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Multi-observable Uncertainty 
Relations in Product Form of 
Variances
Hui-Hui Qin1, Shao-Ming Fei2,3 & Xianqing Li-Jost3

We investigate the product form uncertainty relations of variances for n (n ≥ 3) quantum observables. 
In particular, tight uncertainty relations satisfied by three observables has been derived, which is shown 
to be better than the ones derived from the strengthened Heisenberg and the generalized Schrödinger 
uncertainty relations, and some existing uncertainty relation for three spin-half operators. Uncertainty 
relation of arbitrary number of observables is also derived. As an example, the uncertainty relation 
satisfied by the eight Gell-Mann matrices is presented.

Uncertainty relations1 are of profound significance in quantum mechanics and also in quantum information 
theory like quantum separability criteria and entanglement detection2–4, security analysis of quantum key distri-
bution in quantum cryptography5, and nonlocality6. The Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation1,7,8 presents 
a lower bound on the product of the standard deviations of two observables, and provides a trade-off relation of 
measurement errors of these two observables for any given quantum states. Since then different types of uncer-
tainty relations have been studied. There are many ways to quantify the uncertainty of measurement outcomes. 
In refs 1,7–14 the product uncertainty relations for the standard deviations of the distributions of observables 
is studied. In refs 15–17 the uncertainty relations related to the sum of varinces or standard deviations have 
been investigated. And in refs 18–30 entropic uncertainty relations with majorization technique are explored. 
Uncertainty relations are also described in terms of the noise and disturbance31,32, and according to successive 
measurements33–36. Let ρ be a quantum state and A be a quantum mechanical observable. The variance of A 
with respect to the state ρ is defined by (Δ​A)2 =​ 〈​A2〉​ −​ 〈​A〉​2, where 〈​A〉​ =​ tr(Aρ) is the mean value of A. From 
Heisenberg and Robertson1,7, the product form uncertainty relation of two observables A and B is expressed as
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which is further improved by Schrödinger,
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where {A, B} is the anticommutator of A and B.
However, till now one has no product form uncertainty relations for more than two observables. Since there is 

no relations like Schwartz inequality for three or more objects, generally it is difficult to have a nontrivial inequal-
ity satisfied by the quantity (Δ​A)2 (Δ​B)2 …​ (Δ​C)2. In ref. 14 Kechrimparis and Weigert obtained a tight product 
form uncertainty relation for three canonical observables p̂, q̂ and r̂,
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where τ = 2
3

, q̂ and p̂ are the position and momentum respectively, and = − −ˆ ˆ ˆr p q. As τ >​ 1 the relation (3) is 
stronger than the one obtained directly from the commutation relations = = =ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆp q q r r p[ , ] [ , ] [ , ]

i
  and the 

uncertainty relation (1). Here the ‘observable’ = − −ˆ ˆ ˆr p q is not a physical quantity, neither independent in this 
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triple. In fact, besides the dual observables like position and momentum, there are also triple physical observables 
like spin, isospin (isotopic spin) related to the strong interaction in particle physics, angular momentum that their 
components are pairwise noncommutative.

Generally speaking, uncertainty relations are equalities or inequalities satisfied by functions such as polyno-
mials of the variances of a set of observables. In this paper, we investigate the product form uncertainty relations 
of multiple observables. We present a new uncertainty relation which gives better characterization of the uncer-
tainty of variances.

Results
Theorem 1 The product form uncertainty of three observables A, B, C satisfies the following relation,
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where Re{S} stands for the real part of S.
See Methods for the proof of Theorem 1.
The right hand side of (4) contains terms like 〈​BC〉​ and 〈​CA〉​. These terms can be expressed in terms of the 

usual form of commutators and anti-commutators. From the Hermitianity of observables and (〈​AB〉​)*​ =​ 〈​BA〉​, 
one has 〈 〉 = 〈 〉 + 〈 〉AB A B A B( [ , ] { , } )1

