation of the Husimi function
is discussed.

PACS number: 03.65.Bz

Report no. QMW-PH-98-14


http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9803053v1

1. INTRODUCTION

There is currently some interest in simultaneous measurements of position and
momentum [ﬂ:, ?, g, :fl] Measurements of this kind have an immediate, technical
relevance to the field of quantum optics. They also have a rather more general,
conceptual relevance to the problem of understanding the classical limit.

In two previous papers [:_5, 'ﬁ] we discussed the accuracy of such measurements.
We began with Braginsky and Khalili’s analysis [f_?:] of single measurements of = only,
and extended it to the case of simultaneous measurements of x and p together. We
identified two types of error: the retrodictive (or determinative) errors Aeiz, Aeip;
and the predictive (or preparative) errors Az, Aerp. We showed, that subject
to some rather unrestrictive assumptions regarding the nature of the measurement
process, they satisfy the retrodictive error relationship

h
Acix Acip > 5
and the predictive error relationship
h
Actw Actp > 5

In the following we address the question: what (if anything) can be said about the
distribution of measured values in those cases where the lower bound set by one of
these inequalities is actually achieved?

We begin, in Section .’_2!, by considering measurements which are retrodictively
optimal. We define a retrodictively optimal measurement to be any measurement of
the kind considered in ref. ['(_i] which is retrodictively unbiased (in a sense explained
below), and which minimises the product of retrodictive errors (so that Agix Aeip =
%) We show, that for such measurements, the distribution of results is always given
by the initial state Husimi function ['§, :g] (the Q-function of quantum optics).

In Section 3 we go on to consider predictively optimal measurements—i.e. mea-
surements of the kind considered in ref. ['6] which minimise the product of predictive
errors (so that Az Agep = %) We show, that in the case of such a measurement,
the distribution of results is related to the final state anti-Husimi function (B, (]
(the P-function of quantum optics).

These results represent a generalisation of statements we proved in ref. [:_1-]_:], for
the particular case of the Arthurs-Kelly process.

In Section u'gli' we conclude by discussing the bearing of our results on the inter-
pretation of the Husimi function. The fact, that there are many particular mea-
surement processes for which the distribution of measured values is given by the
Husimi function, is well-known [il, &, 8]. The result we obtain goes a little further
than this, since we show that the Husimi function describes the outcome of any
retrodictively optimal process. In other words, the Husimi function has a univer-
sal significance. We will argue that this lends some support to the idea, that the
Husimi function is the quantum mechanical entity which most nearly resembles the
classical concept, of the “real” or “objective” distribution describing an ensemble
of identically prepared systems.

The result obtained in Section ?: is similar to a result obtained by Prugovecki
and Ali [i?ﬂ using a postulational approach based on the concept of a “fuzzy” or
“stochastic” phase space. Uffink [:_l-?_;] has identified a number of problems with
this approach. In the following we adopt a different approach. We work exclu-
sively within the framework of quantum mechanics as conventionally formulated.
In particular, we make no use of the concept of a stochastic observable. Con-
sequently, Uffink’s criticisms do not apply to our arguments. Moreover, we use a
different, more generally applicable definition of the experimental error to that used



by Prugovecki and Ali, and we prove the result under less restrictive assumptions.
Specifically, we do not assume Galilean covariance, as they do (Galilean covariance
is a consequence of our argument, not a presupposition).

2. RETRODICTIVELY OPTIMAL MEASUREMENTS

We will say that a simultaneous measurement process of the kind defined in
ref. [6] is retrodictively optimal if

1. The process is retrodictively unbiased, so that

(Y ® dap| &xi [ ® Pap) = (¥ ® dap| €pi Y @ ¢ap) =0 (1)

for all 1) € Hyy.
2. The product of retrodictive errors achieves its lower bound, so that

h
) )
Here and in the sequel we employ the notation and terminology of ref. Eﬂ] Thus,
[) € Hyy and |¢pap) € Hap are the initial states of the system and apparatus re-
spectively. €x;, €p; are the retrodictive error operators. Agix, Agip are the maximal
rms errors of retrodiction.

