arXiv:2111.14694v2 [quant-ph] 16 Jul 2022

Statistics of projective measurement on a quantum probe as a witness of noncommutativity of algebra of a probed system

Fattah Sakuldee^{1,2*} and Łukasz Cywiński^2

1*The International Centre for Theory of Quantum Technologies, University of Gdańsk, Jana Bażyńskiego 1A, Gdańsk, 80-309, Poland.

2Institute of Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences, al. Lotników 32/46, Warsaw, 02-668, Poland.

*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): fattah.sakuldee@ug.edu.pl; Contributing authors: lcyw@ifpan.edu.pl;

Abstract We consider a quantum probe P undergoing pure dephasing due to its interaction with a quantum system S. The dynamics of P is then described by a well-defined sub-algebra of operators of S, i.e. the “accessible” algebra on S from the point of view of P. We consider sequences of n measurements on P, and investigate the relationship between Kolmogorov consistency of probabilities of obtaining sequences of results with various n, and commutativity of the accessible algebra. For a finite-dimensional S we find conditions under which the Kolmogorov consistency of measurement on P, given that the state of S can be arbitrarily prepared, is equivalent to the commutativity of this algebra. These allow us to describe witnesses of nonclassicality (understood here as noncommutativity) of part of S that affects the probe. For P being a qubit, the witness is particularly simple: observation of breaking of Kolmogorov consistency of sequential measurements on a qubit coupled to S means that the accessible algebra of S is noncommutative.

Keywords: Probe-system interaction; Pure-dephasing dynamics; Kolmogorov consistency; Commutativity; Quantumness witness

1

2 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

1 Introduction

In quantum mechanics, one of the fundamental problems is to characterize the quantum and classical features of physical system of interest. One generic characteristic of the quantum system is the presence of noncommutative observables in the operator algebra of the system—the set of all operators forming a vector space [1–4]. The noncommutative structure is the basic ingredient for deriving the Heisenberg uncertainty principle [5, 6], and the violation of Bell’s inequality [7], as well as classical-quantum discord and related measures [8], all of which are used to testify the quantumness of the underlying system. In this sense, a verification procedure for noncommutativity of the operator algebra can be considered as a witness for quantumness of the system [2, 9–11].

An obvious way to probe a system S is to perform n measurements on it (assuming for simplicity that a measurement of the same observable is repeated). In general, for any given n, we say the probability P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) of obtaining a sequence of m_1, . . . , m_n results, satisfies the Kolmogorov consistency (KC) [12] if for every step j ∑ m_j P_n(m_n, . . . , m_{j+1}, m_j , m_{j−1}, . . . , m_1) = P_{n−1}(m_n, . . . , m_{j+1}, m_{j−1}, . . . , m_1). (1) It is understood that the probability defined within this context, in general, does not satisfy KC [13–15], e.g. a joint probability of n-step measurement P(m_n, . . . , m_1) defined within quantum framework will generally not satisfy the condition from Eq. (1). In addition, in Ref. [16] (and similarly in Ref. [15]) the local sequential projective measurements (possibly different measurement at different time step), intervening an evolution of open quantum system, and their statistics are considered. Eq. (1) is an important property to define many objects, e.g. transition matrices or master equations. Hence its consequences on Markovian property of stochastic process become debatable within quantum mechanical setup. These lead to two controversial topics in fundamental research related to open quantum system, namely (i) the proper interpretation of Markovian property in quantum probability theory or the role of memory in the dynamics of the open quantum system [13, 14, 17–19] and (ii) the theory of probability within the quantum context [3, 20, 21].

Recently, it has been suggested that KC can be a well-defined criterion to characterize quantumness and classicality [15, 16, 22–24, 45]. For instance, in Ref. [15], KC or Eq. (1) is employed as a definition of n−classicality for the length n quantum processes {P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1)}_{mn,...,m1} . This observation is motivated by the general observation that, without KC, there can always be nontrivial effects, e.g. interference or quantum back-action, inside the system, leading to nonclassical feature of the process. If the underlying dynamics is completely positive (CP-) divisible and invertible, KC becomes identical to

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 3

incoherent property of the dynamics—a situation when the experimenter has no ability to access the coherence during the course of the evolution. This idea is exemplified in Ref. [22] in both theoretically and experimentally on quantum random walk in optical setup, a quantum walk of a photon on artificial time lattices with attached quantum coin assigned by photon’s polarization. For the close system or the dynamical map which is CP-divisible, and for the global measurement on both walker and coin spaces, the fulfilment of KC of the sequential measurement is the absence of quantum coherence. The latter demonstration also exemplifies the implementation of sequential measurements to testify classicality and quantumness of quantum system. We remark here that employing Eq. (1) per se as the definition of the classicality may introduce a fundamental issue concerning the objectivity of this property, i.e. certifying the classicality of the underlying system behind the process requires Eq. (1) to hold for arbitrary n. Checking this is impossible in practice. We will revisit this again in Sect. 5.4.

While one can access a quantum system S of interest directly—i.e. perform a sequence of measurements after preparing it in a desired initial state—a more often encountered situation is when we can coherently control and projectively measure a smaller quantum system—a probe P —-that is interacting with a larger and not directly accessible S. For example, qubits undergoing pure dephasing due to interaction with their environment (the system of interest) can be used as probes of dynamics of S when they are subjected to appropriate unitary driving (see e.g. [25, 26] and references therein), or when subjected to a sequence of measurements [27–34].

Here we take such a probe-system setup, in which P is a qudit that undergoes dephasing during its evolution in the presence of coupling to a system S of finite dimension. We investigate the connection between the Kolmogorov consistency of probabilities of obtaining sequences of results of measurements on P and classicality (defined here as commutativity) of a sub-algebra of operators of S. An interesting feature of the P -S setup discussed here is that such a sub-algebra of operators of S, the properties of which are in principle imprinted on dynamics of P , appears in a natural way—it is picked out by the form of P -S coupling and the Hamiltonian of S. By considering such a setup we are thus asking a question “is a system S classical when it is observed from the point of view of a probe P ?”.

The two main results of the paper are the following. (1) When all the observables Ê_m on the system S induced by projectives measurement on the probe P for outcomes m, are nondegenerate, fulfilment of all the Kolmogorov consistency conditions for sequences of measurements on P , for all possible states of S, is equivalent to the accessible algebra being commutative. (2) In the often-encountered in experiments case of probe being a qubit that couples through its σ̂_z operator to the system, fulfilment of KC conditions for sequences of repeated measurements along two orthogonal axes (e.g. repeated measurement of σ̂_x and σ̂_y observables), for all states of S, is equivalent to commutativity of the accessible algebra of S. From these results we propose a

4 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

witness of quantumness of S from the point of view of P (understood as noncommutativity of the accessible algebra): breaking of KC for measurements on a qubit, or for measurements on a d-dimensional probe with d > 2 when Ê_m are nondegenerate, proves that [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ]≠0 for some i and j.

The paper is organized in the following way. Mathematical framework and terminologies for classicality, measurement protocol on a qudit undergoing pure dephasing and related topics are given in Sect. 2. We discuss there the commutativity as a notion of classicality of some region in the operator space and KC for the underlying process concerning such a region. Then, in Section 3 we demonstrate the relation between these two for our P -S model with P undergoing pure dephasing. In Sect. 4 we describe the ways in which the noncomutativity (nonclassicality) of the accessible algebra of S can be witnessed by observing the breaking of KC conditions for measurements on P . Discussion of various issues related to witnessing nonclassicality of S (e.g. creation of P -S entanglement, possibility of replacing the influence of S on P by classical noise, Leggett-Garg inequalities) is given in Sect. 5.

2 Accessible algebra and induced measurement sequences

In this section we establish a mathematical platform for our problem. The basic definitions and formalism are given in Sect. 2.1. The formulation of an open quantum dynamics and induced measurement operations on the system is introduced in Sect. 2.2. The measurement statistics for general sequential measurement is briefly given in Sect. 2.3 where the role of induced measurement is also exemplified for the qubit. Lastly, conditions for existence of a fixed point of measurement maps that we consider here, which will be used in subsequent Section, are discussed in Sect. 2.4.

