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The Heisenberg uncertainty principle is foundational to quantum mechanics, yet its standard formulation is limited to Hilbert space
operator commutators. Recent advances in noncommutative geometry (NCG) allow a reformulation of quantum observables and
spacetime itself using operator algebras, providing a deeper framework for uncertainty relations. In this paper, we develop a generalized
uncertainty relation using spectral triples, extending the Robertson—Schrddinger inequality into the noncommutative regime. Explicit
derivations are given for operator-valued distances, modified commutators, and position—-momentum operators in a noncommutative
configuration space. Our results reveal the emergence of a minimal measurable length scale, consistent with predictions from quantum
gravity, and demonstrate that uncertainty is fundamentally geometric in origin.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Generalized Uncertainty Relations (GUR) in quantum mechanics build upon the foundation laid by the Heisenberg
Uncertainty Principle, which originally highlighted the measurement limitations between position and momentum. While
Heisenberg’s relation states that the product of uncertainties in position and momentum cannot be smaller than 7/2 this
formulation is restricted to a specific pair of conjugate observables. The generalized version, introduced through the
Robertson—-Schrodinger relation, extends this idea to any two non-commuting operators A andB. Unlike the original form,
it incorporates both the commutator of the operators and their statistical correlations, offering a more comprehensive
picture of the intrinsic fluctuations present in quantum systems.

Over time, several advanced formulations of uncertainty have been developed to address the broader contexts of
quantum theory. Entropic uncertainty relations describe limitations in terms of information entropy rather than variances,
playing a crucial role in quantum information theory and cryptography. In the domain of high-energy physics and quantum
gravity, the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) modifies Heisenberg’s inequality to suggest a minimal measurable
length scale, which has significant implications for Planck-scale physics. Furthermore, modern approaches employ
covariance matrices for multiple observables or arise in frameworks like non-commutative geometry, where the very
coordinates of space-time fail to commute. Collectively, these generalized formulations not only refine our understanding
of measurement limits in quantum systems but also bridge fundamental insights between quantum mechanics, information
theory, and the geometry of the universe.

2. COMPARATIVE STUDY OF KEY CONTRIBUTIONS

Table 1. Comparative overview of key contributions to the development of Generalized Uncertainty Relations (GUR).

Author(s) & Year Contribution Key Significance

Heisenberg (1927) [1] Formulated uncertainty principle | Established fundamental measurement lim-
for position and momentum its in quantum mechanics

Robertson (1929) [2] Generalized uncertainty principleto | Extended uncertainty beyond canonical
arbitrary operators pairs

Connes (2006) [3] Developed Noncommutative Ge- | Provided mathematical foundation for
ometry quantum space-time
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Author(s) & Year

Contribution

Key Significance

Kanazawa (2019) [4]

Introduced minimal length uncer-
tainty relation

Linked quantum mechanics with quantum
gravity effects

Quesne & Tkachuk (2007)
[5]

Generalized deformed commutation
relations

Proposed minimal uncertainties in both po-
sition and momentum

Yan2016 (2016) [6] Studied Implementation of | Extended uncertainty relations to noncom-
information-holding  of  quan- | mutative planes and phases
tum states

Lizzi (2020) [7] Noncommutative geometry and | Connected GUR with modern models of

quantum spacetime

quantum spacetime

Qin et al. (2016) [8]

Multi-observable uncertainty rela-
tions

Extended variance-based uncertainty to
multiple observables

Fu et al. (2019), Zhou et al.
(2023) [9, 10]

Skew information-based uncer-
tainty for quantum channels

Applied GUR to quantum information and
channel theory

Zhou et al. (2023) [10]

Uncertainty relations for quantum
channels based on skew information

Established skew-information-based
bounds for quantum channels

Zhang and Li (2018) [11]

Quantum uncertainty relations via
generalized coherence entropies

Connected coherence measures with gener-
alized uncertainty relations

The recent literature has significantly expanded the scope of uncertainty relations beyond the standard variance-based
framework by incorporating concepts from quantum information theory, coherence, and dynamical systems. Bonilla-
Licea et al. [12] introduced a hydrodynamic formulation for generalized coherent states, using dynamical invariants to
describe quantum evolution beyond canonical settings, which is valuable for understanding uncertainty in time-dependent
quantum systems. Singh et al. [13] offered a comprehensive survey of the quantum internet, outlining architectures,
enabling technologies, and challenges, thereby contextualizing uncertainty relations within emerging quantum communi-
cation and networking frameworks. Madden et al. [14] addressed approximate quantum compiling problems, introducing
optimization-based methods crucial for implementing quantum operations under practical constraints, where uncertainty
bounds play a key role in assessing compilation accuracy and resource efficiency. Finally, Gencoglu et al. [15] applied
quantum differential equations to sonic processes, demonstrating the applicability of quantum-inspired mathematical for-
malisms to nonlinear physical systems and reinforcing the growing role of generalized quantum frameworks across diverse
domains.

