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Quantum rotor represents the second simplest model after the harmonic oscillator with profound interdisci-
plinary but yet unexplored implications. It overreaches its mechanical meaning with significant consequences
and promising applications in, e.g., singular optics, super-conductive circuits with Josephson junction or op-
timal pulse shaping in time frequency domains at ultimate quantum limit. Quantification of complementarity
between angular momentum and angular variable is essential for exploitation of this canonical pair in quantum
metrology. Whereas the natural measures for position and momentum are variances, the uncertainty associated
with angular variable can be linked to moments of inertia of the unit ring about axes passing through its center
of mass. This interpretation provides variants for saturable uncertainty relations which can be further used in
quantum metrology of the quantum rotor and explains ambiguities in choice of possible uncertainty measures
associated with sine and cosine functions of angular variable. Special attention will be payed to uncertainty
products which are exactly or approximately minimised by von Mises states, which play the role of squeezed
states for quantum rotor and allow optimal detection of quantum states at the ultimate limits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics imposes rules, which are establishing
sophisticated network of interconnected and subtle conditions,
which are distinguishing the realm of quantum effects from
the classical world, and impose ultimate bounds on the preci-
sion of involved variables. This is, for instance, the case of the
celebrated Heisenberg uncertainty relation for the canonical
pair of position and momentum of a (quantum) particle. The
uncertainty relation states that, loosely speaking, the momen-
tum and position of a particle cannot be measured precisely
at the same time. Interestingly, this concept generalizes to
other pairs of canonical observables, for instance the quadra-
ture operators of the electromagnetic field. In this case, the
real part of the field can take the role of canonical position,
whereas the imaginary part can be considered as the canon-
ical momentum. These and similar examples have laid the
foundations of quantum optics and quantum information pro-
cessing. The important milestones on this route built system-
atically over one century were uncertainty relations, coher-
ent (squeezed) states, Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) states
[1], Arthurs-Kelly concept of simultaneous detection of non-
commuting variables [2, 3], concept of Bell-like measurement
and representation of quantum state in phase-space pioneered
by Wigner [4], Husimi [5] or Glauber [6]. On the top of
those fundamental concepts there are several valuable proto-
cols allowing process quantum information such as quantum
teleportation [7] or quantum cryptography [8]. These exam-
ples can be cast into the same formal framework since they
obey the commutation rule of the Lie algebra of the Heisen-
berg group, [x, p] = iℏ, and observables are related by contin-
uous Fourier transformation. Similar structure is associated
with conservation of angular momentum, where operator of
angular momentum L and exponential angle operator E = e−iϕ
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obey the Lie algebra e(2) of the Euclidean group in the plane
E(2), [E, L] = E [9, 10]. Such observables are related by
the Discrete-Continuous Fourier transformation with the all
consequences for quantum metrology and phase-space repre-
sentation [11]. In spite of certain similarities between both the
models, there are also significant differences stemming from
the fact that formalism of quantum rotor represents the model
beyond the harmonic oscillator [12].

The purpose of this Article is driven by possible applica-
tions and has two objectives - to investigate and compare pos-
sible performance measures used for quantification of uncer-
tainties of complementary variables, and to identify the phys-
ical models described by the operators comprising the e(2)
algebra. The lack of saturable uncertainties is one of the rea-
sons why the angular variable was considered as ”problem-
atic”. For harmonic oscillator both the constructions adopt-
ing either variational approach or commutation rule tend to
the same uncertainty relation. For the quantum rotor there is
an option to use dispersion or the measure constructed from
the covariance matrix of the exponential operator E. Though
the uncertainties are not identical, they will yield consistent
metrological consequences for optimal measurement. We pro-
vide in this paper a remarkable unified interpretation of both
measures by extending the R2 plane, which is the obvious set-
ting for the analysis of systems with one angle and one angu-
lar momentum, to the full R3 space. This interpretation comes
by considering the measures as moments of inertia of an inho-
mogeneous ring about axes passing through its center of mass,
but with rotations no longer necessarily limited to the original
R2 plane. In this formulation, the moment of inertia tensor
is given by a covariance matrix. Although this extension to
3D is apparently ad hoc, it is extremely advantageous from a
metrological perspective as it can be used to formulate new
tighter bounds if there is an experimental demand for this. We
specify several physical models documenting the interdisci-
plinary role of quantum rotor: superconducting circuits with
Josephson junction - a promising platform for quantum com-
putation. Here the canonical pair of number of Cooper pairs
tunneling through Josephson junction and magnetic flux in the
super-conducting circuits [13, 14], shaping of optical pulses in
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1D described by the Fourier series. The canonical pair corre-
sponds to discrete modal index and continuous time variable.
As the last example, let us mention beams with orbital angu-
lar momentum [15–17], which provide exquisite experimen-
tal platform for quantum information processing in higher di-
mension with several pivotal experiments [18, 19]. All these
examples of quantum rotor-like systems may profit from the-
ory which allows to quantify complementarity of conjugated
variables of angular momentum and exponential angle vari-
able.

