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We investigate the information distribution among different entities in the weak measurements
protocol. Focusing on multilevel, decaying systems under continuous (no-click) monitoring, we
derive exact, conservation-type information relations that hold for each outcome in the record.
Analogous relations hold when an explicit reversal is applied, with the reversal success probability
entering the relation. We extend the framework to finite-count outcomes (arbitrary photon numbers)
obtaining quantitative trade-offs that link information change in the weak measurement process to
the entities to which the information is distributed. These results provide a unified, outcome-resolved
account of information flow in monitored open quantum dynamics and provide insight into a deeper
understanding of open-system dynamics and its control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Measurement is central to all scientific methodologies,
enabling hypothesis testing and theory validation, and
knowledge growth. In quantum mechanics as well, mea-
surement enables us to gain information about a system,
but it is intrinsically more subtle as gaining information
perturbs the system state. This information—disturbance
trade-off is at the heart of the theory and is crucial in
applications of quantum theory in quantum information
science, from secure communication to quantum sens-
ing [IH3]. In a projective (von Neumann) measurement
[4], the post-measurement state is an eigenstate of the
measured observable, leading to the maximal knowledge
gain at the cost of an irreversible loss of coherence. By
contrast, weak measurements extract only partial infor-
mation and induce proportionally smaller disturbance;
by avoiding full collapse, they can still preserve coher-
ence and, in some settings, allow (partial) recovery of
the initial state [5HIO]. In a broader setting, within the
POVM framework, a more general class of measurements
beyond the von Neumann measurement can be performed
where the measurement strength can be tuned |11} 12]. In
the weak measurement setting, even null outcomes, with
the absence of a registered click in the detector, carry
information [I3HI5].

An important observation about weak measurements is
that such a measurement can also be caused by system-
environment interactions, leading to an unwanted loss
of quantum coherence [16H18]. To be more specific, un-
controlled coupling to the environment damages super-
position and entanglement, eliminating the non-classical
features of quantum systems. Considering the deleterious
effect of decoherence as an important obstacle for scal-
able quantum computing and for performance of quantum
technologies, a significant attention was paid for charac-
terizing, quantifying, and mitigating coherence loss across
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diverse platforms [19, 20]. Within the resource-theoretic
perspective [21], multiple measures of coherence have been
introduced and analyzed, providing operational bench-
marks for experiments [22], 23]. In parallel, techniques
such as quantum error correction [19], reservoir engi-
neering [24], dynamical decoupling, and decoherence-free
subspaces [25] aim to preserve and manipulate coherence
in realistic settings. Progress on these fronts is essential
for turning proof-of-principle demonstrations into reliable
quantum technologies.

Numerous studies have focused on understanding how
information gain, disturbance, and the chance of revers-
ing a weak measurement are quantitatively linked. No-
click monitoring of decaying systems yields conditional
evolution with mutual information that increases over
time, while the success probability of recovery decreases
[26]. Relations connecting fidelity, mutual information, re-
versibility, and information gain have been considered for
general quantum measurements [27H30]. Complementary
analyses use entropic, fidelity-based, and coherence-based
tools to obtain relations across measurement strengths
[27]. Further developments clarify the role of null out-
comes, specify conditions for reversibility and recovery,
and introduce relations for information flow in open dy-
namics [3TH36]. However, despite substantial progress,
a complete quantitative account of information flow un-
der weak measurements, especially in multilevel decaying
systems, is not well understood.

In this paper, we address this by deriving conservation-
type information relations that hold for each outcome in
the measurement record. In particular, we demonstrate
how the change in the system’s information content is dis-
tributed as contributions from null-result (no-click) infor-
mation and the decay channel’s informatics content. We
then extend the framework to weak-measurement reversal,
explicitly incorporating the information carried by the
reversal success probability and show how a conservation-
type information relation holds. The analysis is further
generalized to finite-count outcomes, where the detector
registers an arbitrary number of photons, resulting in a
generalized conservation relation in the system. Together,
these results provide a unified account of information flow
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in monitored open quantum dynamics and provide insight
into a deeper understanding of open-system dynamics and
its control.