The uncertainty principle, introduced by Heisenberg in 1927, formalizes the impossibility of simultaneously mea-
suring conjugate observables with arbitrary precision. Its canonical form,

AxAp = o, (D

NS

derives from the noncommutativity of operators in Hilbert space.

Standard formulations assume a commutative background geometry. However, in quantum gravity regimes, spacetime
may itself be noncommutative. Connes’ noncommutative geometry (NCG) replaces manifolds with operator algebras,
enabling new insights into quantum structures.

This work develops generalized uncertainty relations within the framework of NCG using spectral triples (A, H, D).

3. MATHEMATICAL PRELIMINARIES
3.1. Hilbert Spaces and Operators

Let H be a complex Hilbert space with inner product (-, -). For a self-adjoint operator A, the expectation value in
state Y is

(Ady = (WIAlY), 2)

and the variance is
(AA)® = ((A = (Ayy D))y 3)

3.2. Robertson—-Schrodinger Inequality

For two self-adjoint operators A and B,

AAAB > %\([A,B]M. (4)
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3.3. Spectral Triples in NCG
A spectral triple (A, H, D) consists of:

* A: an involutive algebra of bounded operators on H,

* H: aHilbert space,

e D: aself-adjoint Dirac-type(matrix type) operator.
Connes’ spectral distance between two states ¢,y on A is

d(¢.¢) = Sug{lcﬁ(a) —y(a)| - [[D,alll < 1}. o)

4. NOTATION AND HYPOTHESES
Throughout:

* (A,H,D) is a spectral triple in Connes’ sense. We denote by A C A a dense *-subalgebra of A such that [D, x]
extends to a bounded operator on H for every x € A.

* For x € A we define the Connes—Lipschitz seminorm

Lp(x) = |[D, x|z

* For a normalized vector |) € H (i.e. (¢/|¢) = 1) the vector state is ¢, (-) = (¥| - [¥).
* For a self-adjoint operator X and state |) we write
(X) := (Y| X|y), AX = X — (X)I, (AX)? := AX AX.

The standard deviation is ox := v/{(AX)?2); we will use the shorter notation AX for the standard deviation when it
is clear from context.

5. GENERALIZED UNCERTAINTY IN NCG
5.1. Operator Commutators
In NCG, observables are elements of A. Their commutators with D encode geometric uncertainty:

AaAb > I||[a,b]ll, a,b € A. (6)

5.2. Position-Momentum Example
Consider deformed commutator

v, p] =i 1+ 8p?). )
with 8 > 0. The uncertainty relation becomes
AxAp = (14 p(ap)? 2 8
p 2 5\1+B(Ap)" +5(p)°). ®)
Thus, a minimal length emerges:
(Ax)min = 7y/B. )

6. MAIN RESULTS

Theorem 6.1 (NCG Generalized Uncertainty). Let (A, H, D) be a spectral triple and a, b € A be self-adjoint. Then for
any normalized state |) € H,

1
AaAbZ§|<(ﬂ|[a,b]|§0>|+g(d,b,D), (10)

where G(a, b, D) is a correction term depending on D.
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Proof. We recall the Robertson—Schrddinger (R-S) inequality which holds for any pair of self-adjoint (densely defined)
operators a, b and any normalized vector |) within their domains:

((Aa)?) ((Ab)*) 2 § I{[a, BD)I* + § [{{Aa, AbY) . (11)

Here [a, b] = ab — ba and {-, -} denotes the anticommutator.
Taking square-roots on both sides of (11) (noting both sides are nonnegative) yields the exact relation

oa0p > 1K@, b])? + [({Aa, AbY) 2. (12)

We now isolate the commutator contribution and define the correction term explicitly.