In ref [:_11:] we considered the special case of the Arthurs-Kelly process. In that
case one has the commutation relation

[éXi; épi] = —ih (3)

This relationship, and the condition of Eq. (:_2), together imply Eq. (:l:) In the gen-
eral case, however, it is necessary to impose the requirement, that the measurement
be retrodictively unbiased, as a separate condition.

In ref. [B] we showed that Eq. (1)) implies

<¢ ® ¢ap| [éXi; éPi] |¢ ® ¢ap> = —ih (4)

for every normalised |¢) € Hgy. In view of Eq. (2) we then have

AeiT Aeip =

2

I}
<w®¢ap é%{l |w®¢ap> <w®¢ap é%l "L/}®¢ap> = Z (5)

for every normalised [¢) € Hg,. We deduce:

Lemma 1. Given any retrodictively optimal measurement process with initial ap-
paratus state |Pap), there exists a fized number A such that

22

<1/) ® (bap‘ ég{i W) ® ¢ap> = 71
. h?
(¥ ® ap| & | @ Gap) = e

for every normalised 1) € Hsy.

Remark. We will refer to \; as the retrodictive spatial resolution of the measure-
ment.

Proof. For each normalised |¢)) € H, define the number Ay by

1
My = (20 ® Gap| & |V ® ap)) *
In view of Eq. (5) we then have

h

& 1) @ dup))? = werw

((¥ ® bap



We have from the definitions [6] of Agiz, Agip

o 3 SuPpyyes (Ap)
A = @?&« o ® b)) =
and
N YR AT, p——
e 2infjy)es (Ay)

where 8 denotes the unit sphere in the system state space. In view of Eq. (:_2) it
then follows

inf (Ay) = sup (A
MGS( ) W)gs( )

which means that Ay, must be constant. g

We next define the operators

b= L (L, AL
)\i—\/g /\i€X1 hePl

G L (L, N
Cy. = —= | —€xi+ —¢€pi
X V2 /\iX h g

In the general case we cannot assume the commutation relation of Eq. (:3) It
follows, that ¢, , c; are not, in general, ladder operators. We do, however, have
the relationship of Eq. (A) and this is enough to prove

(6)

Lemma 2. Given any retrodictively optimal measurement process with intial appa-
ratus state |¢ap) and retrodictive spatial resolution i, let é ¢y, be the operator defined

by Eq. (). Then
é)\i W) & ¢ap> =0
for every |¢) € Hs,.

Proof. Given any normalised system state |1}, let o, 8 € R be the real and imagi-
nary parts of (¢ @ ap| éxi €pi [P @ Pap):

(Y ® Gap| €xi€pi [ @ Gap) = a+ i (7)
We have
1 h
(02 +5%)* = (¥ © Gupl éxi épi [t ® dup)| < eri Y @ dup)|| = 5
where
= (¢ 6@ b)) =
ap \/5
. 3 B
évs100® b | = (¢ bl @ ow)) " = -

are the norms of the vectors éx; [1) ® @ap), €pi | @ Pap).
In view of Eq. (4) we also have

—ih = (¢ ® ¢ap| [€xi; €pi] [P ® Pap) = 2183
Consequently, « =0 and 3 = —;—;. We then have

h
|(¥) ® pap| éxiépi |t @ dap)| = 2=

)|
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Now it is generally true, in any Hilbert space, that two vectors |¥y), |¥3) having
the property

[(Wy | Wa)| = [|[[W1)]] [[|®2)|

must be parallel. Hence

€pi[Y) ® Pap) = Y éxi [ @ Pap)
for some v € C. Inserting this result into Eq. (i) we find
_ih
i