Historically the concept of angular momentum and angle
is regarded as ”problematic” from several reasons, some of
which we mention here. The misunderstanding can be related
to periodicity, due to which the variance is not a good statisti-
cal measure since it is not shift invariant. Second, the uncer-
tainties can be relatively easily formulated for sine or cosine
of angular variable, as it was done in early days of quantum
optics [20, 21]; however these inequalities cannot be saturated
simultaneously and therefore extremal state cannot be fully
exploited for metrological purposes. As a final example, the
problem of angle and angular momentum was plagued by pos-
sible ambiguities in theoretical formulation; indeed, the quan-
tum mechanics on the circle can be consistently formulated by
means of variables where conjugated variables are combined
in rather nontrivial ways [22]. Here the extremal states are the
so called ”wrapped Gaussian states” - eigenstates of the oper-
ator X = Ee−L−1/2, which however does not close on an alge-
bra when combined with its conjugate operator. The thorough
overview of theoretical concepts linked to angular momentum
and angular variable can be found in [9, 23]. For all these
reasons the quantum rotor was not considered in applications
on an equal footing with the harmonic oscillator, though there
are profound analogies in the mathematical description, stem-
ming from the similarities between Fourier transformation and
Fourier series [11].

In Sec. II we review concepts for saturable uncertainty re-
lations and extremal states for quantum rotor formulated in
various contexts within several decades. Special attention
will be payed to arguments based on variational principle and
Robertson-like approach. In comparison with analogous the-
ory for quadrature operators, there are subtle but substantial
differences in case of quantum rotor. In Sec. III we unify both
approaches on an equal footing introducing the moment of
inertia. Importantly such a formulation not only unifies exist-
ing approaches but gives an opportunity to formulate new and
tight uncertainties tailored to possible applications. In Sec. IV
we extend the formulation to the problem of simultaneous
optimal detection of non-commuting variables, which may
find applications extended beyond its mechanical interpreta-
tion. Sec. V provides valuable examples where the generic
theory developed here can be used including vortex beams,
qubits in super-conducting circuits or optimal pulse shaping.
Conclusions in Sec. VI summarize all the results stressing
the metrological meaning of extremal states as fully fledged
minimum uncertainty states for possible metrological appli-
cations. Technical calculations related to simplified deriva-
tion for generic moment of inertia and ultimate uncertainty
relations for correlation matrix are reported in appendices.

II. UNCERTAINTY RELATIONS FOR QUANTUM ROTOR

The theory below is motivated by investigation of uncer-
tainties of two complementary variables. The essence of the
theory can be motivated by analogous formulation for posi-
tion and momentum. The minimum uncertainty states can be
derived either by variation or with the help of Schrödinger-
Robertson inequality ⟨(∆x)2⟩⟨(∆p)2⟩ ≥ ℏ

2

4 .

(i) Consider the example of the sum of weighted variances

H = λx(x − ⟨x⟩)2 + λp(p − ⟨p⟩)2. (1)

We can consider this as a Hamiltonian of the harmonic
oscillator. Its minimum mean value is reached for state
corresponding to the projection into the lowest eigen-
value state - squeezed vacuum state, displaced by all pos-
sible values ⟨x⟩, ⟨p⟩. Such states provide over-complete
set of (generalized) coherent states.

(ii) On the other hand the same solution can be obtained by
an alternative way by adopting the uncertainties

⟨H⟩ = λx⟨(∆x)2⟩ + λp⟨(∆p)2⟩

1
≥ 2

√
λxλp

√
⟨(∆x)2⟩⟨(∆p)2⟩

2
≥ ℏ

√
λxλp. (2)

The inequality 1 is saturated by matching the conditions
λx⟨(∆x)2⟩ = λp⟨(∆p)2⟩, whereas inequality 2 is the well-
known Robertson inequality. As before the minimum
uncertainty states are (squeezed) coherent states.

Both constructions yield the same results for harmonic os-
cillator, but will deviate for quantum rotor. Minimum uncer-
tainty states play a crucial role in the concept of simultaneous
measurement, which is in case of quadrature operators linked
with commuting pair X = xs + xa, P = ps − pa, [X,P] = 0,
known also as the EPR pair. When the measurement is done
on a factorized signal and ancillary system, the optimal uncer-
tainty product ⟨(∆X)2⟩⟨(∆P)2⟩ ≥ ℏ2 reaches its minimum if
local uncertainties are equal ⟨(∆xs)2⟩ = ⟨(∆xa)2⟩ = ⟨(∆ps)2⟩ =

⟨(∆pa)2⟩. The differences between the harmonic oscillator and
the rotor are subtle but appear to be essential.

Here, we are interested in a pair of angular momentum op-
erator L = −i∂ϕ and unitary exponential operator E = e−iϕ

satisfying the commutation rule [9, 10]

[E, L] = E (3)

of Euclidean algebra e(2). In order to formulate uncertainties
for angular momentum and angular variable (L, ϕ), notice that
the standard variance (∆ϕ)2 is not a good uncertainty measure
since it is not shift invariant. Statistical dispersion

D2 = ⟨∆E†∆E⟩ = 1 − |⟨E⟩|2 (4)

represents the simplest choice of the figure of merit including
higher order moments of the ”angular variable”, not just its
variance (∆ϕ)2. However, as will be seen from the following
the angular variable itself will be avoided in favour of expo-
nential angle operator.
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The states minimising the variance of angular momentum
under the constraint of fixed dispersion (minimum uncertainty
states for dispersion) can be sought in the form of variational
problem [24] for minimum eigenvalue of the operator[

L2 + µL +
1
2

(q∗E + qE†)
]
|Ψ⟩ = a|Ψ⟩, (5)

with µ, q Lagrange multipliers. The solution is given by Math-
ieu function [25] in ϕ - representation - even (cos-like) Math-
ieu function ce0( ϕ2 , q) for its minimum eigenvalue. The mini-
mum uncertainty state thus represents the analogy of vacuum
state of the harmonic oscillator. Let us denote formally such a
state as |ce0, q⟩ for ⟨L⟩ = 0. Even if there is no analytical so-
lution in terms of simple algebraic functions, the bound B(D)
can be calculated numerically [24, 26, 27]