2.1 Quantum systems

In this work, we consider a linear system described by a Hilbert space H of finite dimension d, H ≃ C^d [35]. We call a quantum system a doublet (A, ρ) consisting of an operator algebra A = B(H) ≃ M_d(C ) or a Banach algebra B(H) of bounded operators on such Hilbert space, equipped with a Hermitian conjugation ·^† and a norm ‖·‖, where M_d(C ) denotes a (d−square) matrix representation (matrix algebra); and ρ is a density matrix ρ > 0, tr(ρ) = 1, ρ = ρ^†. Let K denote a map on the algebra and assume that it is completely positive and trace nonincreasing. Equivalently, for a given density matrix ρ, we can represent such a map in the operator sum form K[ρ] = ∑ m K̂_mρK̂†_m, where its dual map on operator space takes the form K^†[Â] = ∑ m K̂†_mÂK̂_m derived from the Schrödinger-Heisenberg correspondence tr(ρ K^†[Â]) = tr(K[ρ]Â). Note that, in this language, the output operator for a given m, K_m[ρ] = K̂_mρK̂^†_m needs not to be a density matrix but rather an observable (a non-negative operator) counterpart of a probability associated with m in operator algebra.

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 5

The operator algebra A is said to be classical with respect to a state ρ, if tr(ρ[Â, B̂]) = 0 for all Â, B̂ ∈ A. If it is classical with respect to all possible states we say A is classical. It is clear that if the algebra A is commutative it will be classical [10], and vice versa. If A is classical (commutative), from the Gel’fand theorem [2, 35], such algebra will be isomorphic to a C^∗−algebra of continuous functions on a certain compact subset (e.g. a set of characters of the algebra), or in other words, all operators inside A can be represented by a function over a field. We can define a sub-algebra A_L from a given set of operators L = {1} ∪ {L̂_i}_i, also known as a sub-algebra A_L generated by L, by taking all possible complex linear combinations of all possible products of finite numbers of elements in the set L together with all limit points of any convergent sequences, and the set A_L will become a matrix-sub-algebra, namely A_L ⊂ A [3]. If A is classical, so is A_L for all possible L, but the converse needs not to be true. We remark here that throughout this paper the terms classical and commutative can be used interchangeably.

2.2 Pure dephasing interaction and induced measurement map

We are interested in the case when the system (S) of interest (A, ρ) is not directly accessible to us—we can only control and measure another system— the probe (P ) that is coupled to it. Such a setting arises in a natural way e.g. when we consider a qudit probe P coupled to its environment—in this situation the lack (or very limited nature) of control over the system S is basically a definition of environment. For the composite system A_P ⊗ A_S ≃ B(H_P )⊗B(H_S ) (where A_P ≃ B(H_P ) is an operator algebra of our controllable system of dimension d), we consider a unitary evolution given by

Û =^d ∑ i=1 |i⟩⟨i| ⊗ Û_i . (2)

generated by qudit pure dephasing type Hamiltonian Ĥ = ∑_d i=1 |i⟩⟨i| ⊗ Ĥ_i, i.e. Û_i = e^{−itĤi} for time duration t, where Ĥ_i = Ĥ^†_i are Hamiltonians in the system algebra A and {|i⟩⟨i|}_i is a set of orthonormal projection on H_P . Such an evolution occurs when the Hamiltonian of the composite system is given by Ĥ_P + Ĥ_S + V̂_P ⊗ V̂_S , where Ĥ_{S(P )} are the Hamiltonians of the system of interest (the qudit that is under our control), and V̂_P ⊗ V̂_S is the coupling between P and S . When Ĥ_P and V̂_P commute, their common eigenstates |i⟩ are pointer states unperturbed by interaction with the system [36], and Ĥ_i = ϵ_i + Ĥ_S + v_iV̂_S , with ϵ_i (v_i) being eigenvalues of Ĥ_P (V̂_P ).

Within this setup we define an accessible sub-algebra A_{acc} = A_L with L = {1} ∪ {Ĥ_i}^d_{i=1}. The term “accessible” is employed in the sense that the information content of the system accessible by the pure dephasing Hamiltonian Ĥ cannot exceed the algebra A_{acc}; however, this is a slight abuse of terminology, since the whole A_{acc} may not be accessed arbitrarily by the probe.

6 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

The accessible algebra is the central object defining the connection between the features of the system, and the dynamics of the probe. Since the probe is sensitive to the system only through evolution operator Eq. (2), elements of algebra of S that are beyond A_{acc} have no influence on behaviour of P. We also assume that the initial state ρ of the system is arbitrary, so the characterization of the quantum pair (A, ρ) is reduced to the study of A_{acc} solely.

Let us now consider the prepare-evolve-measure protocol on the qudit and its reduced map on the system. Given a prepared state from an orthonormal basis {|γ⟩} of the Hilbert space H_P , and a measured state from (possibly) another orthonormal basis {|m⟩} (they are posterior states of the measurement of a quantity ∑ m m |m⟩⟨m| on the probe P,) and assuming the product input state, |γ⟩⟨γ| ⊗ ρ, we arrive at an induced map on the system K̂_{m,γ} := tr_P {(|γ⟩⟨m| ⊗ 1)Û} = ∑ i γ(i)m(i)Û_i (3)

where γ(i) = ⟨γ|i⟩ , m(i) = ⟨m|i⟩ and a is a complex conjugate of a complex number a. Note that |γ⟩ or |m⟩ need not be orthogonal to each other. The operations and the effects, completely positive maps and observables corresponding to the prepare-measure index pair (γ, m), can then be written as K_{m,γ} [ρ] = K̂_{m,γ}ρK̂^†_{m,γ} = ∑ i,i^′ [γ(i)m(i)m(i^′)γ(i^′)] Û_iρÛ^†_i′ , (4) Ê_{m,γ} = ∑ i,i^′ [γ(i)m(i)m(i^′)γ(i^′)] Û^†_i′Û_i, (5)

for a given state ρ. We term the prepare-evolve-measure protocol with the condition above as that of complete projections type. For simplicity, we consider a fixed prepared state |γ⟩ ; the effects {Ê_{m,γ} }_m form then a positive operator-valued measures (POVMs) [37], where we also have ∑ m Ê_{m,γ} = 1, (6)

where we will drop the parameter γ. In other words, the maps K_{m,γ} correspond to weak measurements on the system [38].

As an example, we illustrate the above using measurements on a qubit. In such a case we write Ĥ = |↑⟩⟨↑| ⊗ Ĥ_↑ + |↓⟩⟨↓| ⊗ Ĥ_↓ and Û = |↑⟩⟨↑| ⊗ Û_↑ + |↓⟩⟨↓| ⊗ Û_↓ where |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ are eigenstates of Pauli operator σ̂_z, and our prepared state is set as |γ⟩ = |+x⟩ = (|↑⟩ + |↓⟩)/ √ 2. We set also the measurement basis {|m⟩} from the eigenstates of σ̂_x = |↑⟩⟨↓| + |↓⟩⟨↑| , denoted by |±x⟩ with eigenvalues ±1. A measurement in Y axis from the eigenstates of σ̂_y = i |↑⟩⟨↓| − i |↓⟩⟨↑| denoted by |±y⟩ with eigenvalues ±1, can also be

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 7

applicable in the same setting. In particular, we write

K̂^X_± = 1 2 (Û_↑ ± Û_↓), Ê^X_± = 1 2 ± 1 4 (Û^†_↑ Û_↓ + Û^†_↓Û_↑), (7)

for X− measurement and

K̂^Y_± = 1 2 (Û_↑ ± iÛ_↓), Ê^Y_± = 1 2 ± i 4 (Û^†_↑Û_↓ − Û^†_↓Û_↑), (8)

for Y − measurement.