The claim follows. O

Now let
2
p (px, ppe) = /dil?f dys - . - dyen | (e, pxe, pps, Yty - - Yin | 0 © Gap)|” (8)

be the probability distribution for the final pointer positions. In this expression
|t pxe, 4pf, Ys1s - - - » Yen) i the simultaneous eigenvector of the Heisenberg picture
operators &y, fixr, fpf, Yrj, With eigenvalues x¢, puxr, upr, yrj. We continue to
employ the notation and terminology of ref. ['6] Thus, Z¢ is the final system position
operator, fixs and jips are the final pointer position operators, and the g¢; represent
the additional, internal degrees of freedom characterising the apparatus.

Let ’(x,p)Ai> € Hsy be the state with wave function

1 1 . )
@) = (o) o0 [~ + o’ — e )
and let
1
Qu(@.p) = 5 [((@,p)y, )] (10)

be the initial system state Husimi function [§, ] (or Q-function). We want to show

p (pxs, pee) = Qx; (pxe, pipr)

for almost all px¢, ups whenever the measurement is retrodictively optimal at spatial
resolution A; (“almost all” being defined relative to ordinary Lebesgue measure on
the plane). Our strategy will be to begin by showing that the two functions have
the same moments:

/ dpxedpps peips p (Uxe, ipt) = / dpxedpps pxepps @ (pxt, fips)

for every pair of non-negative integers n, m. Unfortunately we then face the diffi-
culty, that although p and @y, are always defined, whatever the initial state of the
system, the same is not true of their moments. This is because i, pi, fixs, fipf are
unbounded operators. The way in which we will circumvent the difficulty is, first
to prove the result on the assumption that [¢)) is in an appropriately chosen dense
subspace of Hy, and then to use a continuity argument to extend it to the case of
arbitrary [1).

Let a,, d;i be the ladder operators

. 1 /1, A,

T \/§ (/\ixi—i_ ﬁpi)

A S A T IR )
ih =5 (55 -7)



and define number states |n), € Hsy in the usual way, by the requirements

~ 1 ~Tn
ay 0>>\i =0 )\i<0| 0>>\i =1 |n>)\i = a;i |O>Ai
V!

(with a slight abuse of notation we sometimes regard the operators #; and p; as
acting on Hsy, and sometimes as acting on Hsy ® H,p). We then define Fy, to be
the dense subspace of Hs, consisting of all finite linear combinations of the vectors
|n>>\i'

It is easily seen that JFy, is in the domain of definition of every polynomial
f(&;,p1). In particular, the integral

/ dxdp x"p™Qx; (z,p)

i

is defined and finite for all n, m whenever @y, is the Husimi function corresponding
to a state in Fy,.
Now define the operators

l; o 1 1 ~ + 'LAI ~
X =R )\i,qu 5 1Pt

i 1 /1. IS
NGAGY pxt = - HPt
These operators commute, and so they are certainly not ladder operators. We have
l}i\i = aif\i + ¢y, (12)
where ¢, and d;i are the operators defined in Egs. (6) and (:_1-1:) respectively. Let
|¢) be any vector € Fy,. Then | @ ¢ap) is in the domain of fLL. It is also in
the domain of ¢, (the definition of a retrodictively optimal process tacitly assumes

that 1) ® ¢ap) is in the domain of éx;, épi, and therefore in the domain of éAi’ for

all [1)). It is consequently in the domain of l;;l Moreover, in view of Lemma i,

B, 10 ® dup) = (@], [9)) © |0ap)

where d;i [¢) also € F),. Iterating the argument we conclude that |1 ® ¢ap) is in
the domain of l;;l" and

B 1 @ Gup) = (@ 1)) © |6up)
for every non-negative integer n. Taking adjoints gives

W ® dupl b = ((13]") & (upl
for all m. Consequently,

(@ gup| b1

Amatn
G/)\i G/)\i

w®¢ap> = <Q/J ¢>

Now
(1 ® Gap| B3OV |9 ® fap) = /duxlcdupf 280257 p (e, ppr)

where p is the distribution of final pointer positions, as defined in Eq. (;S), and zy,
is the complex coordinate