⟨(∆L)2⟩D2 ≥ B(D). (6)

The bound B(D) is depicted by the solid red line in Fig. 3.
However, the Mathieu ground state can be very closely ap-
proximated by the von Mises state |m, α, κ⟩ with m = 0 and
α = 0, where in ϕ-representation one has [24, 26]

⟨ϕ|m, α, κ⟩ =
1

√
2πI0(2κ)

eimϕ+κ cos(ϕ−α), (7)

κ ≥ 0 being a parameter analogous to squeezing in close anal-
ogy with formulation for quadrature operators. Differences
between ground Mathieu and von Mises states are so small
(compare solid red line and dashed blue line in Fig. 3) that
hardly can be observed by current technology and due to this,
we will replace this analytically intractable bound B(D) by its
good approximation in terms of von Mises states. Explicit
form can be easily found with the help of formulae derived in
[11] in parametric form depending on κ

⟨(∆L)2⟩D2 =
κ

2
I1(2κ)
I0(2κ)

1 − I2
1 (2κ)

I2
0 (2κ)

 , (8)

D2 = 1 −
I2
1 (2κ)

I2
0 (2κ)

. (9)

There are physical reasons why Mathieu and von Mises
ground states are so closely related. Whereas the Mathieu
ground state minimises the uncertainty product for dispersion
and variance of angular momentum, von Mises states are ex-
tremal states for uncertainty product of angular momentum
and exponential angle operator. Indeed the commutation rela-
tions for rotated sine and cosine operators

[S α, L] = iCα, (10)

Cα = (e−iαE† + eiαE)/2, S α = (e−iαE† − eiαE)/2i, yields the
uncertainty relation

⟨(∆L)2⟩⟨(∆S α)2⟩ ≥
1
4
|⟨Cα⟩|

2, (11)

which is saturated by the von Mises states (7) - the solution of
the operator equation

(∆L − iκ∆S α) |ψ⟩ = 0. (12)

The saturable bounds as a function of covariance matrix
can be derived by an approach inspired by Ref. [28]. Let us
introduce a normalised variable vector x = (cosα, sinα)T, an
unnormalised vector of the first moments c = (⟨C⟩, ⟨S ⟩)T, and
the covariance matrix

Γ =

(
⟨(∆S )2⟩ − 1

2 ⟨{∆S ,∆C}⟩
− 1

2 ⟨{∆S ,∆C}⟩ ⟨(∆C)2⟩

)
, (13)

where {A, B} ≡ AB+BA is the anticommutator. Hence, we get

⟨Cα⟩ = cTx, ⟨(∆S α)2⟩ = ⟨[∆(S cosα −C sinα)]2⟩ = xTΓx,
(14)

and the uncertainty relation (11) takes the form

⟨(∆L)2⟩
(
xTΓx

)
≥

1
4

(
cTx

)2
. (15)

Moving all the quantities dependent on angle α, i.e., on the
unit vector x, to the right-hand side (RHS) of the uncertainty
relation, we can maximise the RHS over the vector x thereby
getting [28],

⟨(∆L)2⟩ ≥
1
4

max
∥x∥=1

(
cTx

)2(
xTΓx

) = 1
4

(
cTxo

)2

xT
oΓxo

=
1
4

cTΓ−1c, (16)

where xo = JΓJTc/
√

cTJΓ2JTc, J = iσσσy, is the unit vector for
which the maximum on the RHS is reached. As a result the
following chain of inequalities can be derived

⟨(∆L)2⟩
1
≥

1
4

(
cTxo

)2(
xT

oΓxo

) 2
≥

1
4
∥c∥2

mTΓm
3
≥

1
4
∥c∥2

γ+

4
≥

1
4
∥c∥2

D2 , (17)

where ∥c∥2 = |⟨E⟩|2 and m = c/∥c∥. Inequality 1 is given in
(16), inequality 2 follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity (

mTΓm
) (

mTΓ−1m
)
≥ 1, (18)

inequality 3 trivially estimates the mean value of covariance
matrix by the larger eigenvalue γ+,

γ± =
1
2

(
1 − |⟨E⟩|2 ± |⟨E2⟩ − ⟨E⟩2|

)
,

and inequality 4 originally proposed in [20] (see also [21])
cannot be saturated except for D = 0.

The denominators xT
oΓxo, mTΓm and γ+ appearing on the

right-hand sides of the chain of inequalities (17) represent pos-
sible alternative uncertainty measures of angular variable con-
structed from elements of the covariance matrix (13). These
measures coincide for von Mises states, xT

oΓxo = mTΓm =
γ+, and all the inequalities 1, 2 and 3 reduce to equalities.
However, the measures are not the same for other than ex-
tremal states, since they are forged from different parame-
ters of covariance matrix. The least one is xT

oΓxo and it is
on the RHS of inequality 1 but the simplest one is given on
the RHS of inequality 2 and it was heuristically derived in
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[11], mTΓm = ⟨S 2
−arg⟨E⟩⟩. Note finally that the quantities

xT
oΓxo and mTΓm are ill-defined for states with ⟨E⟩ = 0,

i.e., c = (0, 0)T, in which case we define both of them as
γ− = (1 − |⟨E2⟩|)/2.

In the next section we show that concept of moment of in-
ertia unifies all the concepts analysed above, and allows to
design tighter uncertainty relations.