2.3 Measurement statistics and induced system observable

Now we consider the sequences of measurements on the probe obtained by repeatedly applying the measurement map K_m. Given a sequence of measurement outcomes (m_n, . . . , m_1), the probability for the measurement sequence can be obtained quantum mechanically [3] as

P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) = tr [ ρ K^†_{m1} ∘ · · · ∘ K^†_{mn} [1] ] (9) = tr(ρ Q̂_n(m_n, . . . , m_1)) (10)

where Q̂_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) = R̂^†_n(m_n, . . . , m_1)R̂_n(m_n, . . . , m_1)

and R̂_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) = K̂_{mn} · · · K̂_{m1} . The operator R̂ can be interpreted as a quantum history as it is an analogue of classical history in the standard stochastic analysis [3, 22], and indeed, the probability given above follows simply from the Born rule associated with the observable Q̂_n. Let us remark that the measurement probability of single outcome in the sequence of n > 1 cannot be assigned, except when the KC is satisfied by all the P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1), e.g. one cannot construct a probability P(m_j ) for 1 ≤ j ≤ n out of the family {P(m_n, . . . , m_1)} in general.

In the above setup, the measurements are taken on the probe qudit by a sequence of one dimensional projections with respect to the set of pure states {|m_k⟩}^n_{k=1}, and they thus induce a set of weak measurements on the system operator algebra A_{acc}. Let us remark that Q̂_1(m_n) = Ê_{mn} for the step n, and for the other steps the observable is a mapping of previous history by an induced measurement operation, i.e. Q̂_k(m_k, . . . , m_1) = K^†_{mk} [Q̂_{k−1}(m_{k−1}, . . . , m_1)]. This is an example of an update of quantum history (trajectory) in the sense of Ref. [24]. Note that within this formalism there will always be time arguments implicitly present in the definitions of evolution maps K_{mk} , and here the time intervals between preparation and measurement in each step of measurement protocol are identical.

In the case of the probe being a qubit, it is natural to choose the measurements as projections along qubit’s X− or Y − axes, with measurement

8 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

axes being possibly distinct in each step. The generic form of probability induced by the qubit can be written as P_n(m^{αn}_n , . . . , m^{α1}_1 ) where the superscript α_k =X, Y denotes the axis of measurement at the time step k. We write P^{X(Y )}n (m_n, . . . , m_1) if all measurements are taken along the same axis X(Y ).

2.4 Nonselective measurement

Let us discuss now the case of a nonselective measurement [1, 38], i.e. one that is performed, but its results are ignored. This type of maps arises from the summation over intermediate outcomes in KC condition. It can be written as K = ∑ m K_m, and this map will behave no differently from an identity map upon the observable of concern Q, when KC is fulfilled. In our complete projections protocol, such a nonselective measurement map is given by

K[ρ] = d∑ i=1 |γ(i)|^2Û_iρÛ^†_i , (11)

K^†[Â] = d∑ i=1 |γ(i)|^2Û^†_i ÂÛ_i, (12)

with ∑ i |γ(i)|^2 = 1 set by prepared state. Both operations belong to the class of quantum operation called random unitary channels, which are completely positive, trace preserving, and unital maps (the maps that preserve the identity.) The spectral structure and analysis, and fixed point properties for the maps in this class were examined in detail in the literature, see e.g. [39–42]. When KC given in Eq. (1) holds, the action of such a nonselective measurement is the same as that of an identity channel. Hence it is interesting to consider operators that are invariant under K^†.

In general, it is proven that, under some assumptions, for a given quantum operation (completely positive and trace preserving map), the set of all fixed points of the operation is identical to the set of operators commuting with all the Kraus operators associated with the operation (see Refs. [43, 44] for criteria needed for the equivalence). One case where such an equivalence holds, is a unital map on finite dimension (this includes the case of a random unitary map), which the structure of our map (see, for instance, Theorem 3.6 (b) in Ref. [43]). In other words, for quantum operation Φ_G [Â] = ∑ j Ĝ_jÂĜ^†_j and the

set of its corresponding Kraus operators G = {Ĝ_j , Ĝ^†_j }_j , the set of all fixed point B(H)^{ΦG} := {Â ∈ B(H) : Φ_G [Â] = Â} is identical to the commutant G^′ := {Â ∈ B(H) : [Â, Ĝ_j ] = 0 for all j}. It can be also said that the operator Â is invariant under Φ_G if and only if it is invariant under Ĝ_j · Ĝ^†_j for all j.

For our case we have then that for any i = 1, . . . , d, an operator Â is invariant under operation K^† if and only if [Ĥ_i, Â] = 0 and ρ is a steady state of K if and only if [Ĥ_i, ρ] = 0.

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 9

3 Kolmogorov consistency and commutativity of the accessible algebra

Let us start by noting that when the accessible sub-algebra A_{acc} is commutative, the probability defined by Eq. (10) satisfies KC, Eq. (1). In order to see this, it is helpful to rewrite Eq. (10) as

P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) = tr[ρK̂^†_{m1} . . . K̂^†_{mn}K̂_{mn} . . . K̂_{m1} ] = tr[ρK̂^†_{m1} . . . Ê_{mn} . . . K̂_{m1} ] (13)

Commutativity of A_{acc} implies that [K̂_m, Ê_m′ ] = 0 for every m and m^′. Using the above form for P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) on the left-hand-side of Eq. (1) we can then commute Ê_{mn} through all the K̂^† operators, repeat this procedure with Ê_{mn−1} = K̂†_{mn−1}K̂_{mn−1} , and continue until we arrive at the form of the joint probability that hold in the commutative case:

P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) = tr[ρÊ_{mn} . . . Ê_{m1} ] . (14)

Using then Eq. (6), i.e. that {Ê_{mj} }_{mj} form POVMs for all j, we see that this P_n is equal to an appropriate P_{n−1} when summed over any m_j , i.e. Eq. (1) holds for every j.

A well-known example of a commutative (classical) system considered above is the situation when the system can be described by functions. To see this let us consider a qubit probe whose dynamics are generated by a timedependent Hamiltonian Ĥ(t) = ξ(t)σ̂_z , where ξ(t) describes the influence of the system onto the qubit^1. Here we have that

K̂_{mk} = 1 2 ( e^{−iαk} + m_ke^{iαk} ) = { cos α_k, m_k = 1, −i sin α_k, m_k = −1, where the qubit state is prepared in |+x⟩ and measured in |m_kx⟩ with m_k = ±1, α_k = ∫_{tk+1} t_k ξ(t)dt, and t_{k+1} − t_k is the duration of the evolution that

occurs between initialization at time t_k and measurement at time t_{k+1}. By commutativity of functions, it follows that

Ê_{mk} = { cos^2 α_k, m_k = 1, sin^2 α_k, m_k = −1,

and hence ∑ m_k Êmk = 1. With this at hand, via Eq. (14), one can see that

the KC can be fulfilled regardless of the time dependence of function ξ(t). This fact holds when ξ(t) is a general classical stochastic process (with no assumptions made about its correlation time or Markovian vs non-Markovian

1The Hamiltonian in this example is time dependent, however, thanks to the commutative nature of the system, the analysis is the same as the one from Eq. (2) with mutually commuting conditioned Hamiltonians.

10 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

nature), and calculation of expectation values involves an additional averaging over realizations of this process.

From the arguments above, it follows that if the probability over measurement sequence fails to satisfy KC, the underlying sub-algebra cannot be commutative. It is obviously interesting to check under which conditions KC condition implies the commutativity of the accessible algebra. To do so we consider a general case of arbitrary, either commutative or noncommutative, A_{acc} but with the probability P_n(m_n, . . . , m_1) of measurement sequences given by Eq. (10) satisfying KC condition.

3.1 Sufficient conditions for Kolmogorov consistency to imply classicality of the accessible algebra

We observe that, for arbitrary ρ, Eq. (1) with j =1 implies

K^†[Q̂_{n−1}(m_n, . . . , m_2)] = Q̂_{n−1}(m_n, . . . , m_2) (15)

for all n. This condition that is a necessary one for KC will be useful in the following analysis of sufficient conditions.

Lemma 1 Given Pn(mn, . . . , m_1), a measurement probability associated with a complete projections protocol, with identical measurement basis for every time step, KC for Pn, for arbitrary state ρ, is equivalent to [Ĥ_i, Êm] = 0, for all i and m.