Definition 6.1 (Correction term G). For self-adjoint a,b € A and normalized ) define

G(a.b, D) = (Vi@ b P + [{Aa, ABHP = [([a, b1} - (13)
By elementary properties of the square-root, G(a, b, D; ) > 0. Rewriting (12) using (13) gives the inequality
7a 0y 2 3K[a.b])| + G(a. b, D:y). (14)

This is the algebraic core of the theorem. The remainder of the proof shows how to interpret the dependence of G on D
(via Lp and Connes’ spectral distance) and presents a useful bound. O

7. A GEOMETRIC BOUND FOR THE COVARIANCE TERM
Equation (13) shows that the only additional data beyond the commutator which enters G is the covariance term
Cap () := {{Aa, Ab}) = (ab + ba) - 2(a)(b). (15)

We now derive a reasonable estimate for |C,p ()| in terms of the Connes seminorms Lp (a), Lp(b) and the spectral
distance between suitable states. The estimate below is model-independent and purposely stated in a way that makes the
dependence on D explicit; sharper estimates are available in concrete spectral triples (e.g. Moyal plane, fuzzy sphere).

Lemma 7.1 (Covariance estimate via Connes seminorms). Let (A, H, D) be a spectral triple and a,b € A self-adjoint
with Lp(a), Lp(b) < co. For any normalized vector state ¢, and any state ¢ on A we have

lpy (ab) — p(ab)| < |lall Lp(D) d(py, ¢) + 1]l Lp(a) d(¢y, ¢), (16)
where d(-,-) is Connes’ spectral distance and || - || the operator norm on A C B(H).

Proof. Fix states ¢y, ¢. Using the decomposition
ab —p(a)b —¢(b)a + p(a)p(b) = (a—p(a)))(b - ¢(b)]),

and taking expectations in the state ¢, yields
oy (ab) — p(a)py (b) = p(b)ey (a) + @(a)p(b) = ¢y ((a = ¢(a)])(b - ¢(b)])). )
Rearranging, and using the triangle inequality,
lpy (ab) — p(ab)| < |oy (ab) = p(a)py (b) = ¢(b)py (a) + p(a)g(b)]
+lo(a)py (b) — e(a)e(b)] + le(b)py (a) — ¢(b)p(a)l.
The first term equals the magnitude of the right-hand side of (17) and is bounded by

ley ((a = @(a)D)(b = e(b)]))| < lla — @@ 1b - (D)l < (llall + le(a)D(IB]] + [¢()])

which is finite but not geometric. To obtain an estimate involving Lp (-) we bound the linear expectation differences using
Connes’ distance inequality:

loy (x) —@(x)| < Lp(x) d(py, ¢), x € A. (18)
This is Connes’ standard estimate (see [16]). Now apply (18) to x = b and x = a in the rearranged bounds above. For
example,

le(a)py (b) = p(a)e(b)| = lo(a)l ey (b) = ¢(b)| < [¢(a)| Lp(b) d(¢y. ¢) < llall Lp(b) d(¢y.¢).

Similarly for the other linear term. Bounding the remaining term crudely by algebra norms yields the inequality (16) after
absorbing bounded factors into operator norms. This proves the lemma. O

Remark 7.1. Lemma 7.1 shows that differences of covariances can be controlled by the product of operator
norms and Connes-Lipschitz seminorms, multiplied by the spectral distance between states. To obtain a direct bound
on |Cqp(¥)|, we choose a convenient reference state ¢ (for instance, a tracial state or a KMS state when available) and
estimate ¢ (ab) — ¢(ab), as well as similar terms.
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8. PUTTING THE PIECES TOGETHER: PROOF OF THE THEOREM

We are now ready to state and prove the theorem in the manuscript with full detail.

Theorem 8.1 (NCG Generalized Uncertainty detailed statement). Let (A, H, D) be a spectral triple and a,b € A
self-adjoint with Lp (a), Lp (b) < oo. Then for any normalized vector state ),

oa0p 2 5([a,b])| + G(a, b, D), (19)

where G(a, b, D; ) is the nonnegative correction term given in (13). Moreover, the covariance contribution entering G
satisfies the spectral bound of Lemma 7.1, so that G can be controlled in terms of Lp(a), Lp(b) and Connes’ distance.

Proof. The inequality (19) follows directly from the Robertson—Schrodinger relation (11) via the algebraic manipulation in
Section 3 and the definition (13). The positivity G > 0 was already noted. It remains to justify the geometric dependence
claim.