2
. By using these relations formula (4) can be reexpressed as,
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Formulae (4) or (5) give a general relation satisfied by (Δ​A)2, (Δ​B)2 and (Δ​C)2. To show the advantages of this 
uncertainty inequality, let us consider the case of three Pauli matrices A =​ σx, B =​ σy, and C =​ σz. Our Theorem 
says that
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Let the qubit state ρ to be measured be given in the Bloch representation with Bloch vector  
→=r r r r( , , )1 2 3 ,  i . e .  ρ σ= + → ⋅ →I r( )1

2
,  w h e r e  σ σ σ σ→= ( , , )x y z ,  ∑ ≤= r 1i i1
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The difference between the right and left hand side of (7) is − ∑ = r(1 )i i1
3 2 2. That is, the equality  

holds iff ∑ == r 1i i1
3 2 . Therefore, the uncertainty inequality is tight for all pure states. Usually, a lower bound  

on the product of variances implies a lower bound on the sum of variances37. Indeed in these cases the  
lower  b ound  in  (7)  a l s o  g ives  a  t i g ht  lower  b ound  of  t he  sum of  var i ances ,  s ince 
σ σ σ∆ + ∆ + ∆ =( ) ( ) ( ) 3x y z

2 2 2   σ σ σ−∑ = ≥ ∆ ∆ ∆ ≥ == r 2 3 ( ) ( ) ( ) 3 2i i x y z1
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73 3  , where 7  is the 
right hand side of (7).

In fact, from the Heisenberg and Robertson uncertainty relation, One has σ σ σ∆ ∆ ∆ ≥( ) ( ) ( )x y z
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2
x y y z z x . However, this inequality is not tight. In ref. 38 the inequality is made tight by multi-

plying a constant factor τ = 8
3 3

 on the right hand side, and the tighten uncertainty relation reads,
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Let us compare the lower bound of (7) with that of (8). The difference of these two bounds satisfies the follow-
ing inequality,
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for all r1r2r3 ∈​ [−​1, 1], where in the first inequality we have used the fact that  → = ∑ ≤=r r 1i i
2

1
3 2 . This illustrates 

that the uncertainty relation of three Pauli operators from Theorem 1 is stronger than the tighten uncertainty 
relation (8), obtained from the Heisenberg and Robertson uncertainty relation.

From the generalized Schrödinger uncertainty relation (2), one can also get an uncertainty relation for three 
observables,
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2 for X, Y =​ A, B, C, and A, B and C are the variance 
operators of A, B and C, respectively, defined by O =​ O −​ 〈​O〉​I for any operator O. Comparing directly the right 
hand side of (17) with the right hand side of (9), we obtain

∆ |〈 〉| + ∆ |〈 〉| + ∆ |〈 〉|
− 〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉 − |〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉|

≥ ∆ ∆ ∆ |〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉|
− 〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉 − |〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉|
≥ |〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉| − 〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉 ≥

Re

Re
Re

A BC B CA C AB
AB BC CA AB BC CA

A B C AB BC CA
AB BC CA AB BC CA

AB BC CA AB BC CA

( ) ( ) ( )
2 { }

3(( ) ( ) ( ) )
2 { }
2 2 { } 0, (10)

2 2 2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2 1
3

where the second inequality is obtained by (9). Hence our uncertainty relation is also stronger than the one 
obtained from the generalized Schrödinger uncertainty relation.

As an example, let us take the Bloch vector of the state ρ to be α α=
 { }r , cos , sin1

3
2
3

2
3

. Then we get 
σ σ σ∆ ∆ ∆ ≥ ≥( ) ( ) ( ) max { , }x y z

2 2 2
7 8 9   , where 7, 8  and 9  are the right hand sides of inequalities (7), (8) 

and (9), respectively, see Fig. 1.
We have presented a product form uncertainty relation for three observables. Our approach can be also used 

to derive product form uncertainty relations for multiple observables. Consider n observables =A{ }i i
n

1. Denote 
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when n −​ k is even, and
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, Ais are the variance operators of Ais.
For instance, we calculate the product form uncertainty relation for the eight Gell-Mann matrices λ ={ }n n 1

8 ,

λ λ λ λ

λ λ λ λ

=











=






− 




=





−






=












=






− 




=











=





−





=





 −







i
i

i

i
i

i

0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

,
0 0

0 0
0 0 0

,
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

,
0 0 1
0 0 0
1 0 0

,

0 0
0 0 0

0 0
,

0 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

,
0 0 1
0 0
0 0

, 1
3

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 2

,
(12)