III. MOMENTS OF INERTIA AS THE ANGULAR
UNCERTAINTY MEASURES

Let us review briefly the notion of the moment of inertia
tensor from classical mechanics. Consider a rigid body of vol-
ume V and mass density ρ that rotates with angular velocity
vector ωωω along a fixed axis passing through a point A. The
mass element dm = ρdV with a position vector r relative to
the point A has the velocity vector v = ωωω × r. The angular
momentum and the energy of the body then can be cast in the
form

LA =

∫
V

[r × v]ρdV = IAωωω, (19)

E =
1
2
ωωωT · LA =

1
2
ωωωTIAωωω, (20)

where IA is the moment of inertia tensor with respect to the
point A, which is defined by the matrix

IA =


∫

V

(
y2 + z2

)
ρdV −

∫
V xyρdV −

∫
V xzρdV

−
∫

V xyρdV
∫

V

(
x2 + z2

)
ρdV −

∫
V yzρdV

−
∫

V xzρdV −
∫

V yzρdV
∫

V

(
x2 + y2

)
ρdV

 .
(21)

Now, let the body be a unit ring in the X−Y plane, centered
at the origin O. Assume further the ring to have a unit mass
distributed along the ring with the angular mass density p(ϕ).
From the definition (21) it then follows that the moment of
inertia tensor of the ring about the origin O is given by

IO =

 ⟨S
2⟩ −⟨S C⟩ 0

−⟨S C⟩ ⟨C2⟩ 0
0 0 1

 , (22)

where we introduced the denotation ⟨S 2⟩ = ⟨sin2(ϕ)⟩, ⟨C2⟩ =

⟨cos2(ϕ)⟩, and ⟨S C⟩ = ⟨sin(ϕ) cos(ϕ)⟩. Recall further the par-
allel axis theorem connecting the moment of inertia tensor
with respect to a point A and the center of mass G,

IA = IG + m
(
a211 − aaT

)
, (23)

where a is the position vector of the point G relative to the
point A.

Moving back to the ring, we have a = (⟨C⟩, ⟨S ⟩, 0)T and the
theorem (23) implies

IG =

(
Γ 0
0 D2

)
, (24)

where Γ is the covariance matrix defined in Eq. (13). Hence,
the moment of inertia of the ring about an axis determined by

a unit vector n = (nx, ny, nz)T and passing through its center of
mass G is given by

Mn = nTIGn = nT
xyΓnxy + D2n2

z , (25)

where nxy = (nx, ny)T.
Similarity of the formula (25) with the variance ⟨(∆S α)2⟩ =

xTΓx, Eq. (14), brings us to the idea to interpret all the angular
uncertainty measures of the preceding section as moments of
inertia of a ring about axes passing through its center of mass.
The mechanical interpretation and the geometrical meaning of
some of the measures is depicted in Figs. 1 and 2. Specifically,
the dispersion (4) can be interpreted as a moment of inertia of
the ring about an axis perpendicular to its plane, i.e., parallel
with the unit vector ez = (0, 0, 1)T, and passing through its
center of mass [29] (see Fig. 1 and the red axis in Fig. 2).

FIG. 1. Geometrical and mechanical meaning of angular uncertainty
measures for mixture ρ = 0.4 |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0| + 0.6 |0, 2π/5⟩⟨0, 2π/5| of
two von Mises states with the same parameter κ = 5. The prob-
ability density p(ϕ) = ⟨ϕ|ρ|ϕ⟩ (light blue area) can be viewed as a
linear mass density of an inhomogeneous unit ring with unit mass
(black ring). The point G(⟨C⟩, ⟨S ⟩) is the center of mass of the ring.
The dispersion D2 (square of the red line segment) is the moment of
inertia Mez , Eq. (26), of the ring about an axis perpendicular to its
plane and passing through G (see the red axis in Fig. 2). The vari-
ance ⟨(∆S −arg⟨E⟩)2⟩ (square of the blue line segment) is the moment
of inertia Me, Eq. (27), of the ring about the axis C

−arg⟨E⟩ .

This can be easily seen without any calculations in the frame
rotated by an angle −arg⟨E⟩ since the position of the center of
mass is on the line ⟨S −arg⟨E⟩⟩ = 0 at the distance ⟨C−arg⟨E⟩⟩ =
|⟨E⟩| =

√
1 − D2 from the origin (see Fig. 1). The moment of

inertia of the ring with respect to the origin equals to 1 and the
moment of inertia with respect to the center of mass is given
by the parallel axis theorem as

Mez = 1 − ⟨C−arg⟨E⟩⟩2 = D2. (26)
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FIG. 2. Mechanical interpretation of the dispersion D2, Eq. (26), and
the generic angular uncertainty measure Mn, Eq. (28). The dispersion
is the moment of inertia of the ring with respect to the red axis. The
measure Mn is the moment of inertia of the ring about the green axis
determined by the unit vector n = (sin θ cosΦ, sin θ sinΦ, cos θ). See
text and caption of Fig. 1 for details.

Analogously, the uncertainty measure in (17)

Me = ⟨S 2
−arg⟨E⟩⟩ (27)

represents the moment of inertia of the ring with respect to the
axis connecting the origin O and the center of mass G, which
is determined by the unit vector e = (⟨C⟩, ⟨S ⟩, 0)T/|⟨E⟩| (see
axis C−arg⟨E⟩ in Fig. 1).

These are the special cases of moment of inertia with re-
spect to the axis at the center of mass and oriented along the
unit vector n = (sin θ cosΦ, sin θ sinΦ, cos θ) (see green axis
in Fig. 2). A straightforward substitution into the formula (25)
gives the result

Mn = ⟨(∆SΦ)2⟩ + cos2(θ)⟨(∆CΦ)2⟩ = D2 − sin2(θ)⟨(∆CΦ)2⟩.
(28)

It is intriguing to note that variances used for quantification
of uncertainties of position and momentum are nothing but
moments of inertia of a probability distribution along the line
(1D) with respect to perpendicular axis in the center of mass.