1 1 A\
2 NG <)\i pxs + n ,UPt) (13)



Also [B]

d/\’,”df\i" |v) = /dMdequ Zx2a" @ (uxe, pps) (14)

where Qy, is the initial system state Husimi function, as defined in Eq. (10). There-
fore

/dMdeMPf 202" p (pxt, pps) = /dMdeMPf z2 23" Qx (xt, ppt)

for all n, m. It follows that

/d,Ude,UPff(ZAiaZ;i)p(,quv,qu) = /dMdeMPff(Z/\i,Zf\i)Q,\i (pxt, popt)

for every polynomial f. In particular

/ duxedpps pXepps p (Hxe, ppt) = / duxsdpps pXppps @ (e, ppe) (15)

for all m, n.

At this stage one needs to be careful. It is tempting to suppose, that two
probability measures which have the same moments must be equal. In fact, this
inference is not always justified (see Reed and Simon [[14], vol. 2). However, it is
justified here, as we show in the Appendix. Consequently

p (pxe, prpg) = Qx, (pixt, fipr) (16)

for almost all ux¢, ups whenever the initial system state |¢)) is in the space Fy,.

It remains for us to show that the distributions are equal in the case of arbitrary
[¢) € Hsy. We will do this by using a continuity argument.

Choose a sequence |t,) € Fy, converging to [¢). Let Qx, n be the Husimi
function, and p,, the distribution of measured values corresponding to |i,). Let
@, be the Husimi function, and p the distribution of measured values corresponding

to [¢).

We have, as an immediate consequence of the definition, Eq. (:_1-(_)‘),
Qx (pxt, ppg) = nILIEO(QAi,n (pixe, ppe)) (17)

for all MUXf, UPf-

On the other hand, it is not generally true that p, converges pointwise to p. It
does, however, contain a subsequence which converges pointwise almost everywhere.
In fact, let £ be the Banach space consisting of all integrable functions on R?, with
norm

Ifll, = /dMdeMPf If (pxt, pps)|

We have

o pally = / dyixedyins

/dfffdyfl---yfn <|<1'faﬂXfaﬂPfayf1a---ayfn| ¢®¢ap>|2

— e, xe, 4Pt Yi1s - - - Yin | Yn ® ¢ap>|2)‘
< 14 ® Gup) = lim ® Bap)]| (|1 ® dap) | + [l1 © ¢a)]|)
—0

We see from this that p, — p in the topology of £1. We may therefore use the
Riesz-Fisher theorem (Reed and Simon [i4], vol. 1) to deduce that it contains a
subsequence p,,. such that

p (pxs, ppe) = rli{rolo(pnT (pixe, ppt))



for almost all px¢, pps. In view of this result, Eq. (:l-ﬂ), and the fact that
Pn,. (pxe, pr) = Qayn,. (pxr, 1pr)
for all  and almost all uxs, ups we deduce that
p (px, prpe) = Qo (pxe, ppr)

for almost all uxs, pps.

3. PREDICTIVELY OPTIMAL MEASUREMENTS

We will say that a simultaneous measurement process of the kind defined in
ref. [6] is predictively optimal if the product of predictive errors is minimised:

h
Atz Detp = 3 (18)

In view of the commutation relation
[éXf, éPt’] =ih (19)
there is no need to impose the condition, that the measurement be predictively

unbiased as a separate requirement: it is a consequence of the condition of Eq. (:_1-8)
Eqgs. (18) and (19) together imply

h2
<"/’®¢ap é%(f |"/’®¢ap> <"/’®¢ap é%f |"/’®¢ap> = 1

for every normalised [¢) € Hsy. By an argument which parallels the proof of
Lemma .j} we infer that there exists a fixed number \¢ such that