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8

which are the standard su(3) generators39 and obey the commutation relations: λ λ λ= ∑ if[ , ] 2m n s
mns

s, where 
the structure constants fmns are completely antisymmetric, f 123 =​ 1, = = = = =f f f f f147 165 246 345 376 1

2
, 

= =f f458 678 3
2

. And each two of them are anticommute i.e. {λm, λn} =​ 0(m ≠​ n).
Let us consider a general qutrit state ρ40,

ρ λ
=
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� ��I r3
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where ∈r R8 is the Bloch vector of ρ and λ
��

 is a formal vector given by the Gell-Mann matrices. For pure qutrit 
states the Bloch vectors satisfy =

r 1, and for mixed states <
r 1. However, not all Bloch vectors with ≤

r 1 
correspond to valid qutrit states. For simplicity, we set r2 =​ r3 =​ r5 =​ r7 =​ r8 =​ 0, and r1 =​ a cos α, r4 =​ a sin α cos β, 
r6 =​ a sin α sin β, |a| ≤​ 1. In this case ρ has the form
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Then the uncertainty related to the set of observables λ ={ }n n 1
8  has the form,
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From (11) we have the lower bound of (15),

Figure 1.  Uncertainty relations satisfied by observables σx, σy and σz with state ρ parameterized by Bloch 
vector θ θ{ }cos sin, ,1

3
2
3

2
3

: solid line for (Δσx)2 (Δσy)2 (Δσz)2, dot-dashed line for lower bound in (7), 
dashed line for the lower bound in (8), dotted line for lower bound in (9).
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When =a2 1
2

, the equality (16) holds for all parameters α and β corresponding to valid qutrit density matri-
ces. This means that the lower bound (16) is tight for =a2 1

2
. For =a2 1

3
, see the Fig. 2 for the uncertainty relation 

of these observables. For explicity, we fix the parameter β such that sin 2β =​ 1, the uncertainty relation is shown 
by Fig. 3.

Conclusion
We have investigated the product form uncertainty relations of variances for n (n ≥​ 3) quantum observables. 
Tight uncertainty relations satisfied by three observables has been derived explicitly, which is shown to be better 
than the ones derived from the strengthened Heisenberg and the generalized Schrödinger uncertainty relations, 
and some existing uncertainty relation for three spin-half operators. Moreover, we also presented a product form 
uncertainty relation for arbitrary number of observables. As an example, we first time calculated the uncertainty 
relation satisfied by the eight Gell-Mann matrices. Our results have been derived from a class of semi-definite 
positive matrices. Other approaches may be also applied to get different types of product form uncertainty rela-
tions for multiple quantum observables.

Methods
Proof of Theorem 1 To prove the theorem, we first consider the case that all observables are measured in a pure 
state |ψ〉​. Let us consider a matrix M defined by
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
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where 〈​XY〉​ =​ 〈​ψ|XY|ψ〉​ for X, Y =​ A, B, C, respectively. For an arbitrary three dimensional complex vector 
= ∈x x xx ( , , )1 2 3

3, we have

Figure 2.  The uncertainty of observables λ ={ }n n
8

1 in state ρ parameterized by the Bloch vector 
α α β α βcos 0 0 sin cos 0 sin sin 0 0( , , , , , , , )1

3
 and its lower bound. The upper surface is 

λ∆ = ∏ ∆=3 ( )n n
8

1
8 2. The lower surface is ×38

16, where 16 is the lower bound (right side hand of the 
inequality (16)).
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ψ ψ

= + + + +
+ + + +

= + + + + ≥ .