II. INFORMATIONAL CONSERVATION
ANALYSIS

A. Single Qubit Setting

To illustrate our information-theoretic analysis, we be-
gin with the simplest case: a single qubit. For concrete-
ness, we model it as a superposition of the vacuum and
one-photon Fock states in a cavity, and we characterize
the resulting information flow. Equivalently, one may
view the qubit as a two-level atom coupled to a cavity
mode and track its dynamics under the weak measure-
ment. The state of a qubit inside of a cavity is expressed
as

[¢) = col0) + 1 [1). (1)

For the weak measurement setting, a detector is placed
outside the cavity to monitor photons leaking out of the
cavity. For the case of a superposition of Fock states
inside a cavity, the corresponding measurement operator,
referred to as the photon-detection measurement operator
[37], is expressed as
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Here, a is the annihilation operator and n the number
operator. For the qubit case, a null detection occurs when
the detector does not register a click within a given time
interval. The corresponding null-result operator (k = 0)
is then

MO = e—'ytﬁ. (3)

Therefore, after a weak measurement with null result, the
field state evolves to

Mo 1)

i MIMo [9)

In the particular case of a qubit, the state takes the form

[¢) = (4)
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where + is the decay rate and t the evolution time. Note
that if one considers a two-level atom inside a cavity,
where |0) and |1) correspond to the logical encoding of
the ground and excited states, the resultant state of the
system after the weak measurement still takes the same
form as above.

Therefore, the probability of finding the system in the
ground state |0) is p(xg) = |co|?. Also, the probability

that the detector registers a null result (does not click)
during a time interval ¢ is

pyo) = (| MgMy [9)) = [eof* + ea] e (6)

The probability of attaining state |0) given that the
detector registered no click (dark detection) is thus

_ |co|?
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(7)

p(zolyo)

Similarly, for the detection of |1), we have p(x1) = |c|?
and the posterior is

|Cl |2672'yt

p(ﬂ?1|y0) = |CO|2 ¥+ |Cl|2€_2’yt. (8)

Now, for the event a, with the outcome probability
p(an), the information content associated with the event is
I(ay) = —logy p(ay,) [38] . This quantifies the information
gained upon the observation of the event a,,.

Therefore, considering the single-qubit case, the quan-

tity I(xo) = —logs p(xo) is the information content of ob-
taining outcome |0) from the initial preparation. Likewise,
I(zo | yo) = —logy p(xo | yo) is the information content

of obtaining |0) conditioned on the weak-measurement
outcome ¥y (dark detection).

We define the pointwise information gain as the differ-
ence between the prior information and the conditional
information for the null outcome as

Al(zolyo) = I(z0) — I(zolyo), 9)
Al(z1lyo) = I(z1) — I(z1]yo). (10)

Thus, the information variations are respectively given by
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Al(zolyo) = log, o (11)

AI(I1|y0) = 1Og2 |CO|2 (12)

It is evident that, for a null result, AI(xo|yo) > 0 and
AI(z1)yo) < 0. This, in fact, has an operational meaning:
The positivity of AI(zg|yo) indicates that the null-result
outcome increases the plausibility of the state to be in xg
relative to its prior. In other words, it provides evidence
for |0). Conversely, the negative value indicates that the
null-result outcome lowers the plausibility of |1}, providing
evidence against it. The magnitude |AT(x,|yo)| quantifies
the strength of this evidence in bits.

In the small-time limit where e=27" & 1 — 24t is valid,
we attain

29t ¢ |?

Al(wolyo) ~ 2

(13)
Therefore, the evidence in favor of xy improves linearly
with ¢ and with the initial excited-state probability |c;|?.
This is expected, due to the fact that a null detection is



less likely when the qubit most likely is in the excited
state |1), since it tends to emit with a higher probability.
So observing the null result provides stronger evidence
(contains more information) for the ground state |0) when
the initial excited-state probability |c;|? is larger. Thus,
the instantaneous information rate at t = 0 is

d 27 |eq |?
—AI =
dt (olyo) t=0 In2

bits/s. (14)
When |c;1]? — 0 the null detection does not provide infor-
mation about |0), whereas |c1|?> — 1 the information rate
approaches its maximum 27/ 1n 2.

Similarly, for the small time limits with e =27 ~ 1 —2~t,
we have

—29t e

Al(w1|yo) ~ 2

(15)

Now, we consider the relations between different infor-
mation contents. First, comparing Eq. @ and , we
arrive at a relation linking the information gain from a
null result to the information content of the no-click event
as

I(yo) = Al(zo|yo), (16)

Also, following a similar description and identifying
p(decay) = e~ 27, we arrive at

Al(z1]yo) = 1(yo) — I(decay), (17)

where, I(decay) = —log p(decay).

We note that, in contrast to the ground-state case,
the information content for the excited state involves the
decay process. Hence, the information gain consists of
two distinct contributions: one associated with the null
result and the other with the decay dynamics.