. A
<¢ Y ¢ap| Eg(f W} ® ¢ap> = 7f
2 h?
<¢ & ¢ap| €pg ‘1/} & ¢ap> = 532
27
for every normalised |¢)) € Hgy. It is then straightforward to show that
CZ}\f |¢ & ¢ap> =0 (20)

for all [¢)) € Hyy, where dy, is the annihilation operator

J 1 1. n Y
=—— | —¢ —¢

At 72\ Xt + Z-€pt

Since éxy, épy are canonically conjugate there exist kets |exy, px, fpe, Ysi, - - - Yen),

which are simultaneous eigenvectors of the operators éxs, fixs, firs, U¢;, and which
have the property

EXf, UXEy UPEy YLy - - -5 Yin 6Al:’f =— EXfty UXFEy UPEy Yf1y - - - Yfn
o | éps [) ho— | &)

O (21)
for all |) € Hyy ® Hap. In view of Eq. (20) we then have
1 0
—ext + Az ) exe, uxe; pes Yets - - Yin | Y @ Pap) =0
Af Oex
for all [¢) € Hsy. Solving this equation we find
exe, xe, WPE Ysts - - - Yin | ¥ © Pap)
1 1
= (W—/\Q) exp {—2—,1\56?(4  (pixe, Pty Y1, - - - Yen) (22)
£

where @ is an arbitrary normalised function.
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There also exist kets |z¢, puxe, pt, Yt1, - - -, Yn), Which are simultaneous eigenvec-
tors of the operators &¢, fixs, fipf, Jr; with the property

. 0
2\ Tty UXEs UPE, Yf1, - - -5 Ytn| Pf = W7 AT, UXFs UPFy Yf1y - -+ Yfn
( | px [¥) "o = | w) (23)

for all |[¥) € Hyy @ Hap. In view of the defining relation éxy = fixr — &¢ we must
have

|zg, pxEs PE YL, - - -5 Yen) 4
— e~ X(@OUXE P YiL s Yin) lxe — g, f1Xt, 4PEs YtLs - - - 7yfn>€ (24)

where e~ iX(@tpxenprye-vin) i g phase. In view of Eqs. (21) and (23) we must
then have

AT, e, Pes Y1y - - - Yen| P |P)

L0
_ _Zha_xf (ezx(fﬂfaﬂvallfl:’fayﬁ ..... yfn)é<uxf — Tf, UXF, WPEs Yfls - - -, Yfn | \IJ>>

and

e, pxe, 1pes Y1y - - -5 Yen| D |V)

ix(xs, s SYFLse-ns ~ ~
—e X (g, X6, LPEYFL yfn)6<'uxf — Ty XLy Py YLl - - yfn| fipr — €ps |\Ij>

— X(@t Xt Pt Yi1 55 Yen)

EXF=XE—Tf

0 R
X (Mpf -HhaA—) AExe, Xt P, Ytis - - Yin | V)]
Ext

for all |¥) € Hyy ® Hap. Hence

0
ﬁa—x (¢, e, HPE, Y1, - - - Ytn) = [PE
¢

which implies
1
X (g, Xt 1PE YeLs - - -5 Yin) = 7 MPeE + Xo (Uxt, fhPEs Ys1s - - - Yin)

where yo is an arbitrary function. Using this result and Eq. (24) in Eq. (22) we
deduce, that the final state wave function can be written

ATE, XS HPE YiLs - - - Yin | Y @ Pap)

f

T .
= (W—/\%) exp|— gz (xt — ¢)” + £ppexe + iXo (Uxt, 1Ps YL - - - Yen)]
X @ (pxt, WP, Yes - - -, Yn)

In terms of the state | (ux¢, /Lpf))\f> defined in Eq. (B) this becomes

T X, P YiLs -+ Yn | ® Gap) = (@ |(pxe, ppe) s, ) P (1xe, e, Ysts - - - Yen)
f

where

(I)/ (:U‘va HPfy Yfly -y yf'n,)
= exp [iX0 (Uxt, WPE, YL, - - -+ Yen) + 55 wpefixe] P (pxe, wpe, YL, - - - Yin)