† ⁎ ⁎

⁎ ⁎ ⁎ ⁎

†

M x x x x x x x
x x x x x x x x

x x x x x x

A B C AB BA
AC CA BC CB

A B C A B C

x x

( ) ( ) 0

1
2 2

2
2 2

3
2 2

1 2 1 2

1 3 1 3 2 3 2 3

1 2 3 1 2 3

Then for any given mixed state ρ with arbitrary pure state decomposition ρ ψ ψ= ∑ pi i i i , the correspond-
ing matrix M satisfies

∑ ψ ψ= + + + + ≥ .† †M p x x x x x xA B C A B Cx x ( ) ( ) 0
i

i i i1 2 3 1 2 3

Therefore M is semi-definite positive for all variance operators A, B, C and any state ρ. Hence, we have 
det(M) ≥​ 0, namely,

∆ ∆ ∆ ≥ ∆ |〈 〉| + ∆ |〈 〉| + ∆ |〈 〉|
− 〈 〉〈 〉〈 〉 .Re

A B C A BC B CA C AB
AB BC CA

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
2 { } (17)

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

By substituting the variance operator X =​ X −​ 〈​X〉​I, X =​ A, B, C, into the above inequality, we obtain the uncer-
tainty relation (4). This completes the proof.

References
1.	 Heisenberg, W. Über den anschaulichen Inhalt der quantentheoretischen Kinematik und Mechanik. Z. Phys. 43, 172 (1927).
2.	 Gühne, O. Characterizing Entanglement via Uncertainty Relations. Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 117903 (2004).
3.	 Gühne, O. & Lewenstein, M. Entropic uncertainty relations and entanglement. Phys. Rev. A 70, 022316 (2004).
4.	 Hofmann, H. F. & Takeuchi, S. Violation of local uncertainty relations as a signature of entanglement. Phys. Rev. A 68, 032103 

(2003).
5.	 Fuchs, C. A. & Peres, A. Quantum-state disturbance versus information gain: Uncertainty relations for quantum information. Phys. 

Rev. A 53, 2038 (1996).
6.	 Oppenheim, J. & Wehner, S. The Uncertainty Principle Determines the Nonlocality of Quantum Mechanics. Science 330, 1072 

(2010).
7.	 Robertson, H. P. The Uncertainty Principle. Phys. Rev. 34, 163 (1929).
8.	 Robertson, H. P. An Indeterminacy Relation for Several Observables and Its Classical Interpretation. Phys. Rev. 46, 794 (1934).
9.	 Trifonov, D. A. & Donev, S. G. Characteristic uncertainty relations. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 31, 8041–8047 (1998).

10.	 Ivan, J. S., Sabapathy, K. K., Mukunda, N. & Simon, R. Invariant theoretic approach to uncertainty relations for quantum systems. 
arXiv: 1205. 5132.

11.	 Schrödinger, E. Situngsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Physikalisch-mathematische Klasse 14, 296 (1930).
12.	 Serafini, A. Multimode Uncertainty Relations and Separability of Continuous Variable States. Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 110402 (2006).
13.	 Massar, S. & Spindel, P. Uncertainty Relation for the Discrete Fourier Transform. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 190401 (2008).
14.	 Kechrimparis, S. & Weigert, S. Heisenberg uncertainty relation for three canonical observables. Phys. Rev. A 90, 062118 (2014).
15.	 Chen, B. & Fei, S. M. Sum uncertainty relations for arbitrary N incompatible observables. Sci. Rep. 5, 14238 (2015).
16.	 Pati, A. K. & Sahu, P. K. Sum uncertainty relation in quantum theory. Phys. lett. A 367, 177–181 (2007).
17.	 Maccone, L. & Pati, A. K. Stronger Uncertainty Relations for All Incompatible Observables. Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 260401 (2014).
18.	 Deutsch, D. Uncertainty in Quantum Measurements. Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 631 (1983).
19.	 Friedland, S., Gheorghiu, V. & Gour, G. Universal Uncertainty Relations. Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 230401 (2013).
20.	 Maassen, H. & Uffink, J. B. M. Generalized entropic uncertainty relations. Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1103 (1988).
21.	 Vicente, J. I. & Sánchez-Ruiz, J. Improved bounds on entropic uncertainty relations. Phys. Rev. A. 77, 042110 (2008).
22.	 Coles, P. J. & Piani, M. Improved entropic uncertainty relations and information exclusion relations. Phys. Rev. A 89, 022112 (2014).