Proof Assume that [Ĥ_i, Êm] = 0, for all i and m, which implies [K̂_m′ , Êm] = 0, for all m and m^′, KC follows then according to reasoning giving Eqs. (13) and (14). For the converse, it is enough to use Eq. (15) for n = 2, which reads ∑ m^′ K̂^†_{m′} Ê_mK̂_{m′} = Ê_m, (16)

for all m. From the discussion in Sect. 2.4 we know that it is equivalent to [K̂_m′ , Êm] = 0 for all m and m^′. For the consistency of the article, let us consider the

following. Define an inner product ⟨ Â, B̂ ⟩ = √ tr(Â^†B̂) and set ‖A‖^2 := ⟨ Â, Â ⟩ . By triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities, if K[Êm] = Êm we have

‖Êm‖^2 = | | | ⟨ Ê_m, K[Ê_m] ⟩ | | ⩽ d∑ i=1 |γ(i)|^2 | | | ⟨ Ê_m, U_i[Ê_m] ⟩ | | ⩽ ‖Êm‖^2. where we recall Eq. (11). Since the equality holds, then Êm and U_i[Êm] are linearly dependent, e.g. U_i[Êm] = λÊm for some positive number λ. By trace preserving property we have λ = 1 and then ∑ i Ũ^†_i Ê_mŨ_i = Ê_m, which is equivalent to

[Êm, Ũ_i] = 0 for all m and i, where Ũ_i = γ(i)Û_i form a set of Kraus operators. From this, [Ĥ_i, Êm] = 0 for all i and m follows immediately. □

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 11

Let us note that from the structure of the above proof it follows that fulfilling KC for n = 2 and j = 1 and for any ρ implies that all the consistency conditions (for any n and j are fulfilled). This strong result follows from our focus on statements that hold for an arbitrary state ρ of the system.

Let us now focus on the probability of obtaining measurement sequences in Lemma 1 and demonstrate the conditions for equivalence.

Proposition 2 For Êm that are nondegenerate for all m, the probability Pn(mn, . . . , m_1) given by complete projections protocol, with identical measurement basis for every time step, satisfies KC for arbitrary state ρ if, and only if, Aacc is commutative.

Proof As discussed, it suffices to show that KC implies commutative structure. First we remark that, in general, by Jacobi identity the conditions [Êm, Ĥ_j ] = [Êm, Ĥ_i] = 0 lead to [Êm, [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ]] = 0. Now we will show that [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ] is a zero matrix. Let

Ê_m =^d ∑ ℓ=1 e_ℓ(m)P̂_ℓ(m) be a spectral decomposition of the observable Êm for any

m. Since the Hamiltonian Ĥ_i is Hermitian, then it will share common eigenvectors with Êm, and so does Ĥ_j . From the assumption that Êm is nondegenerate, i.e. e_ℓ(m)-eigensubspace is one dimensional, then we have P̂_ℓ[Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ]P̂_{ℓ′} = [h_ℓ(i)h_ℓ(j) − h_ℓ(j)h_ℓ(i)]δ_{ℓℓ′} P̂_ℓ = 0, (17)

where we write h_ℓ(i) = tr(P̂_ℓĤ_i), h_ℓ(j) = tr(P̂_ℓĤ_j ) and δ_{ℓℓ}′ is a Kronecker symbol. This is not the case when the observable Êm is degenerate since there could be at least one eigensubspace with dimension higher than one. In such scenario, the operator Êm will behave as an identity in that subspace, while there is no strong enough constrain on the matrix elements of [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ] on this subspace, i.e. they can be nonzero (in degenerate subspace) but obey [Êm, [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ]] = 0. Hence the degeneracy of Êm is a condition for vanishing of [Ĥ_i, Ĥ_j ]. □

From the proof above, when at least one of observables Ê_m is degenerate, Eq.(17) will no longer guarantee the simultaneous diagonalizability of conditioned Hamiltonians Ĥ_i and Ĥ_j . The nondegeneracy of the induced observables is sufficient to obtain the equivalence between KC and commutativity of A_{acc}; however, it is not generally necessary—an example will be given in the following Section where we will consider the case of qubit being a probe. We mention that the role of nondegeneracy also appears in the similar study [16] on the relation between KC (as a definition of classicality) and incoherent dynamics of open quantum system (Eq. (15) in our case.)

We remark here that the nondegeneracy of Ê_m does not require Hamiltonians Ĥ_i to be nondegenerate. However, some particular configuration of energy spacings may lead to Ê_m being degenerate. For example, by the definition of

12 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

Ê_m we have its eigenvalues

e_ℓ(m) = ∑ i,i^′ [γ(i)m(i)m(i^′)γ(i^′)] e^{−it(hℓ(i)−hℓ(i′ ))} , (18)

and one can see that for arbitrary meter states |m⟩ , there can be ℓ and ℓ^′ such that e_ℓ(m) − e_ℓ′ (m) = 0 if

h_ℓ(i) − h_ℓ′ (i) = h_ℓ(i^′) − h_ℓ′ (i^′)

for all i and i^′, or the energy spacing between ℓ− and ℓ^′−levels is identical for all the conditional Hamiltonians.

3.2 Equivalence for the qubit case

In case of the probe being a qubit the accessible sub-algebra A_{acc} is generated by {1, Ĥ_↑, Ĥ_↓}, and we have

Ê^X_± = 1 2 ± 1 4 (Û^†_↑ Û_↓ + Û^†_↓Û_↑), Ê^Y_± = 1 2 ± i 4 (Û^†_↑Û_↓ − Û^†_↓Û_↑)

for X− and Y − measurements. From Lemma 1, KC for P^X_n or P^Y_n is equivalent [Ĥ_{↑(↓)}, Ê^X_± ] = 0 or [Ĥ_{↑(↓)}, Ê^Y_± ] = 0, respectively. An interesting result is obtained when we assume that both of these conditions are fulfilled simultaneously.

Proposition 3 Let P^α_n(m^α_n, . . . , m^α_1 ) be a probability of measurement sequences for the observables σ̂α for α = X, Y of the qubit undergoing pure dephasing, with repreparations in state |+x⟩ , i.e. |γ⟩ = |+x⟩ for all n. Both processes P^X_n and P^Y_n satisfy KC for arbitrary state ρ if, and only if, Aacc is commutative.

Proof If both the probabilities over sequences of repeating X and Y measurements P^X_n and P^Y_n satisfy KC condition, then from Lemma 1 we have

[Ĥ_{↑(↓)}, Ê^X_m ± iÊ^Y_m] = 0 (19)

or equivalently [Ĥ_↓, Û_↑] = [Ĥ_↓, Û^†_↑ ] = [Ĥ_↑, Û_↓] = [Ĥ_↑, Û^†_↓ ] = 0. Hence [Ĥ_↑, Ĥ_↓] = 0. □ From this observation, in principle, one can characterize the quantumness/- classicality of the accessible sub-algebra A_{acc} generated by {1, Ĥ_↑, Ĥ_↓} from the measurement statistics of observables σ̂_x and σ̂_y for all possible ρ. We stress that the proposition above does not require the nondegeneracy of the conditional Hamiltonian Ĥ_{↑(↓)}, but instead, KC needs to be verified for two types of measurements.

It is interesting to extend this derivation into higher dimensional probe system. For instance, when the dimension d is a power of prime numbers, the

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 13

operator σ̂_x can be generalized to a shift operator ĝ = ∑ m |m + 1 mod d⟩⟨m| . One interesting possibility is to consider the measurements axes from the eigenstates of ĝ, ĥ, ĝĥ, ĝĥ^2, . . . , ĝĥ^{d−1} where ĥ = diag(1, ω^1, . . . , ω^{d−1}) with ω = e^{2iπ/d}. These are so-called mutually unbiased bases of measurements [46, 47]. It is interesting whether there exists a combination similar to Eq. (19) in the qudit case for such choice of measurement bases. If so, one can achieve a clear classification of the quantumness of a given quantum system by multidimensional probe (including a multi-qubit probe) without the assumption on nondegeneracy. However we leave this issue as an open question for future research.