Note further that the quantity (28) is obviously equipped
with some of the formal properties of an uncertainty measure
as formulated in [30]. Namely, it is non-negative and for the
state-independent angles Φ and θ it is obviously well defined
and concave. Here, the concavity simply follows from con-
cavity of variance [31] or from the fact that the measure is
related to the moment of inertia tensor. To show the latter,
consider the convex mixture ρ = pρ1 + (1 − p)ρ2, and let
IG, IG1 , and IG2 be the moment of inertia tensors with respect
to the center of mass corresponding to the density matrices
ρ, ρ1 and ρ2. Then it is not difficult to show that

IG = pIG1 + (1 − p)IG2 + p(1 − p)
(
R211 − RRT

)
, (29)

where R = (⟨C⟩ρ2−⟨C⟩ρ1 , ⟨S ⟩ρ2−⟨S ⟩ρ1 , 0)T is the position vec-
tor of the center of mass G2 with respect to the center of mass
G1. Hence, one gets immediately concavity of the measure
(28),

Mn(ρ) ≥ pMn(ρ1) + (1 − p)Mn(ρ2), (30)

where the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality R2 ≥ |(nT·R)|2 has been
used.

How to understand all those results in the context of pos-
sible metrological applications? Moment of inertia is well
defined quantity associated with the rotation of a rigid body.
According to the inequalities (6) and (17) moments of iner-
tia, namely D2 ≥ γ+ ≥ mTΓm ≥ xT

oΓxo play the role of the
”uncertainties” of the angular variable. Obviously, dispersion
as moment of inertia (26) seems to be the first choice but the
Mathieu states are analytically intractable and cannot be fully
exploited for further optimization. On the other hand mea-
sures constructed from higher order moments (17) and linked
to moment of inertia (27) may seem to be forged ”artificially”
but give rise to a simple tractable set of extremal von Mises
states, which are effectively indistinguishable from Mathieu
states. In the line with this interpretation the inequalities (6)
and (17) cannot be seen as ”stronger” or ”weaker” since dif-
ferent measures are involved. However, both concepts, though
”slightly” different seem to be equivalent for all practical con-
sequences and, all measures implied by inequalities (17) are
mimicking dispersion when considering states close to opti-
mal. Of course, differences may appear for ”non-optimal”
states due to the differences in higher order moments.

It follows from this argument that states saturating the
Robertson’s inequality are “minimum uncertainty states” if
the concept of uncertainty is extended to projections of mo-
ment of inertia tensor with state-dependent orientation of axis
of rotation: variance of sine (cosine) operator or dispersion
are just extremal cases of more general formulae (28). Dis-
persion as a measure is in this sense exceptional since the axis
is constant (perpendicular to X − Y plane). Why is it worth
to have some ”other” uncertainty relations? The answer is
simple: They can characterise extremal states under differ-
ent conditions and may provide tighter uncertainty relations!
The tight form of generic uncertainty relations is formulated
in Appendix B as an open problem, the solution of which is
not an easy task. Here we will just stress pragmatical rea-
sons why this could be of interest: If some particular physical
platform of quantum rotor (see below) will allow to identify
experimentally moments of angular variable ⟨E⟩ and ⟨E2⟩, it
could be valuable to find restrictions implied by quantum me-
chanics and to formulate stronger uncertainties. We will leave
these issues for further research resorting to the simplest op-
portunity associated with the measure (27), which may find
direct applications.

IV. SIMULTANEOUS DETECTION OF
COMPLEMENTARY VARIABLES

The uncertainty relations discussed above have immediate
implications for metrology. The angular momentum and an-
gular variable can be detected simultaneously in the extended
Hilbert space of a signal (s) and ancillary (a) systems via the
commuting pair [11]

L = Ls + La, E = EsE†a, [L,E] = 0. (31)

It is plausible to assume that commuting pair (31) represents
the optimal scheme for any purpose. Here we address just the
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strategy based on minimizing the uncertainties. For metrol-
ogy on signal state the ancillary system is controlled indepen-
dently from the signal system and the global state is factorised
|ψ⟩sa = |φ⟩s|χ⟩a. Setting the ancillary system to some fidu-
cial state | f ⟩, which will be specified later, leads to an over-
complete POVM in signal space projecting onto the states
D(m, ϕ)| f ⟩ and satisfying the completeness condition

∑
m∈Z

∫ π

−π

dϕ
2π

D(m, ϕ)| f ⟩⟨ f |D†(m, ϕ) = 11, (32)

where D(m, ϕ) = e−iLϕE−m is the displacement operator with
an arbitrary phase factor being omitted. The choice of the
fiducial state dictated by the optimality can be either the
ground Mathieu state |ce0, q⟩, von Mises state |0, 0, κ⟩, or other
optimal state discussed in previous Section. The figures of
merit used to quantify uncertainties of the angular momentum
and the angular variable for the commuting pair (31) can be
cast in the form

⟨(∆L)2⟩ = ⟨(∆Ls)2⟩ + ⟨(∆La)2⟩, (33)
D2 = 1 − |⟨E⟩|2 = |⟨Ea⟩|

2D2
s + D2

a, (34)
⟨(∆S)2⟩ = |⟨E2

a⟩|⟨(∆S s)2⟩ + ⟨(∆S a)2⟩. (35)

The quantity on the left-hand side of Eq. (35) is defined as
∆S = Sβ=arg⟨Ea⟩−arg⟨Es⟩, where Sβ = (e−iβE† − eiβE)/2i, and
the RHS has been obtained under the assumptions arg⟨Ea⟩ =

0, arg⟨E2
a⟩ = 0, which suppress the unwanted influence of the

ancilla on the measurement outcomes [11].
Simultaneous detection exhibits added noise in both an-

gular momentum and angular variable, but the latter one is
penalized by an extra multiplicative factor |⟨Ea⟩|

2 or |⟨E2
a⟩|,

Eqs. (34) and (35), respectively, a consequence of the fact that
the angular variable is always measured with respect to a ref-
erence.