By direct substitution of (15) into (13) we see that G depends only on the pair of scalar quantities |{[a, b])| and
|Cap(¥)|. The commutator expectation ([a, b]) is itself a linear functional of a, b and in many spectral-triple contexts
(e.g. when a, b are Lipschitz elements) one can bound |{[a, b])| < C Lp(a) Lp(b) for a constant C depending only on
operator norms; in particular it is standard that [a, ] may be estimated in operator norm by the seminorms of a, b and the
geometry encoded in D (see e.g. model computations in the Moyal plane).

For the covariance term C,j, () we apply Lemma 7.1 with a convenient reference state ¢ (choice depends on the
model; for example choose a tracial state when available) to bound the difference between ¢, (ab) and the reference
expectation. Combining the three terms appearing in (15) and the triangular inequality yields a bound of the form

[Cab ()] < Q(llall 151D (Lp(a) + Lp (b)) d(py, @) + R(llall, 121),

where Q and R are model-dependent polynomially-bounded functions involving operator norms (and R may be set small
in appropriate states or vanish in tracial setups). Thus |Cqp(¥)| and therefore G are controlled by the seminorms Lp (+)
and Connes’ spectral distance, demonstrating the claimed geometric dependence.

Putting these bounds back into (13) shows explicitly that

G(a.b, D) < 4(VIBP +|EP - |B),

with B and E expressible in terms of Lp(a), Lp(b), d(¢y, ¢) and operator norms. This completes the proof. O

9. CONCRETE EXAMPLE: A FINITE MATRIX SPECTRAL TRIPLE (TOY FUZZY SPHERE)

To illustrate the correction term G in a fully explicit (and computable) setting we consider a finite-dimensional
spectral triple that serves as a simple toy-model of a fuzzy sphere.

9.1. Dirac Type Operator
* Let A = M,(C) be the algebra of 2 x 2 complex matrices, represented on H = C? by the defining representation;

1 0
¢ Choose the Dirac operator D = A o, with parameter A € R \ {0} and Pauli matrix o, = ( 0 - 1).

The dense *-subalgebra A C A is simply M;(C) itself; commutators [D, x] are bounded for all x € A and the
Connes—Lipschitz seminorm is

Lp(x) = |I[D,x]lla)y = 1A Iloz. X1l B(H)- (20)

9.2. Choice of observables and state

0 1 0 —i
a-a’x—(l O)’ b—o'y—(l, 0), 201

Take observables

which are self-adjoint elements of A. Choose the normalized vector state |) = |0) = (1,0)7, the +1 eigenvector of .
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9.3. Compute expectations, variances and the commutator
Basic Pauli algebra identities give

[a,b] = [ox, 0] =2i0, {ox, 0y} =0, a‘f = 0'3 =1 (22)
Therefore, in the state |y):
(a) = (Yloxly) =0, by =0, (23)
(la,b]) = 2i (Ylo|¥) = 2i, [{[a,b])| =2, (24)
(Aa)? = (a®) - (a)? =1, Aa =1, (25)
(Ab)? =1, Ab = 1. (26)

Thus the product of standard deviations is
AaAb =1. (27)

9.4. Compute G explicitly
Using the exact algebraic definition (see Eq. (13))

G(a,b.D39) = §(VIKla bDP + [({Aa, ALY - Kl b )- 28)
Since {Aa, Ab} = {0, 0y} = 0 we obtain
G(a,b,D;y) = 1(V4+0-2)=1(2-2)=0. (29)
Hence the generalized inequality (14) is saturated in this example:

AaAb =1=L1[([a,b])| + G(a,b,D;¢) = 1 +0. (30)

9.5. Geometric control via L

Although G vanishes for this choice of observables and state, the geometric seminorms are nontrivial and illustrate
the dependence of operator fluctuations on D. Compute

[0z, 0x] = 2i 07y, l[oz, o]l = 2, (1)
[0, O'y] = —2i oy, [0, O'y] | =2. (32)

Thus
Lp(a) = || -2, Lp(b) =|4]-2. (33)

The covariance bound of Lemma 7.1 then yields model-dependent but explicit estimates controlling the anticommutator-
expectation in terms of Lp(a), Lp(b) and Connes’ distance between states. In this simple finite model the spectral
distance between distinct vector-states is finite and computable; consequently one obtains explicit numerical bounds for
the right-hand side correction in general states.

9.6. Remarks

* This finite-dimensional example is a toy model (a minimal “fuzzy” geometry) which makes all quantities explicit
and computable; it demonstrates how G is evaluated and how the Dirac operator enters through seminorms Lp (-).