Figure 3.  The uncertainty of observables λ ={ }n n
8

1 in state ρ parameterized by the Bloch vector 
α α α± ±2 cos 0 0 sin 0 sin 0 0( , , , , , , , )1

6
 and its lower bound. The solid line is λ∆ = ∏ ∆=3 ( )n n

8
1

8 2. 
The dashed line is ×38

16.



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7Scientific Reports | 6:31192 | DOI: 10.1038/srep31192

23.	 Bosyk, G. M., Portesi, M., Plastino, A. & Zozor, S. Comment on “Improved bounds on entropic uncertainty relations”. Phys. Rev. A 
84, 056101 (2011).

24.	 Sánchez, J. Entropic uncertainty and certainty relations for complementary observables. Phys. Lett. A 173, 233 (1993).
25.	 Ghirardi, G., Marinatto, L. & Romano, R. An optimal entropic uncertainty relation in a two-dimensional Hilbert space. Phys. Lett. 

A 317, 32 (2003).
26.	 Bosyk, G. M., Portesi, M. & Plastino, A. Collision entropy and optimal uncertainty. Phys. Rev. A 85, 012108 (2012).
27.	 Rudnicki, Ł., Puchała, Z. & Życzkowski, Z. Strong majorization entropic uncertainty relations. Phys. Rev. A 89, 052115 (2014).
28.	 Puchała, Z., Rudnicki, Ł. & Życzkowski, K. Majorization entropic uncertainty relations. J. Phys. A: Math. Theor 46, 272002 (2013).
29.	 Rudnicki, Ł. Majorization approach to entropic uncertainty relations for coarse-grained observables. Phys. Rev. A 91, 032123 (2015).
30.	 Wehner, S. & Winter, A. Entropic uncertainty relations - a survey. New J. Phys. 12, 025009 (2010).
31.	 Ozawa, M. Uncertainty relations for noise and disturbance in generalized quantum measurements. Ann. Phys. 311, 350 (2004).
32.	 Busch, P., Lahti, P. & Werner, R. F. Proof of Heisenberg’s Error-Disturbance Relation. Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 160405 (2013).
33.	 Srinivas, M. D. Optimal entropic uncertainty relation for successive measurements in quantum information theory. J. Phys. 60, 1137 

(2003).
34.	 Distler, J. & Paban, S. Uncertainties in successive measurements. Phys. Rev. A 87, 062112 (2013).
35.	 Baek, K., Farrow, T. & Son, W. Optimized entropic uncertainty for successive projective measurements. Phys. Rev. A 89, 032108 

(2014).
36.	 Zhang, J., Zhang, Y. & Yu, C. S. Rényi entropy uncertainty relation for successive projective measurements. Quant. Inform. Processing 

14, 2239 (2015).
37.	 Huang, Y. C. Variance-based uncertainty relations. Phys. Rev. A 86, 024101 (2012).
38.	 Chen, B. et al. Experimental Demonstration of Triple Uncertainty Relations for Spins, preprint.
39.	 Weigert, S. Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff relation for special unitary groups. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 30, 8739 (1997).
40.	 Klimov, A. B., Sánchez-Soto, L. L., Guise, H. & Björk, G. Quantum phases of a qutrit. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 37, 4097–4016 (2004).

Acknowledgements
The work is supported by the NSFC under number 11275131. Qin acknowledges the fellowship support from the 
China scholarship council.

Author Contributions
H.-H.Q., S.-M.F. and X.L.-J. wrote the main manuscript text. All of the authors reviewed the manuscript.

Additional Information
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Qin, H.-H. et al. Multi-observable Uncertainty Relations in Product Form of Variances. 
Sci. Rep. 6, 31192; doi: 10.1038/srep31192 (2016).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2016

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Multi-observable Uncertainty Relations in Product Form of Variances
	Introduction
	Results
	Conclusion
	Methods
	Additional Information
	Acknowledgements
	References



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Multi-observable Uncertainty Relations in Product Form of Variances
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep31192
            
         
          
             
                Hui-Hui Qin
                Shao-Ming Fei
                Xianqing Li-Jost
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep31192
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep31192
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep31192
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep31192
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep31192
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