4 Witnessing noncommutativity of the accessible algebra of the probed system

A quantumness witness is a (operator-valued) measure on quantum system (A, ρ) characterizing whether the system is quantum or classical. It was proposed by Alicki et al. in Refs. [2, 9] in analogy to entanglement witness, and it was extensively studied by Facchi et al. in Refs. [10, 11]. In general language, in the sense of definition of classicality used here and in Ref. [2], a quantumness witness is an observable Q̂ ∈ A, for a given state ρ, that has distinct values between commutative and noncommutative A i.e. tr(ρ Q̂) ∈ R_{cl} for commutative A and tr(ρ Q̂) ∈ R_{qu} for noncommutative A where R_{cl} , R_{qu} are some distinct subsets of the real line R_{cl} , R_{qu} ⊂ R with R_{cl} ∩ R_{qu} = ∅. Ones of the examples are anti-commutations of arbitrary pair of positive operators, Q̂ = {X̂, Ŷ } for arbitrary X > 0 and Ŷ > 0, that all of them will be positive if and only if the underlying algebra A is commutative [2, Theorem 1]. Another example is associative test operator Q̂ = Â ∘ (B̂ ∘ Ĉ) − (Â ∘ B̂) ∘ Ĉ, where Â ∘ B̂ = {Â, B̂}/2, that is vanishing with respect to ρ for all triplets (Â, B̂, Ĉ) if and only if A is commutative [11]. Note that both categories of quantumness witnesses cannot confirm classicality of the system unless the test is done for all pairs of positive operators in the first case and all triplets for the second category.

From the results of the previous section it is clear that breaking of any of KC conditions, i.e. a nonzero value of the below expression for any n and j δP_{n,j} ≡ ∑ m_j Pn(mn, . . . , mj+1, mj , mj−1, . . . , m1) − P_{n−1}(m_n, . . . , m_{j+1}, m_{j−1}, . . . , m_1) (20) is a witness of noncommutativity of the algebra A_{acc} accessible by a probe (under additional assumption that the observables Ê_m are nondegenerate for all m when the probe’s Hilbert space has dimension larger than 2). The nonvanishing of quantity Eq. (20) as a signature of the quantumness is employed in several works, e.g. the Fine’s theorem for Leggett-Garg tests [48], the witness of quantum coherence [49, 50], or recently as an experimental measure for the degree of quantumness [22]. One can verify such equalities by comparing

14 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

two types of set-ups: one with n measurements and one with a subsequence of n − 1 measurements with j^{th} one from the first setup omitted.

Of course, proving that A_{acc} is commutative from the analysis of KC of measurement on the probe is hard: it requires checking the consistency conditions for all possible states ρ of the system. Let us however remind that as the proof of Lemma 1 implies that such checking has to be done only for the simplest form of KC condition that involves only P_2(m_2, m_1) and P_1(m_1).

Fortunately, the falsification of commutativity of the accessible algebra of the system is more feasible in practice. Nonzero value of δP_n for any n and ρ is a witness of noncommutativity, and one can hope that such a feature of A_{acc} becomes apparent for most states ρ and most values of n. It is however easy to see that consistency conditions corresponding to various n will differ in their sensitivity to noncommutativity of A_{acc}. Let us give one example here: when [ρ, K̂_m] = 0, or equivalently [ρ, H_i] = 0, we have P_2(m_2, m_1) = tr(ρK̂^†_{m1}Ê_{m2}K̂_{m1} ) = tr(ρ F̂_{m1}Ê_{m2} ) where ∑ m F̂_m = 1 because the measurement map considered here is unital. This means that KC for n = 2 is always fulfilled for such ρ (with a completely mixed state being an example), independent of properties of A_{acc}. On the other hand, the same reasoning applied to P_3 shows that while KC for n = 3 and j = 1 is fulfilled for both commutative and noncommutative A_{acc}, KC with j = 2 is not automatically true, and its falsification will signify the noncommutativity of A_{acc}.

5 Discussion

In this section we will discuss relations between the commutativity of the system’s algebra accessible by the probe, and other possible definitions of classicality of the system as witnessed by probe (or probes) coupled to it.

5.1 Relation to generation of probe-system entanglement during the evolution

When a probe P, initialized in a superposition of its pointer states |i⟩ from Eq. (2), interacts with the system S for a finite time, it experiences dephasing: its reduced density matrix ρ_P becomes mixed, with its off-diagonal elements being suppressed relative to their initial values. When the initial state of the system ρ is pure, this decoherence is necessarily accompanied by creation of P -S entanglement [51–53]. However, for a mixed state ρ, dephasing can occur without such entanglement [54–58]. Necessary and sufficient conditions on Û_i and ρ leading to zero P -S entanglement during dephasing of P are given in Refs. [56–58]. For P being a qubit, there is no P -S entanglement at time t if, and only if, Û_0(t)ρÛ^†_0 (t) = Û_1(t)ρÛ^†_1 (t), where 0 and 1 denote the two states of the qubit. For a higher-dimensional probe, apart from Û_iρÛ^†_i = Û_j ρÛ^†_j for any i and j, we also need [Û_i, Û_j ] = 0 for any i and j, i.e. the accessible algebra has to be commutative.

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 15

We arrive now at an interesting observation. For a qubit probe, commutativity of A_{acc} (and Kolmogorov consistency of measurements on P ) is unrelated to P -S entanglement being created (or not) during the probe’s dephasing. The algebra can be commutative, but when [ρ, Ĥ_0] ≠ [ρ, Ĥ_1], there will be P -S entanglement. On the other hand, when ρ is completely mixed, there is no such entanglement, no matter what the properties of the algebra are. In contrast, for a higher-dimensional probe, commutativity of A_{acc} is necessary for separability of the joint state of P and S during pure dephasing of the probe. Breaking of KC for such a probe implies thus that P -S entanglement is expected to be nonzero during the probe’s dephasing. Let us note that the correlation function Δ^α_{2,1} was used to detect the entangling character of qubit-system evolution in Ref. [59]. The discussion above shows that checking of KC of measurements on a higher-dimensional probe could be a more sensitive witness of entangling character of probe’s dephasing.

5.2 The system being a source of classical noise acting on the probe

Dephasing of quantum probes interacting with a quantum system (an environment) can often be modelled by replacing S by a source of classical noise, the statistical properties of which are derived from ρ, Ĥ_S , and V̂_S [26]. For such a replacement to be robust, for example to be valid even when the probe is subjected to an external control (such as dynamical decoupling [25, 26, 60] by application of short pulses rotating the qubit state between periods of its evolution due to coupling to S), certain criteria have to be fulfilled. For S being of finite dimension considered here, it has been proven [61] that [Ĥ_S , V̂_S ] = 0, which is equivalent to commutativity of A_{acc}, guarantees the existence of such noise representation. In fact, the commutativity condition corresponds to S being replaced by a static random field when considering the dephasing of P . This is obvious from the fact that after letting the P interact with S for time t, the off-diagonal elements of the reduced density matrix of P , ρ_P , become ⟨i| ρ_P (t) |j⟩ ⟨i| ρ_P (0) |j⟩ = e^{−i(ϵi−ϵj )t} ∑ n ⟨n| ρ_S (0) |n⟩ e^{−i(vi−vj )νnt} , (21)

where |n⟩ are common eigenstates of Ĥ_S and V̂_S and V̂_S |n⟩ = ν_n|n⟩. The dephasing is thus of random unitary form, with phase shift by (v_i − v_j )ν_nt applied to i-j coherence with probability p_n ≡⟨n|ρ_S (0)|n⟩.

5.3 Leggett-Garg inequality

Here we discuss the connection to one of standard methods of verification of quantumness in sequential measurement setups, namely the Leggett-Garg inequality [62, 63]. As previously discussed, the use of KC to witness the quantumness is known in literature [22, 48–50]. Here we demonstrate the similar concept for our probe-system mechanism with the example given in Ref. [29].