B. Multi-Level System Setting

We now extend the analysis developed above to an
n-level system. In this setting, a general quantum state
in the Fock basis can be written as

N
W}> = Z Cn |?’L> ) (18)
n=0

subject to the same null-result measurement operator
defined in Eq. . After a weak measurement, the
general initial state evolves according to Eq. as

N
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n=0

where 7 is the decay rate, ¢ is the evolution time, and N is
the normalization factor associated with a null detection.

The corresponding null-detection probability at time ¢ for
a multi-level system is

N
p(yo) = (W M{Mo ) = D leal?e™"". (20)

n=0

Analogous to the qubit case, the prior probability of
the system being in the state |n) is p(z,) = |¢,|*. The
probability of attaining state |n) given that the detector
registered no click (dark detection) is thus
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For the null-result, the information gain can be defined

P(znlyo) = (21)

Al(zalyo) = I(wn) — I(2nlyo)- (22)

This is the pointwise information gain (in bits) about
the system being in x, provided by observing the null
outcome yg.

With these elements, we find the information gain for-
mula as

Al(znlyo) = I(yo) — nI(decay). (23)

In particular, for n = 0 and n = 1, this equation reduces
to Eq. and Eq. , respectively. Therefore, these
equations are valid independently of NV in the multi-level

system in Eq. (18).
Moreover, Eq. (23) can be equivalently written as

I(yo) = AI(zyn|yo) + n I(decay), (24)

Thus, equation expresses a conservation—type balance
for the information carried by the null outcome yy. The
information I(yo) is decomposed into a pointwise informa-
tion flow AT(x, | yo), which may be positive or negative,
and a strictly nonnegative loss term n I(decay). In this
description, the left—hand side is independent of n, while
the right—hand side depends on n explicitly. Therefore,
the combination AI(x, | yo) + n I(decay) is independent
of n (i.e., conserved).

C. Average Information Gain in Multi-Level
Systems

We now extend the analysis by evaluating the average
information gained from a null result, averaged over the
distribution of conditional probabilities p(x,|yg). We
define the average information gain as

(Al(zn|yo)) = Zp(xnkl/o) Al(znlyo)- (25)

It is illuminating to express AI(x,|yo) explicitly as



Averaging over the posterior probability p(z,|yo) yields

(AI(xnlyo)) = zn:p(q;nwo) log, lm_

This is just the relative entropy between the initial and
the final distribution, and hence, we have

(Af(xn|y0)> = D(p(xnkUO) H p(mn)) (26)

From the positivity of the relative entropy, we can imme-
diately conclude that (AI(zy|ye)) > 0.

By substituting this into Eq. , and defining
the averaged photon number after a null detection as

(n) = >, np(xnlyo) = (—1/27)0: Inp(yo), we find the
conservation-type relation as

I(yo) = D(p(znlyo) || p(zn)) + (n) I(decay).  (27)

Thus, we arrive at a compact relation, showing that
the information associated with a null result of the weak
measurement is conserved such that it is distributed as
the relative entropy of the prior and posterior states and
the decay information.

Fig. [I] shows the averaged conservation-type expression
for a three-level system (qutrit), considering different sets
of initial coeflicients for each state.

As illustrated in Fig. the information content
of the null result, I(yo), increases monotonically un-
til it saturates at a limiting value. This limit corre-
sponds to the information content of the initial state,
i.e., —logyp(xo), where p(xg) is the prior probability
of the ground state. The contribution associated with
(n)I(decay) grows monotonically up to a maximum which
occurs at t = (1/2v)[(n)/Var(n)], where Var(n) is the
variance of (n). Beyond this point, it decreases mono-
tonically and eventually vanishes, where no further decay
information can be extracted.
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FIG. 1. Information-theoretic quantities as functions of

2~t for four different prior distributions for the state |¢) =
¢0]0) 4+ ¢1]1) + ¢2]2). Each panel corresponds to different
priors: a) p(zn) = [1/3, 1/3, 1/3], b) p(z») = [0.2, 0.4, 0.4], ¢)
p(zn) = [0.5, 0.3, 0.2], and d) p(z,) = [0.2, 0.2, 0.6].

Equation immediately yields the bounds

0 < D(p(zalyo) || p(xn)) < I(yo), (28)

with the upper limit reached for ¢ = 0.

Physically, this means that the information gain from
the dark count can never exceed the information content
of relative entropy, quantifying the distinguishability be-
tween the initial and the final distributions. In other
words, no-click events contain information and this infor-
mation cannot exceed the distinguishability of the prior
and posterior states quantified by the relative entropy.