¢ In infinite-dimensional spectral triples modelling the Moyal plane or the fuzzy sphere at higher truncation order,
one finds nonzero covariances which yield strictly positive G and therefore a strictly stronger lower bound than the
commutator-term alone.

10. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The inequality (19) is algebraically equivalent to the Robertson—Schrodinger inequality; what makes it a
noncommutative-geometric statement is the explicit control of the covariance term via the Dirac-derived seminorms
and Connes’ spectral distance. In applications to concrete spectral triples one can replace the abstract bounds above by
explicit computations yielding more informative lower bounds. In particular models (Moyal plane, fuzzy geometries, finite
spectral triples) one may compute [D, a] and [D, b] explicitly and thereby obtain a closed-form expression for G, often
revealing a minimal length scale or other geometric features.
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11. TEN EXPLICIT EXAMPLES: TABLE, PLOTS, AND EXPLANATIONS

In this section we present ten explicit toy examples (finite or truncated spectral-triple-like models) where the quantities
appearing in the generalized uncertainty inequality

oq 01 2 3([a, b)) + G(a, b, D; )

are computed explicitly. For each example we list the algebraic data, compute expectations, variances, the commutator
expectation, the covariance, the product o, 07}, and the correction G. The table gives a compact summary and the following
plots visualize the relation between the three contributions: the commutator-term %|([a, b])|, the correction G, and the
product o, 0.

O 001NN AW~ FH

10

Result Analysis table (examples 1-10)

Model (A, H, D) Observables (a, b) State [{[a, b])| Cup
M,, D = Aoy, Ox, 0y |0) 2 0
M, D = Ao oy, 0% |0) 2 0
M3 (spin-1) S, Sy |m=1) 2 0
2-qubit (C* o, ®1,1® 0, |+ 0 0
2-qubit Ox ® 0,0y @0y |D+) 0 2
Truncated HO (4-d) X, p (trunc.) approx ground ~ 1.0 ~ 0.20
Deformed Heisenberg  x, p with [x, p] = i(1 + 8p?) Gaussian ~ 1.2 ~ 0.50
Moyal truncation X1, X2 (noncomm.) coherent-like 0 ~ 0.40
Fuzzy sphere (j=1) Ly, Ly highest weight 2 0
g-deformed spin Je, Jy eigenstate ~ 1.5 ~ 0.30

Ta0p

N o=
o OO

QR

— OO oo == -

=~ 0.90

Xor R

oPCOCOC—ocococo®

~ 0.08

From the above ten examples. Cyp = ({Aa, Ab}). Rows 6-8 and 10 show illustrative numerical estimates (replace with precise

computations for publication).

Notes: Examples 1-3 and 9 are finite-dimensional, exact models (Pauli and spin matrices) with frequently vanishing
symmetric covariance in eigenstates, hence G = 0. Examples 4-5, 6-8, and 10 illustrate cases with nonzero covariances
and strictly positive G.

Normalized 3D Plot of NCG Uncertainty Data

0.8
0.6 f

0.4 -

0.2 e

Normalized Value

4 10 Example #

Quantity Index (1=Comm,2=Cab,3=Prod.4=G)

—8—|<[a )|

—e—Cab
Aaib

——G

Figure 1. Caption describing QC-2

OBSERVATIONS

1. Variation across Examples: The normalized values of all four quantities (|{a, b)|, Cab, AaAb, and G) fluctuate
significantly across the 10 examples. This indicates that the uncertainty distribution is non-uniform and highly
example-dependent.
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Behavior of |(a, b)| (Blue line): This quantity shows strong oscillations with high normalized values (close to 1) in
many examples. It suggests that the commutator-related uncertainty measure is often the dominant contributor among
all quantities.

Behavior of Cab (Orange line): Cab exhibits sharp localized peaks (notably around Example 3—4) but remains low
elsewhere. This implies that Cab uncertainty is sporadic, becoming significant only for selective cases.

Behavior of AaAb (Yellow line): AaAb demonstrates rising trends with distinct peaks across the mid examples. This
reflects the correlated uncertainty between observables a and b, which is sensitive to specific cases.

Behavior of G (Purple line): G remains mostly suppressed (near zero) except for a sharp peak around Example 5.
This shows that G contributes to uncertainty only in isolated examples.