16 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

Prior to doing so let us introduce another type of witness derived from KC. One can also consider as witnesses various combinations of correlation functions of multiple measurements on the probe. One example is

Δ_{n,j} = ∑ m_k ( ∏ k≠j m_k ) δP_{n,j} (22)

which is a difference of two correlation functions: one obtained by performing n measurements, but discarding the result of j-th one, and evaluating the correlation of all the other results, and the other obtained by doing n − 1 measurements at the same times (with j-th one not performed) and evaluating the correlation of all the results. Obviously, Δ_{n,j} ≠ 0 for some n and j ≤ n implies breaking of KC and thus the noncommutativity of A_{acc}.

For the qubit case with induced measurements, we can have two possible types of quantities Δ^X_{n,j} and Δ^Y_{n,j} from the different axes of measurements. From Proposition 1 we know that either Δ^X_{n,j} or Δ^Y_{n,j} is nonvanishing for some n and j ≤ n if and only if A_{acc} is noncommutative.

For witnessing the noncommutativity, given that α = X, Y , with two measurements we can construct

Δ^α_{2,1} = ⟨σ_α(t_2)⟩_{t1} − ⟨σ_α(t_2 − t_1)⟩ (23)

where ⟨σ_α(t_2)⟩_{t1} = ∑ m_2,m_1 m2P α 2 (m_2, m_1) is an average of observable σ̂_α at time t_2 after preparation, given that a nonselective measurement (followed by re-preparation) is done at time t_1 after the initial preparation, while ⟨σ_α(t_2 − t_1)⟩ = ∑ m_2 m2P α 1 (m_2) is an average of observable σ̂_x with respect to the same initial state at time t_2 − t_1 after preparation. However, since this witness relies on δP_2 ≠ 0, it will not detect noncommutativity if [ρ, Ĥ_{↑(↓)}] = 0. This can be avoided by considering a sequence of three measurements, and evaluating the quantities of the form

Δ^α_{3,2} = ⟨σ_α(t_3)σ_α(t_1)⟩_{t2} − ⟨σ_α(t_3 − t_2)σ_α(t_1)⟩ = ∑ m_3,m_1

m_3m_1δP^α_{3,2} (24)

where ⟨σ_α(t_3)σ_α(t_1)⟩_{t2} = ∑ m_3 ,m_2,m_1

m_3m_1P^α_3 (m_3, m_2, m_1)

is a correlation of measurements of observable σ̂_α between first and third steps given a nonselective measurement (followed by re-preparation) at time t_2; and

⟨σ_α(t_3 − t_2)σ_α(t_1)⟩ = ∑ m_3,m_1

m_3m_1P^α_2 (m_3, m_1)

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 17

is a correlation of measurements with respect to the same initial state between time t_1 and t_3 − t_2. We demonstrate in the following that the Leggett-Garg inequality can be derived from the this type of witness.

Kolmogorov consistency of probabilities of obtaining various results of sequential projective measurements on the probe, can also be interpreted as a property of probability of sequential weak measurements on the system coupled to the probe, if one considers the induced map K_m a weak measurement on the system. From this perspective, since KC is an important ingredient in the derivation of the Leggett-Garg-type (LG-type) inequalities [15, 62], we can expect the connection between the noncommutativity witnesses Δ^α_{2,1} or Δ^α_{3,2} and the LG-type inequalities. This is the case of the experiment in Ref. [29] where the quantifier Δ^X_{2,1} can be computed from the measurement values assigned to be m = 0, 1 for the outcomes |−x⟩ and |+x⟩ , denoted by + and −, respectively, and assuming post-selection without re-preparation at the second step. In particular,

Δ^X_{2,1} = P_2(+, +) − P_1(+) + P_2(−, −). (25)

Let us note that using notation from Ref. [29], P_2(+, +) = g_3(t_2, t_1) and P_1(+) = g_2(t_2 + t_1) where t_2 is a time duration between the second and first measurements, t_1 is the evolution time before the first measurement for the construction of g_3; and t_2 + t_1 is the evolution time before the first measurement in g_2. In this sense, the vanishing of Δ^X_2 = 0, together with P_2(−, −) ≥ 0, is then identical to LG-type inequality in Ref. [29] as

P_2(+, +) ≤ P_1(+).

This exemplifes that our type of quantumness witness can be the construction elements of LG-type inequality, or equivalently the testing for LG-type inequality is simply a testing for KC of the underlying process as suggested in Ref. [15], and by our equivalence it is also (partially) a test for commutativity of accessible sub-algebra A_{acc}.

In order to obtain a LG-type inequality two conditions are required: (MR) macro-realism or the system (in particular the system S in our case) having at least two predetermined distinguishable states, and (NIM) the measurement being noninvasive, i.e. the states before and after measurement has to be identical. Hence violation of LG-type inequality will falsify either (MR) or (NIM), and to further falsify MR one needs to clarify that the measurement is noninvasive. Another interpretation is that (MR) and (NIM) are inclusive, i.e. both conditions cannot be false together. For the detail on this issue we encourage interested readers to consult Ref. [63] and references therein. In our case, from microscopic point of view, it is clear that our induced map K_m is invasive (there can be a back-action in quantum case), so our argument on LG-type inequality is valid only the case when the conditions (MR) and (NIM) are inclusive. The interrogation in Ref. [29] is noninvasive, as it is of an ideal negative measurement type, i.e. it leaves the state unchanged for at least one

18 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

measurement outcome [62, 63], and violation of LG-type inequality will lead to falsification of macro-realism without assumption on inclusion.

However, at the level of measurement statistics, it can be claimed that KC per se is a statistical version of noninvasiveness condition, i.e. the intermediate measurement does not change the statistics of the later measurements [64]. In particular, for the probability defined in Eq. (9), KC can be interpreted as so-called no-signaling-in-time condition in the level of quantum operation, the condition which the probability of a measurement is independent of the preceding measurement. Within this concept the violation of KC or its corresponding LG-type inequality will simply imply a violation of macro-realism. In addition, it has been proven recently that KC or no-signalling-in-time is equivalent to nondisturbance property of the intermediate measurement, defined when the observable associated with the latter measurement observable is invariant under nonselective measurements at all possible intermediate time steps [65].

5.4 Objectivity of classicality of system

It should be clear that the commutativity of A_{acc} does not guarantee that the whole algebra A of the system is commutative, however, but if A_{acc} is noncommutative, so is A. This observation leads to a problem concerning objectivity of the classicality (understood here as commutativity of its algebra) of the system. If we assume that A is noncommutative, and there are two experimenters, agent a and agent b, accessing such a system through different probes, leading to two distinct sub-algebras A^a_{cc} and A^b_{acc}, they maybe arrive at different conclusions about A. For example, agent a may find that A^a_{cc} is commutative (in principle, assuming that KC can be tested for all the system states ρ), but the agent b may find it noncommutative. In fact, the definition the commutativity of A is objective but if A_{acc} ≠ A the conclusion about classicality from the experiment data, in general, cannot be applicable beyond A_{acc} and the classicality of A cannot be detectable even if KC for all ρ is established. When one agent makes a positive statement on commutativity, it should be understood as implying that the influence of the system on this agent’s probe is “classical” in the sense used in this paper. For the quantumness, on the contrary, if A_{acc} fails to be commutative, the whole algebra A is noncommutative.

The classicality (in the inter-subjective sense) of the system can be inferred from the consensus of observations on classicality from all possible observers equipped with different A_{acc}, e.g. A is classical if all possible A_{acc} are classical. Let us note the fact of existence of a classical sub-algebra A_{min} ⊂ A, called minimal sub-algebra [2], which characterizes the classicality of the whole algebra A. If one could access this sub-algebra, the commutatvitiy tests thereon would also prove the classicality of the whole system A. However to confirm whether the accessible sub-algebra is minimal is an open problem, since there are still no established criteria to distinguish the minimal sub-algebra from the others [2].