D. Reversal Probability and Information Balance

It is now natural to ask what role a possible reversal
plays in a weak measurement protocol and if there is any
conservation-type information relation which takes into
account the information content of the reversal protocol.
To this end, we follow the approach of Sun et al. [I5]
to characterize the reversibility by defining the reversal
success probability as

[p(decay)]

p(yo) (29)

p(rev) =
This expression gives the probability of restoring the
system to its initial state after a null result in a weak mea-
surement. This relation can be recast into an information-
theoretic form as

I(yo) = N I(decay) — I(rev). (30)

This expression can be regarded as a conservation-type
information relation for the probabilistic reversal process.



Now, combining this relation with Eq. , we have

N AI(xy|yo) +nl(rev)

(o) = e

Although this form appears to depend explicitly on n
and N, its value is in fact constant for any level n. This
is due to the fact that I(yp) is independent of the state
index n. This provides a conservation-type expression:
for each level n, the combination of the information gain
AI(z,|yo) and the reversal cost I(rev) reconstructs the
information associated with the null result. It therefore
provides a different perspective on how the information
content associated with null results can be distributed
between gain and reversal.

Since from Eq. (24)), one has I(yo) = Al(xo|yo), we
can express Eq. (30) as

N I(decay) = I(rev) + AI(zo|yo)- (32)
When we apply the same substitution into Eq. , we
find
N-—n n
Al(xy|yo) = N Al(xolyo) — i I(rev). (33)

We can also rewrite Eq. , for t > 0, in the form

n Al(xolyo) — Al(zn|yo)
N~ I(rev) + Al(zolyo) (34)

A key aspect is that it connects the ratio of information
quantities to the ratio of the excitation level n relative to
the maximum level N.

As a next step, we evaluate Eq. at n = 1 and
combine it with Eq. , which gives

I(rev) = (N — 1) AI(zo|yo) — N AI(z1]yo)- (35)

This relation shows how the information relevant to the
reversal process after a null result is distributed. Notably,
only the information gain from the ground state and from
the first excited state, together with the system size IV,
appears in the expression. Thus, even for systems with
many higher levels, the reversal cost can be determined
entirely from the contributions of the lowest two levels
and the dimensionality of the state.

From Egs. and we find that
Al(zn|yo) = n Al(z1lyo) — (n — 1) Al(zolyo).  (36)

Thus, the information gain at level n can be written as a
linear combination of the contributions from the ground
state and the first excited state. In other words, the
informational structure of higher levels is fully determined
by the two lowest levels.

Now, we average the information gain in Eq. , sim-
ilar to our earlier discussion. Hence, using the definitions

in Eq. , we obtain

N — (n)

~ Al(xolyo) — % I(rev). (37)

(Al(znlyo)) =

or equivalently,

N

I(yo) = WD(p(xnlyo) | p(zn)) +

(n)
N N— ) I(rev).
(38)
Thus, a convex combination of the relative entropy
and the reversal information I(rev), gives the dark-count
information. Note that one can alternatively rearrange
this equation to express I(rev) in terms of the relative

entropy and I(yo).

E. Information Gain in k-Click Events

Next, we investigate how information is distributed for
the setting where k-click events are allowed. Do the main
relations in the null result case still hold their conservation-
type structure? Therefore, we generalize the discussion
to the case of an arbitrary outcome k, corresponding to
k-click events in the detector, following [I5]. In this case,
the probability of obtaining k-clicks during the weak mea-
surement is computed using the measurement operator

in Eq. as p(yg) = (V| M,IMk [1)), resulting in

N n
s =3 (1) - @)

n=0

Also, the conditional probability of observing k-clicks
given that the system was initially in |n) is p(yx|z,) =
(n| M My, |n). Hence

p(ys|n) = <Z) (1— 672“/15)]@ e—2v(n—k)t (40)

From Bayes’ theorem p(z,,|yr) = p(zn) p(yi|zn)/p(yr)
we obtain

D) = WA= T e 2
nl|Yk) — .
Zg:o (M)(1 — e=27t)k e=29(m=h)t |¢,, |2
(41)
From this expression, the generalized unaveraged infor-
mation gain for k-click events takes the form

I(yk) = Al (zn |yx)
+ (n — k) I(decay) (42)
+ k I(no decay) — I(W),

where p(no decay) = 1 —e 2" W = (}) and I(W) =
logy, W. It is clear that Eq. generalizes the previous
result of Eq. , recovering the results for K = 0. In par-
ticular, it contains the information associated with decay,
its counterpart from the no-decay event, the contribution
from detecting k-clicks, and an additional term that can be
interpreted as the information cost of indistinguishability
in the detection process. This conservation-type informa-
tion relation therefore clarifies how the total information
is distributed among different information elements.