The distribution of measured values p (uxt, ppf) can be written in terms of ®':

2
p (pxe, ppe) = /dyﬂ o Yen |9 (e, 1Pt ety - - Yin)|
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Suppose, now, that the pointer positions are found to be in the region R C R2. Let
Psy be the reduced density matrix describing the state of the system immediately
afterwards. Then

. 1 2
(xs1| Psy |x2) = —/ dpxsdppedyss - . . dyen [P (xe, e, Yets - - - Yen)|
PR JRxR"

x <$Cf1 ‘(NvaMPf))\f><(MXfaMPf))\f ‘$f2>
where pg is the probability of finding (uxt, upr) € R:

PR = /Rd,qud,qup(qu,/LPf)
Hence
Psy = piy /R dpxsdpps p (pxe, wer) | (pxe, pee) 5, ) ((xe, per) y, |
On the other hand
Psy = /dMdeMPf P, (e, pwpe) | (e pe) 5, ) (ke pepe) o, |

where Py, is the anti-Husimi function, or P-function [d, 0] describing the final
state of the system. Comparing these expressions we see

p%p (pxt, popt) if (pexe, ppe) € R

P 5 =
e (1, 14Pt) {O otherwise

If R is a sufficiently small region centred on the point (uxs, ppe) the system is
approximately in the state ’(/,fo, Lpf) )\f> after the measurement:

Psy | (s MPf),\f><(/LXf, IPE) 5, ‘

4. THE INTERPRETATION OF THE HUSIMI FUNCTION

The result proved in Section g shows that there is a certain analogy between the
Husimi function and the z-space probability density function |(z | 1)|*. To see this
let us examine just what is meant by the statement, that |(z ] v)|* 62 represents
the probability of finding the position to lie in the interval (z,z + dx).

Consider a measurement of x only. For the sake of simplicity suppose that
the measuring apparatus has only one degree of freedom, corresponding to the
single pointer observable [ix (the argument which follows does not depend on this
assumption, however). Let |¢)) and |¢ap) be the initial states of the system and
apparatus respectively, and let U be the unitary evolution operator describing the
measurement interaction. Let Z; = & and jixf = Ut quU be the Heisenberg picture
operators describing the initial position of the system and final position of the
pointer respectively. Let éx; = fixt — Z; be the retrodictive error operator.

The final state wave function can be written (in the Schrodinger picture)

(2, 1x | U [t @ ap) = /dﬂf’K(:v,ux;w’) (@' [ ¥)

for some kernel K. The probability distribution describing the result of the mea-
surement then takes the form

2
p(ux) = /dw /d:v’K(x,ux;:v’) (x| ) (25)
After a certain amount of algebra one also finds
2
(¥ ® bap| & [V © dup) = / dadpix / da’ (jix — ') K (a, px o) (2’ | )| (26)
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Suppose that Az = 0. Then we see from Eq. (Z-Q‘) that K must take the form
K (z, px;a') = f (2, px) 6 (px — ')

for some function f. The unitarity of U means that f must satisfy

[z 1f @l =1
Using these results in Eq. (25) we find

p(ux) = [(ux | V)

whenever the measurement is perfectly accurate for the purposes of retrodiction.

Suppose, on the other hand, that Agz > 0. Then p (ux) will not generally co-
incide with the function |(ux | 1)|>. If Az is small compared with the de Broglie
wavelength, then we see from Eqs. (25) and (26) that p (ux) =~ |{ux | ¥)|>. Other-
wise, we do not expect the two functions even to be approximately equal.

Although one may possibly approach, one does not expect actually to achieve
the limit of perfect accuracy. It follows, that one does not expect the function
(x| )|? to describe the outcome of any practically realisable measurement of
position.