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 19

As an concrete example of a situation in which two agents interrogate the same system, let us consider a model inspired by physics of nitrogenvacancy (NV) centre spin qubits in diamond [66, 67] coupled to a system of nuclear spins. Under approximation that these spins are noninteracting—which holds up to a timescale given by inverse of typical dipolar coupling, and many experiments are done in this regime—the full algebra of the nuclear system is generated by all the I^k_j spin−1/2 operators of^{13}C nuclei, with j = x, y, z and k = 1 . . . N labelling the nuclei. The Hamiltonian of the qubit probe (the NV enter) and the nuclear system is

Ĥ = ΩŜ_z ⊗ I + 1 ⊗ ω^N ∑ k=1 Î^k_z +^N ∑ k=1 ∑ j=x,y,z Ŝ_z ⊗ A^j_kÎ^k_j , (26)

where Ω is the qubit splitting, ω is the Zeeman splitting of the nuclei that is proportional to external magnetic field, and A^j_k are the components of the hyperfine coupling between k-th nucleus and the qubit.

After taking into account that the NV centre spin qubit is typically based on energy levels of spin-1 electronic complex with S_z = 0 and 1, we have the conditional Hamiltonians Ĥ_0 = ω ∑ k Î k_z and Ĥ_1 = ∑_k(ωÎ k_z + ∑_j A^j_kÎ^j_j ), and in general these two do not commute. One situation in which the accessible algebra is commutative is when ω = 0, i.e. at zero magnetic field. The other case is that of very large magnetic field, for which ω ≫A^{x,y}_k , and these “transverse” hyperfine couplings have vanishing influence on the dynamics of the whole system. After approximating the Hamiltonian by its form with these couplings absent, we have [Ĥ_0, Ĥ_1]=0. Two agents, one working at zero magnetic field, while the other is using a very large field, will then agree that the nuclear system, interrogated by making preparations and measurements on the probe qubit, is commutative, and the statistics of measurements on the qubit is classical—as we have shown by direct calculation of P_n in [68]. Agents probing the system at finite but not very large magnetic fields will disagree in general, as the above-described nuclear system at finite magnetic field is not classical.

6 Conclusion and outlook

Let us summarize the main results of the paper. We have considered a quantum probe P that undergoes pure dephasing due to its interaction with a finitedimensional quantum system S. Dynamics of P is then described by a welldefined sub-algebra of operators of S, i.e. the “accessible” algebra on S from the point of view of P. We have considered sequences of n measurements on P that induce POVMs described by effects Ê_m on S, and investigated the relationship between Kolmogorov consistency of probabilities of obtaining these sequences that is assumed to hold for an arbitrary initial state ρ of S, and commutativity of the accessible algebra. We have shown that when Ê_m are all nondegenerate, the Kolmogorov consistency and commutativity are

20 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

equivalent. Furthermore, when P is a qubit, Kolmogorov consistency for two sets of measurement sequences, corresponding to projections on eigenstates of σ̂_x and σ̂_y operators of the qubit, is equivalent to the commutativity of the accessible algebra. Observation of breaking of any of the consistency conditions in these cases can thus serve as a witness of noncommutativity of that algebra.

Let us remark on several possible generalization from our results. One natural way is to consider infinite-dimensional systems. In fact, for countably infinite systems (i.e. infinite dimension with discrete structure), our observations can still be applied. It is a challenge to extend the description to system with continuous variables. Another interesting and highly nontrivial case is when the arbitrariness of the initial state ρ is relaxed. In this scenario the problem becomes more complicated from both fundamental and practical points of view. For example, the Kolmogorov consistency cannot be transcribed onto a property of the measurement map, and the weaker definition of classicality connected with the initial state should be considered. If we also let the measurement maps be different at different times, it will lead to a nontrivial interplay between the initial state together with the pre-measurement history, the measurement maps, and the observables concerning future outcomes. We plan to investigate all these issues in future work, where we will study the connection between Kolmogorov consistency and several types of the commutativity of quantum systems.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Piotr Szańkowski for critical reading and valuable suggestions. Fruitful discussions with Simon Milz, Philip Taranto, and Dariusz Chruściński are appreciated. We acknowledge support by the Foundation for Polish Science (IRAP project, ICTQT, contract no. 2018/MAB/5, co-financed by EU within Smart Growth Operational Programme). Initial work on this topic was supported by funds from Polish National Science Center, Grant No. 2015/19/B/ST3/03152.

References

[1] vonNeumann, J.: Mathematical Foundations of Quantum Mechanics Princeton University Press, USA (1955)

[2] Alicki, R., Piani, M., Ryn, N.V.: Quantumness witnesses. J. Phys. Mathemat. Theor. 41(49), 495303 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/41/49/495303

[3] Fröhlich, J., Schubnel, B.: Quantum Probability Theory and the Foundations of Quantum Mechanics (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2015), pp. 131–193. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-46422-9 7

[4] Aremua, I., Baloïtcha, E., Hounkonnou, M.N., Sodoga, K.: On Hilbert- Schmidt operator formulation of noncommutative quantum mechanics (Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2018), pp. 61–118. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97175-9 3

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 21

[5] Griffiths, D.J.: Introduction to quantum mechanics, vol. 2 (Prentice Hall New Jersey, 1995)

[6] Sakurai, J.J., Tuan, S.F.: Modern Quantum Mechanics (Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1994)

[7] Bell, J.S., et al.: On the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox. Physics 1(3), 195–200 (1964)

[8] Modi, K., Brodutch, A., Cable, H., Paterek, T., Vedral, V.:

The classical-quantum boundary for correlations: Discord and related measures. Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1655–1707 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1655

[9] Alicki, R., Ryn, N.V.: A simple test of quantumness for a single system. J. Phys. Mathemat. Theor. 41(6), 062001 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/41/6/062001

[10] Facchi, P., Pascazio, S., Vedral, V., Yuasa, K.: Quantumness and entanglement witnesses. J. Phys. Mathemat. Theor. 45(10), 105302 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/45/10/105302

[11] Facchi, P., Ferro, L., Marmo, G., Pascazio, S.: Defining quantumness via the Jordan product. J. Phys. Mathemat. Theor. 47(3), 035301 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/47/3/035301

[12] Feller, W.: An Introduction to Probability Theory and its Applications, vol. 2 (John Wiley & Sons, 2008)

[13] Breuer, H.P., Laine, E.M., Piilo, J., Vacchini, B.: Colloquium: Non- Markovian dynamics in open quantum systems. Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 021002 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.021002.

[14] Shrapnel, S., Costa, F., Milburn, G.: Updating the Born rule. New J.

Phys. 20(5), 053010 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aabe12

[15] Milz, S., Egloff, D., Taranto, P., Theurer, T., Plenio, M.B., Smirne, A., Huelga, S.F.: When is a non-Markovian quantum process classical? Phys. Rev. X 10, 041049 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.041049

[16] Strasberg, P., Díaz, M.G.: Classical quantum stochastic processes. Phys. Rev. A 100, 022120 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.022120.

[17] Taranto, P., Pollock, F.A., Milz, S., Tomamichel, M., Modi, K.:

Quantum Markov order. Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 140401 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140401

22 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

[18] Taranto, P., Milz, S., Pollock, F.A., Modi, K.: Structure of quantum stochastic processes with finite Markov order. Phys. Rev. A 99, 042108 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.042108

[19] Pollock, F.A., Rodríguez-Rosario, C., Frauenheim, T., Paternostro, M., Modi, K.: Non-Markovian quantum processes: Complete framework and efficient characterization. Phys. Rev. A 97, 012127 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.012127

[20] Accardi, L. : Topics in quantum probability. Phys. Rep. 77(3), 169 – 192 (1981). https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(81)90070-3

[21] Accardi, L., Frigerio, A., Lewis, J.T.: Quantum stochastic processes. Publ. Res. Inst. Mathemat. Sci. 18(1), 97–133 (1982). https://doi.org/10.2977/prims/1195184017

[22] Smirne, A., Nitsche, T., Egloff, D., Barkhofen, S., De, S., Dhand, I., Silberhorn, C., Huelga, S.F., Plenio, M.B.: Experimental control of the degree of non-classicality via quantum coherence. Quantum Sci. Technol. 5(4), 04LT01 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/aba039

[23] Milz, S., Sakuldee, F., Pollock, F.A., Modi, K.: Kolmogorov extension theorem for (quantum) causal modelling and general probabilistic theories. Quantum 4, 255 (2020). https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-04-20-255