Full analysis of optimal simultaneous detection is a delicate
task, which depends on constraints. Just to get the flavour
we will specify two opposite scenarios, namely to optimize
ancilla state for a given signal state or conversely, to op-
timize signal state for a given ancilla state. The first task
is more involved since it requires to consider measurements
which depend on the measured signal - a situation which fre-
quently happens when Quantum Fisher information is consid-
ered. Here we address the second task, which has a straight-
forward metrological meaning answering the question what
signal is optimally detected by a given apparatus (ancilla). De-
tailed discussions will be done here for dispersion, the analo-
gous arguments for ⟨(∆S)2⟩ can be found in Appendix C. The
analysis is facilitated by introducing the vector notation

lll = (∆Ls,∆La)T, di j = (|⟨Ei⟩|D j,Di)T, (36)

where i, j = a, s, and ∆A ≡
√
⟨(∆A)2⟩. The essence of the

analysis is to find several branches which saturate the uncer-
tainty relations and this is achieved by reordering the terms
in the vector di j. As a result the uncertainty product can be

assessed as

ΠD = ⟨(∆L)2⟩D2 = ||lll||2||di j||
2 1
≥ |(lllT · di j)|2

=


(|⟨Es⟩|∆LsDa + ∆LaDs)2 for i j = sa;
(|⟨Ea⟩|∆LsDs + ∆LaDa)2

2
≥

(
|⟨Ea⟩|

√
Bs +

√
Ba

)2
for i j = as,

(37)

where inequality 1 follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity, whereas inequality 2 is a consequence of the uncertainty
relation (6). The rationale behind the mathematical formula-
tion stems from the fact that separate uncertainties ⟨(∆L)2⟩

and D2 can be interpreted as norms of vectors, for which the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities represent saturable bounds with
several possible branches. The analysis hinges partially on nu-
merical analysis due to the dependence on the state-dependent
factor ⟨Ea⟩. The results are summarized in Fig. 3. In Ap-
pendix C 1 we show further that the numerically found op-
timal value of the uncertainty product ΠD can be well approx-
imated for ancilla prepared in the Mathieu state as BD,

BD =


(
|⟨Ea⟩|

√
Bs +

√
Ba

)2
for D2

a,int > D2
a ≥ 0;

⟨(∆La)2⟩ for 1 ≥ D2
a ≥ D2

a,int,
(38)

where D2
a,int � 0.3. The derivation was done here for disper-

sion and Mathieu extremal states but analogous formulation
done for the uncertainty measure ⟨(∆S)2⟩, Eq. (35), and von
Mises states (see Fig. 4) shows the consistency of both the
measures. In Appendix C 2 we show further that the optimal
numerical bound is very well approximated by the function

BS =

 1
4

( √
|⟨E2

a⟩||⟨Es⟩| + |⟨Ea⟩|
)2

for D̃2
a,int > D2

a ≥ 0;
⟨(∆La)2⟩

2 for 1 ≥ D2
a ≥ D̃2

a,int,

(39)

where D̃2
a,int � 0.167 and the parameters of the signal and an-

cilla are matched by the condition κs =
√

I2(2κa)/I0(2κa)κa
[11]. This result has clear interpretation as condition match-
ing the ”squeezing” of signal and ancillary systems. No-
tice in passing that for x and p quadrature operators of the
harmonic oscillator both signal and ancillary systems are
squeezed equally.

Disregarding the subtle differences between von Mises and
Mathieu extremal states and optimal conditions for matching
signal and ancillary systems, the ”almost optimal” simulta-
neous detection of complementary variables can be seen as
detection of the von Mises signal state projected onto se-
quence of von Mises detector states (32) - a result fully analo-
gous to the heterodyne detection for harmonic oscillator when
squeezed state can be measured by projecting into squeezed
(Gaussian) states. However the structure of ”optimal condi-
tions” is much richer for quantum rotor with promises for fu-
ture experimental realisations.

V. QUANTUM ROTOR IN APPLICATIONS

There are several distinct and important physical platforms
for implementing quantum rotor in the current technology.
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FIG. 3. Uncertainty product ⟨(∆L)2⟩D2 as a function of dispersion
D2 (a) and ΠD = ⟨(∆L)2⟩D2 as a function of D2

a (b), (c). The prod-
ucts are plotted for the extremal Mathieu states |ce0, q⟩ (solid lines)
and the von Mises states |0, 0, κ⟩ (dashed lines). The pair of lines
(a) shows that the von Mises states approximate the optimal Math-
ieu states very closely and this correspondence propagates into si-
multaneous measurement under various strategies. The pair of lines
(b) corresponds to the numerical solutions with optimally matched
Mathieu and von Mises states, and in case of (c) the signal is matched
to ancilla according to the conditions saturating the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality. The inset displays the function BG characterizing mini-
mal ΠD (solid red line) and the remaining parts of its two branches
(black lines). The branches give analytical arguments explaining the
numerical solution.