This being so what, exactly, is the significance of the function |{ux | 1)[*? In
the first place, it serves as a standard of comparison, against which the outcome of
experimentally realisable measurements can be judged: in the sense, that the better
the measurement, the more closely does the function |(ux | ¥)|° approximate the
distribution of actual results.

In the second place, we see from Eq. (25) that the outcome of a real measurement
of position depends, not only on the state of the system, via the function (z’| 1),
but also on the details of the measurement process, via the function K (z, ux;z’).
In the limit of perfect retrodictive accuracy, however, the dependence on the appa-
ratus (as represented by the kernel K) disappears, and the distribution of results
is determined solely by the state of the system (as represented by the vector [)).
[{(px | 1/1>|2 does, so to speak, represent the intrinsic distribution of position, inde-
pendent of any properties specific to the particular measuring instrument employed.
In a real measurement, by contrast, the outcome is (in a manner of speaking) con-
taminated by instrumental contributions, which one may try to reduce, but can
never entirely eliminate.

One typically regards the function |{ux | 1/)>|2 simply, and without qualification,
as the x-space probability distribution. It owes this canonical status to the two
features just mentioned. The result proved in Section :_2: shows that the Husimi
function has analogous features. It describes the outcome of those measurements
which are retrodictively optimal, or “best”. It is otherwise independent of the
details of the particular process considered. It might therefore be regarded as the
canonical probability distribution for position and momentum.

In classical mechanics one has the concept of the “actual” distribution describ-
ing an ensemble of identically prepared systems. Quantum mechanics contains no
precise analogue for this concept (unless one adopts a “hidden-variables” inter-
pretation [:_1-5]) Nevertheless, the result proved in Section gshows that there are
certain resemblances between the Husimi function and the classical distribution.
The Husimi function is clearly not the same as the classical distribution. However,
one might reasonably argue that it is the closest that quantum mechanics allows us
to get to the concept of a “real” or “objective” phase space probability distribution.
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APPENDIX. PROOF OF EQUATION (i16)

Rather than working in terms of the functions p, @, it will be convenient,
instead, to work in terms of the measures

dpp = p (uxe, ppe) dpxedpps
dpg = Qx, (uxt, pps) dpxedpps
We have from Eqs.(i4) and (15)

= /d,uQ |Z>\i

/d,up |Z)\i = <¢

where 2y, is the complex co-ordinate defined in Eq. (:_l-?j) Our strategy will be, first
to establish a bound on the rate at which these quantities grow with increasing
n, and then to use this to show that the measures u,, p1g have the same Fourier
transform.

|t) is in the subspace Fy,. It can therefore be written

l
|"/]> = Zcr |T>)\i
r=0

azal [v) (27)

for some integer [. Hence

NS

<z/1aa

Ai A

l
¢> _ Z (n+7r)! |C7‘|2 < (n+1)!

r! - !
r=0

Let u stand for either of the measures y,, pg. In view of the inequality just proved,
Eq. (27) and the fact

1
e < 5 (o 4 o )

i

we have

D(in+1+32)
"< —2———27

for every non-negative integer n. Hence

1
Z a/d,u yﬁz/\i —|—’yz§\i’n < 00
n=0

for all 3, v € C. It follows that the functions e/®* 7%l and 7% are p-
integrable. We may therefore use Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem (Reed
and Simon [14], vol. 1) to infer

N
. 1 n
/ dpp exp [B2y, +725,] = Jim (E: - / dpp (B2 +77) )
n=0
N1
- ]\}f}m (;_:Oﬁ/du"? (6‘2)\1 +72;i) >

- gl 5]

for all 8, v € C. Consequently

/dﬂp exp [i (kxpxe + kpups)] = /dMQ exp [i (kxpxt + kppps)]
for all kx, kp € R. Inverting the Fourier transforms we deduce

Hp = HQ
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