[24] Sakuldee, F., Milz, S., Pollock, F.A., Modi, K.: Non-Markovian quantum control as coherent stochastic trajectories. J. Phys. Mathemat. Theor. 51(41), 414014 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aabb1e

[25] Degen, C.L., Reinhard, F., Cappellaro, P.: Quantum sensing. Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 035002 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.035002

[26] Szańkowski, P., Ramon, G., Krzywda, J., Kwiatkowski, D., Cywiński, Ł.: Environmental noise spectroscopy with qubits subjected to dynamical decoupling. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 29(33), 333001 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-648X/aa7648

[27] Facchi, P., Lidar, D.A., Pascazio, S.: Unification of dynamical decoupling and the quantum Zeno effect. Phys. Rev. A 69, 032314 (2004). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.032314

[28] Fink, T., Bluhm, H.: Noise spectroscopy using correlations of single-shot qubit readout. Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 010403 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.010403

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 23

[29] Bechtold, A., Li, F., Müller, K., Simmet, T., Ardelt, P.L., Finley, J.J., Sinitsyn, N.A.: Quantum effects in higher-order correlators of a quantum-dot spin qubit. Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 027402 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.027402

[30] Zwick, A., Álvarez, G.A., Kurizki, G.: Maximizing information on the environment by dynamically controlled qubit probes. Phys. Rev. Appl. 5, 014007 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.5.014007

[31] Sakuldee, F., Cywiński, Ł.: Spectroscopy of classical environmental noise with a qubit subjected to projective measurements. Phys. Rev. A 101, 012314 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.012314

[32] Sakuldee, F., Cywiński, Ł.: Relationship between subjecting the qubit to dynamical decoupling and to a sequence of projective measurements. Phys. Rev. A 101, 042329 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.042329.

[33] Do, H., Lovecchio, C., Mastroserio, I., Fabbri, N., Cataliotti, F.S., Gherardini, S., Müller, M.M., Pozza, N.D., Caruso, F.: Experimental proof of quantum Zeno-assisted noise sensing. New J. Phys. 21, 113056 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab5740

[34] Müller, M.M., Gherardini, S., Pozza, N.D., Caruso, F.: Noise sensing via stochastic quantum Zeno. Phys. Lett. A 384, 126244 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2020.126244

[35] Thirring, W.: The Mathematical Formulation of Quantum Mechanics (Springer Vienna, 1981), pp. 9–83. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7091-7523-1 2

[36] Żurek, W.H.: Decoherence, einselection, and the quantum origins of the classical 75, 715 (2003). https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.75.715

[37] Nielsen, M., Chuang, I., : Quantum Computation and Quantum Information Cambridge university press, (2010)

[38] Wiseman, H.M., Milburn, G.J.: Quantum Measurement and Control (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2009). https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813948

[39] Białończyk, M., Jamiołkowski, A., Życzkowski, K., Application of Shemesh theorem to quantum channels. J. Mathemat. Phys. 59(10), 102204 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5027616

[40] Mendl, C.B., Wolf, M.M.: Unital quantum channels – convex structure and revivals of Birkhoff’s theorem. Commun. Mathemat. Phys. 289(3),

24 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

1057–1086 (2009). https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-009-0824-2

[41] Życzkowski, K., Kus, M.: Random unitary matrices. J.

Phys. Mathemat. General 27(12), 4235–4245 (1994). https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/27/12/028

[42] Audenaert, K.M.R., Scheel, S.: On random unitary channels. New J. Phys.

10(2), 023011 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/10/2/023011

[43] Arias, A., Gheondea, A., Gudder, S.: Fixed points of quantum operations. J. Mathemat. Phys. 43(12), 5872–5881 (2002). https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1519669

[44] Heinosaari, T., Wolf, M.M.: Nondisturbing quantum measurements. J. Mathemat. Phys. 51(9), 092201 (2010). https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3480658

[45] Sakuldee, F., Taranto, P., Milz, S.: Connecting commutativity and classicality for multi-time quantum processes. arXiv:2204.11698 (2022). URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.11698

[46] Bandyopadhyay, S., Boykin, P., Roychowdhury, V., Vatan, F.:a new proof for the existence of mutually unbiased bases. Algorithmica 34(4), 512–528 (2002). https://doi.org/10.1007/s00453-002-0980-7

[47] Bengtsson, I.: Three ways to look at mutually unbiased bases. AIP Conf.

Proc. 889(1), 40–51 (2007). https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2713445

[48] Halliwell, J.J., Mawby, C.: Fine’s theorem for Leggett-Garg tests with an arbitrary number of measurement times. Phys. Rev. A 100, 042103 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.042103.

[49] Li, C.M., Lambert, N., Chen, Y.N., Chen, G.Y., Nori, F.: Witnessing quantum coherence: from solid-state to biological systems. Scientific Reports 2(1) (2012). https://doi.org/10.1038/srep00885.

[50] Schild, G., Emary, C.: Maximum violations of the quantumwitness equality. Phys. Rev. A 92, 032101 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.032101.

[51] Kübler, O., Zeh, H.D.: Dynamics of quantum correlations. Ann. Phys.

76, 405 (1973). https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(73)90040-7

[52] Żurek, W.H.: Decoherence, einselection, and the quantum origins of the classical. Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 715 (2003). https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.75.715

Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness 25

[53] Schlosshauer, M.: Decoherence and the Quantum-to-Classical Transition (Springer, Berlin/Heidelberg, 2007)

[54] Eisert, J., Plenio, M.B.: Quantum and classical correlations in quantum Brownian motion. Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 137902 (2002). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.137902

[55] Pernice, A., Strunz, W.T.: Decoherence and the nature of systemenvironment correlations. Phys. Rev. A 84, 062121 (2011). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.062121

[56] Roszak, K., Cywiński, Ł.: Characterization and measurement of qubitenvironment-entanglement generation during pure dephasing. Phys. Rev. A 92, 032310 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.032310

[57] Roszak, K.: Criteria for system-environment entanglement generation for systems of any size in pure-dephasing evolutions. Phys. Rev. A 98, 052344 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.052344

[58] Roszak, K., Cywiński, Ł.: Equivalence of qubit-environment entanglement and discord generation via pure dephasing interactions and the resulting consequences. Phys. Rev. A 97, 012306 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.012306

[59] Rzepkowski, B., Roszak, K.: A scheme for direct detection of qubit–environment entanglement generated during qubit pure dephasing. Quantum Info. Process. 20, 1 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11128-020-02935-8.

[60] Viola, L., Lloyd, S.: Dynamical suppression of decoherence in two-state quantum systems. Phys. Rev. A 58(4), 2733 (1998). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.58.2733

[61] Szańkowski, P., Cywiński, Ł.: Noise representations of open system dynamics. Sci. Rep. 10, 22189 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-78079-7

[62] Leggett, A.J., Garg, A.: Quantum mechanics versus macroscopic realism:

Is the flux there when nobody looks? Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 857–860 (1985). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.54.857

[63] Emary, C., Lambert, N., Nori, F.: Leggett–Garg inequalities. Rep. Progress in Phys. 77(3), 039501 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/3/039501

[64] Kofler, J., Brukner, Č.: Condition for macroscopic realism beyond the Leggett-Garg inequalities. Phys. Rev. A 87, 052,115 (2013).

26 Statistics of projective measurement as a noncommutativity witness

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.87.052115

[65] Uola, R., Vitagliano, G., Budroni, C.: Leggett-Garg macrorealism and the quantum nondisturbance conditions. Phys. Rev. A 100, 042117 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.042117

[66] Dobrovitski, V.V., Fuchs, G.D., Falk, A.L., Santori, C., Awschalom, D.D.: Quantum control over single spins in diamond. Ann. Rev. Cond. Mat. Phys. 4, 23 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-030212-184238

[67] Rondin, L., Tetienne, J.P., Hingant, T., Roch, J.F., Maletinsky, P., Jacques, V.: Magnetometry with nitrogen-vacancy defects in diamond. Rep. Prog. Phys. 77, 056503 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/77/5/056503

[68] Sakuldee, F., Cywiński, Ł.: Characterization of a quasistatic environment with a qubit. Phys. Rev. A 99, 062113 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.062113