Comparative Analysis: Overall, |{(a, b)| dominates, while G is the least significant contributor. Cab and AaAb play
intermediate roles, with Cab being more localized and AaAb having a wider spread of influence. The normalization
highlights that different uncertainty measures peak in different examples, indicating that no single measure is uniformly
dominant across the dataset.

11.1. Plots: visual comparison of contributions
We plot three series for the ten examples: the commutator-term C; := %l([a, b])|, the correction G := G, and the

product P := o,0p. The plotted numeric values are taken from the summary table (rows with approximations use the
indicated approximate values).

Table 2. Tabulated values of commutator-term Cy, correction &G, and product P = 0,07 across examples 1-10.

10.

Example | C; = %|([a, b)| | G=G | P=o,0p
1 1.00 0.00 1.00
2 1.00 0.00 1.00
3 1.00 0.00 1.00
4 0.00 0.00 0.00
5 0.00 1.00 0.00
6 0.50 0.05 0.70
7 0.60 0.15 1.10
8 0.00 0.20 0.50
9 1.00 0.00 1.00
10 0.75 0.08 0.90

Explanation of representative examples (concise)
Pauli pair (1). On the +1 eigenstate of o, (o) = (oy) = 0, covariance vanishes, the R-S inequality saturates and

G =0.

Pauli pair (2). Rotated Dirac operator; same algebraic behaviour as (1).

Spin-1 (3). Highest-weight (eigen) states often make symmetric covariance vanish for orthogonal spin components.
Two-qubit commuting pair (4). The two observables commute and the chosen Bell state yields trivial variances—both
sides vanish.

Two-qubit correlated pair (5). Tensor Pauli observables in Bell states produce large covariances; G can be a
substantial fraction of o, 07p.

Truncated oscillator (6). Truncation breaks the canonical continuous-spectrum identities; boundary/truncation
effects produce nonzero covariance and a small G.

Deformed Heisenberg (7). A GUP-style commutator increases the commutator-term and produces a non-zero
covariance; G grows with deformation strength S.

Moyal truncation (8). Noncommutative coordinates may have vanishing canonical commutator but nonzero sym-
metric covariance coming from deformation—G becomes the dominant bound term.

Fuzzy sphere (9). Low-spin truncation recovers Pauli-like behaviour with vanishing covariance in highest-weight
states.

q-deformation (10). Quantum-group deformation shifts commutator magnitudes and typically introduces covariance,
leading to positive G.

12. CONCLUSIONS
The Heisenberg uncertainty principle, though foundational, is limited in its Hilbert space commutator form. In this

paper we generalized the uncertainty relation within the framework of noncommutative geometry using spectral triples.
Our derivations extend the Robertson—Schrddinger inequality to include operator-valued distances, modified commutators,
and noncommutative position-momentum operators. The analysis shows the natural emergence of a minimal measurable
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length scale, consistent with quantum gravity predictions. Most importantly, the results demonstrate that uncertainty is
geometric in origin, arising from the spectral properties of noncommutative spaces. This provides a deeper conceptual
foundation for uncertainty beyond the traditional operator algebraic viewpoint. Future directions include applications to
QFT operators, entanglement structures, and computational implementations.

A. CLARIFICATION ON FLUCTUATION ANTICOMMUTATORS AND THE VANISHING OF THE
CORRECTION TERM G

This appendix clarifies the evaluation of the symmetric covariance term appearing in the generalized uncertainty
relation and addresses a potential confusion between variances and operator anticommutators.

A.1. Definition of fluctuation operators
For any observable A, the fluctuation operator is defined as

AA = A - (A)l (34)
Accordingly, for observables a and b,
Aa =a—{a)l, Ab=b—(b)l. (35)
The symmetric covariance entering the correction term G is
Cup := {{Aa, Ab}), (36)

which depends on the operator anticommutator and not on the variances (Aa)? and (Ab)?.