To complete the generalized analysis, as in Eq. , we
average Eq. over the posterior distribution p(x,|yx),
which yields

I(yr) = D(p(znlyk) | p(2n))
+ ({n) — k) I(decay) (43)
+ k I(no decay) — (I(W)).

where we define

(IW)) = > I(W) p(aalys),
(n) =" np(@nly)-

(44a)
(44b)

Hence, we arrive at a compact formula that encapsulates
the information balance during a weak measurement with
k-clicks. To illustrate this structure, Fig. [2]shows the four
branches of information as functions of 2vt, for a four-
level system with a uniform initial probability distribution,
plotted for the cases kK = 0,1, 2, 3.
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FIG. 2. Informatics elements in Eq. as functions of the
rescaled time 2+t for the state |¢)) = co |0)+c1 |1)+c2 |2)+c3 |3).
Each panel corresponds to the uniform prior distribution p =
[1/4, 1/4, 1/4, 1/4]. The four panels correspond to detection
outcomes (a) k=0, (b) k=1, (c) k=2, and (d) k = 3.

In all panels, for large ¢, the information from the k-
click outcome and the relative entropy are bounded by the
prior’s total information (2 bits), in agreement with the
conservation-type relations. For the null-result case (k =
0, panel (a)), these two quantities increase monotonically
from zero, reflecting the initially maximal probability of
a null detection, and then saturate. This behavior arises
because the decay process drives the system toward the
ground state. By contrast, the information associated
with the decay process displays a transient peak and then
vanishes as the posterior distribution concentrates on |0},
as discussed earlier.

For single- and two-click outcomes [panels (b) and ()],
both the information from the k-click outcome in the

detector and the no-decay process start at very large val-
ues. This is because the probability of a detection event
is initially minimal, making the no-decay contribution
dominant at short times. As time evolves, both quanti-
ties decrease monotonically: the no-decay contribution
eventually vanishes, while the information gain first dips
and then approaches the same saturation value as in the
null-result case (2 bits). By contrast, the information as-
sociated with the decay process exhibits a peak, similar to
the null-result case, and then decays to zero along with the
no-decay term. The contribution from the distinguisha-
bility factor, (I(W)) reflects that a single- or two-click
detection event does not perfectly distinguish among the
underlying photon-number states that could have pro-
duced them, thereby reducing the effective information
content. In this sense, (I(W)) represents a correction that
accounts for the limited distinguishability of the detection
outcome. The relative entropy D(p(xy|yx) || p(zn)) grows
monotonically as the posterior departs from the prior
for the null result case, while it decreases first and then
increases in the case k =1, 2.

For three-click outcomes (k = 3, panel (d)), the qual-
itative behavior is similar, but the relative entropy is
constant. In this case, however, the distinguishability
correction (I(W)) =0 on the support (n = 3), since
W = (g) = 1; the outcome, three clicks, fully specifies
the photon number within the considered support, so no
additional loss from this term occurs.

These trends follow directly from the structure of Eq.
. At short times, p(yy) is small for & > 1, so both the
total information 7(yx) and the no-decay contribution are
large. At long times, the decay-related term approaches
zero and sets I(y;) ~ —log, pr. For the uniform prior
considered here, this asymptotic value equals 2 bits. A
clear distinction arises between the null result and the
click outcomes, such that in the null-result case (k = 0),
I(yy) starts from zero and increases monotonically to its
saturation value, whereas for k£ > 1 click events the gain
always begins at a very large value and then decreases
toward the same asymptotic limit.

III. CONCLUSION

We examined the way information in weak-
measurement protocols is distributed among the
measurement record, the system and the decay channel,
and analyzed how this distribution is related to the
success probability of weak-measurement reversal. For
multilevel, decaying systems under continuous monitoring
with dark detection, we derived an exact conservation
relation for information. An analogous balance holds
when an explicit reversal is applied, with the reversal
success probability entering the relation. We further
generalized the framework to finite-count detection
(arbitrary photon numbers), obtaining quantitative
trade-offs that link information content to various
entities involved in the system. These results provide a



unified framework of information flow in monitored open
quantum dynamics and sharpen principles for analyzing
and controlling weak measurements and their reversals in
realistic noisy settings.

The framework invites several extensions such as un-

derstanding the information distribution and information
flow in Markovian and non-Markovian baths and struc-
tured environments, continuous-variable and Gaussian
measurements, measurement-based feedback and adap-
tive strategies, etc.
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