Detailed analysis of specific examples is beyond the scope of
this contribution. Here we just point out commons features
of all the examples, namely that uncertainties for complemen-
tary variables represent the first step towards optimal metrol-
ogy. Note in passing the obvious example of systems with
cylindrical symmetry, namely vortex beams, which was al-
ready discussed in Ref. [24], where the bounds for dispersion
and variance of angular momentum were verified experimen-
tally. It is intriguing to note that exponential angle operator
can be constructed on 2 modes of transversal field associated
with annihilation operators a1, a2 as so called ”feasible” phase
[32]

L = a†1a1 − a†2a2, E =

√√
a1 + a†2
a†1 + a2

. (40)

As shown by Ban [33], there is an equivalent formulation of
this problem in terms of relative number state representation.
These concepts come from formal considerations of ”quantum
phase operator” and provide exact (and intrinsically nonlin-
ear) link between algebra of harmonic oscillator and quantum
rotor.

Less obvious is the link between the problem of optimal

FIG. 4. Uncertainty product ⟨(∆L)2⟩⟨(∆S −arg⟨E⟩)2⟩ as a function of
dispersion D2 (red line) and ΠS = ⟨(∆L)2⟩⟨(∆S)2⟩ as a function
of D2

a. The products are plotted for the extremal von Mises states
|0, 0, κ⟩. The black line corresponds to the numerical solutions with
optimally matched von Mises states, and the magenta line depicts
the case when the signal is matched to ancilla according to the con-
ditions saturating the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The inset displays
the function BS characterizing minimal ΠS (solid red line) and the
remaining parts of its two branches (black lines).

shaping of the pulse in the time-frequency domain and the
model of a quantum rotor. For the sake of simplicity we as-
sume t-dependent signal on the 2π window in dimensionless
coordinates, where t plays the role of angular variable. Out-
side this interval let us fulfill for simplicity the periodicity
condition ψ(t + 2π) = ψ(t). Such signals can be represented
by discrete Fourier series in the selected time window

ψ(t) =
∞∑

n=−∞

aneitn. (41)

If we define operators in t-representation as L = −i∂t, E =
e−it, we easily identify the commutation relation for e(2) al-
gebra (3) with all the metrological consequences. In con-
trast with the ”standard” formulation where x, p are related
by Fourier transformation, the discrete n and continuous t-
variables are parameters in Fourier series. This problem will
be addressed in a subsequent publication.

Contemporary quantum computing platforms for perform-
ing quantum operations are on circuits with Josephson junc-
tions. Superconductors behave like macroscopic quantum me-
chanical systems. Only two quantities are required to describe
the physics of a Josephson junction: the number imbalance
of electrons n (Cooper pairs) and θ is the relative phase be-
tween the two superconductors. The circuits built with super-
conducting components can carry currents without resistance
because the carriers of the charge - electrons or holes near
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the Fermi energy level - are creating the Cooper pairs cre-
ating macroscopic coherent states as explained by BCS the-
ory. Such a state can be described by complex-valued order
parameter, the phase of which is essential for the physics of
super-conducting qubits [34]. The standard explanation in
solid state physics relies on the canonical pair ”[θ̂, n̂]” = i,
though it is known that this form is mathematically not rig-
orous due to the periodicity of angular variable [14, 35, 36].
The quotation marks are indicating the potential problems:
the number of Cooper pairs n tunneling through the barrier in
Josephson junction can be negative while θ linked with gauge
phase over the barrier is periodic, bearing the striking simi-
larity with ”phase-number operators”. However, the relation
eiθne−iθ = n−1 is free of those problems but this is nothing else
but the algebraic expression for Euclidean algebra e(2), Eq. (
3), for the exponential operator E = e−iθ. But there are still
other analogies linking the uncertainty relations for the quan-
tum rotor. Under the conditions of super-conductivity only
Cooper pairs tunnel coherently in the superconducting junc-
tion, and the system is described by the Hamiltonian of island
-base qubit with capacitance coupled to Josephson junction
[34] called also Cooper pair box

H = 4EC(n − ng)2 − EJ cos θ, (42)

where n is number operator for excess Cooper pair charges
in the island, θ is the phase of the superconducting order pa-
rameter of the island, EC is the charging energy and EJ is the
Josephson junction energy. As pointed out in [35], the Cooper
box is to quantum circuit physics what the hydrogen atom is to
atomic physics. But this Hamiltonian of a quantum rotor [13]
is the same as the extremal equation (5) for states minimising
uncertainty for the variance of angular momentum and dis-
persion (6). In other words, projections into the (displaced)
ground state of the quantum rotor have the same meaning
for quantum tomography of super-conduction qubits as pro-
jections into (displaced) ground state of harmonic oscillator,
i.e., projections into squeezed states of electromagnetic field.
Since Mathieu states can be very closely approximated by von
Mises states the theory presented here provides deep analogy
between quantum metrology of harmonic oscillator and quan-
tum rotor. This is facilitated by the generalised measurement
of commuting pair (31), where the signal and ancillary loops

should be coupled to more complex circuits allowing to detect
super-imposed (or subtracted) complementary variables from
both loops. A practical goal of the results presented here could
be the design of optimised detection and diagnostics of super-
conducting qubits such as charge-, phase- or transmon qubit
states [37]. In order to reach such an ambitious goal concen-
trated effort is surely needed utilising the potential advantages
of both quantum harmonic oscillator and rotor.