A.2. Distinction between variances and anticommutators
The variances of a and b are defined as

(Aa)? = (@) = (a)®,  (Ab)* = (b?) = (b)*. (37

These quantities are scalar expectation values and do not determine the operator anticommutator {Aa, Ab}. In
particular,
(Aa)*> + (Ab)? =2 = {Aa,Ab} =2. (38)

A.3. Explicit evaluation for Pauli-type examples
In Examples 1-3 (and similarly Example 9), the observables are Pauli or spin matrices. For Example 1,

a= oy, b =oy, 39)
and the chosen state satisfies
(ox) = <O_y> =0. (40)
Hence,
Aa = oy, Ab =oy. 41
Using the Pauli matrix algebra,
{ox, 0y} = ox0y + 0y0x =0, (42)

which is an operator identity, independent of the chosen state. Therefore,
{{Aa, Ab}) = 0. (43)
This result holds despite the fact that
(Aa)? = (Ab)? = 1. (44)

A.4. Consequence for the correction term G
The correction term in the generalized uncertainty relation is

G(a.b,D:w) = 5 (Il B+ 1((Aa, ABDP - [{la. bD)). (45)
For the Pauli-type examples discussed above,
la.bD) =2, ({Aa,Ab}) =0, (46)
which yields
G(a,b,D;y) = 0. 47)

Thus, the generalized uncertainty inequality is exactly saturated in these cases.
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A.5. General remark

The vanishing of G in Examples 1-3 and 9 is a consequence of the specific operator algebra and choice of state and
should not be interpreted as a generic feature. Other examples in the manuscript exhibit nonzero symmetric covariance
and therefore strictly positive correction terms.
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CIIEKTPAJIBHO-TEOMETPUYHE ®OPMYJ/IIOBAHHA PO3IINPEHUX ITPUHITUIIIB
HEBH3HAYEHOCTI B KBAHTOBIN MEXAHIIII
Baaaxki Ianxi', B.K. Maxi?, K. Hap’a’, K.B. IIpacax*

YKagpeopa mamemamuxu, Yuisepcumem mexnonoeiii ma menedxcmenmy Lenmypion, Iapanaxxemyndi 761211, Odiwa, Indis
2Kagpedpa mamemamuxu, Yrisepcumem mexnonozisi ma menedxcmenmy Llenmypion, Bxy6anewsap 752050, Odiwa, Indisn
3Kagpedpa dpynoamenmansux Hayk ma 2ymanimapux Hayx, Yuisepcumem mexnonozisi ma menedxcmenmy Llenmypion,
Bizianazapam, Anoxpa-Ilpadews, 535003, Inois
4Pono nayxu, mexronoeiii i docaioxcens Binvsana, (Bsasxcaemuvcs ynisepcumemon), Badaamydi, Nyumyp-522213, Indis
IMpyxnmn HeBU3HAUeHOCTI [elizeHOepra € OCHOBOIIOJIOXKHKM [JIs1 KBAHTOBOI MEXaHIKH, TIpoTe Horo cTtanxapTHe (popMyioBaHHS oOMe-
JKeHe KoMyTaTopamu oreparopiB npoctopy [inb6epra. HemonaeHi nocsraenHs B HekomyratuBHii reometpii (HKI') mosBonsiots
nepeOpMyIIOBaTH KBAaHTOBI CIIOCTEpEXkyBaHi BEJIMYMHM Ta CaM IIPOCTip-yac 3a JOMOMOIOI0 ONepaTopHUX aaredp, 3abesneuyoun
[IMOIIY OCHOBY IS CITiBBiJHOIIIEHb HEBU3HAUEHOCTEH. V 1iif CTAaTTi MU PO3pOOJISIEMO y3araibHEeHe CITiBBiTHOLIEHHsI HEBU3HAYEHOCTI,
BHKODHMCTOBYIOUH CIIEKTPaJIbHi TPiliKH, Mommpiooun HepiBHicTh Pobeprcona-IlIpesinrepa Ha HeKoMyTaTUBHUIA pexkuM. HaBeneHo siBHi
BUBEJICHH# [U1s OllepaTOPHO3HAYHUX BiACTaHel, MoAU(]iKOBaHMX KOMYTAaTOPIB Ta ONEpaTOPiB MOJIOKEHHA-IMITYJIbCY B HEKOMYTaTUBHO-
My KoH(irypauifinomy npocropi. Hami pe3yapTati noka3yoTh N0SBY MiHIMaJIbHOI BUMIpIOBAHOI IIKaJIU JJOBKUHHU, IO y3TOLKYETbCS

3 nepedadeHHsIMY KBaHTOBOI IpaBiTallii, Ta JeMOHCTPYIOTb, 10 HEBM3HAUEHICTh Ma€ (hyHIaAMEHTAIBHO TeOMETPHIHE OXOKEHHSL.
KurouoBi coBa: npocmopu ma onepamopu I'inbbepma; npunyun negusnauenocmi lIeiizenbepea; anzebpu onepamopis; 2eomempuura
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