VI. CONCLUSION

The quantum rotor - the second simplest model of comple-
mentary variables after harmonic oscillator is of paramount
yet under-appreciated importance in contemporary quantum
science. Though rotational symmetry is a well understood
concept, insight into the canonical pair of angular momen-
tum and angular variable was obscured by problems stem-
ming from inadequate description of complementary variables
and the lack of saturable uncertainty relations. We show that
moment of inertia with the probability distributed on the unit
ring with respect to various rotation axes going through cen-
ter of mass can be used for meaningful quantification of an-
gular variable and for the formulation of variations of the un-
certainty principle. This unifying approach allows to formu-
late the metrology of quantum rotor along the lines of those
known for harmonic oscillator. Particular attention is payed
to relations saturated by Mathieu or von Mises states allowing
to formulate concept of optimal detection of complementary
variables for system like pulses or super-conducting qubits
with Josephson junction. Quantum information processing
adopting both basic models of harmonic oscillator and quan-
tum rotor may bring new and challenging ideas for process-
ing of quantum information due to the inherent nonlinearities
between both models: what is linear operation for harmonic
oscillator is nonlinear for rotor and vice versa.
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Appendix A: Derivation of moment of inertia for arbitrary axis

Here we give a simple and straightforward proof of the mo-
ment of inertia (28) without using tensor calculations. As-
sume the coordinate system of the unit ring, where X axis
goes through its center of mass, vectors of axis of rotation
n = (cosΦ sin θ, sinΦ sin θ, cos θ) and position on the unit ring
at the X − Y plane e = (cosφ, sinφ, 0). The moment of inertia
of the ring with respect to the axis at origin is given as

M0 = ⟨sin2 ϑ⟩φ, (A1)

where cosϑ = ne = cos(Φ − φ) sin θ. The moment of inertia
with respect to parallel axis in the center of mass is given by
the parallel axis theorem as

M = M0 − |⟨C⟩|2 cos2 θ. (A2)

Using the relation D2 = 1 − |⟨C⟩|2 and D2 = ⟨[∆S (Φ)]2⟩ +

⟨[∆C(Φ)]2⟩ we get finally the expression where the moment
of inertia is given as weighted sum of both cosine and sine
variances

M = D2 − ⟨[∆C(Φ)]2⟩ sin2 θ (A3)
= ⟨[∆S (Φ)]2⟩ + ⟨[∆C(Φ)]2⟩ cos2 θ. (A4)

Appendix B: The tight uncertainty relations for generic moment
of inertia

There are two ways motivated by previous approach. There
are three parameters of the covariance matrix (13), e.g., its
trace, determinant and relative phase between moments or just
moments ⟨E⟩, ⟨E2⟩ (apart of an overall arbitrary phase) which
can be exploited for quantification of the ”noise” associated
with the covariance matrix.

The first formulation is motivated by a similar approach as
in (6) seeking the minimum of the variance of angular mo-
mentum under the constraint of fixed values of moments ⟨E⟩
and ⟨E2⟩

⟨(∆L)2⟩ ≥ B(⟨E⟩, ⟨E2⟩). (B1)

http://arxiv.org/abs/0411174
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The extremal states and the uncertainty can be found as solu-
tion of the ground state of the Hamiltonian(

L2 + µL +
1
2

q∗E +
1
2

qE† +
1
2

r∗E2 +
1
2

rE2†
)
|Ψ⟩ = a|Ψ⟩,

(B2)
µ, q, r being Lagrange multipliers. Since we are seeking the
solution for ⟨L⟩ = 0 and zero phase, we might set µ = 0
an in ϕ-representation this tends to Hill equation, similarly to
previously discussed problem of Mathieu function,

−ψ′′(ϕ) + [q cos(ϕ) + r cos(2ϕ − β)]ψ(ϕ) = aψ(ϕ), (B3)

β = arg[⟨E2⟩⟨E⟩∗2]. Inequality (B1) should be further modi-
fied in a similar way as it was done in (17) in order to identify
the angular uncertainty term.

The second formulation will require to minimize the prod-
uct ⟨(∆L)2⟩Mn for fixed values of θ,Φ. This corresponds to
fixed values D2 and ⟨(∆C(Φ))2⟩, it means just two constraints
in Hill equation. Finally, the product should be minimised
with respect to θ,Φ, which should be finally identified as state
dependent quantities

⟨(∆L)2⟩Mn ≥ C(⟨E⟩, ⟨E2⟩). (B4)

Notice by passing that von Mises state - a solution of
Eq. (12), can be cast as a special case of Hill equation cor-
responding to the ground state of the Hamiltonian

(∆L + iκ∆S α) | (∆L − iκ∆S α) |ψ⟩ = 0. (B5)

Appendix C: Saturable bounds for simultaneous measurement

In this section we analyse the inequalities for the uncer-
tainty products

ΠD = ⟨(∆L)2⟩D2, (C1)
ΠS = ⟨(∆L)2⟩⟨(∆S)2⟩, (C2)

where the uncertainties on the RHS are defined in Eqs. (33)-
(35) of the main text. First, we analyse the product of uncer-
tainties with dispersion and then move on to the case contain-
ing the variance of the sine operator.

1. Bounds for uncertainty product ΠD

At the outset it is convenient to introduce the vectors

llli j = (∆Li,∆L j)T, di j = (|⟨Ei⟩|D j,Di)T, (C3)

where i, j = s, a, and ∆A ≡
√
⟨(∆A)2⟩. This allows us to write

⟨(∆L)2⟩ = ||lllsa||
2 = ||lllas||

2, (C4)
D2 = ||dsa||

2 = ||das||
2, (C5)

and express the product (C1) in the following four different
ways:

ΠD = ||llli j||
2||dkl||

2, (C6)

where (i j, kl) = (sa, sa), (sa, as), (as, sa), (as, as). Each com-
bination leads to a different bound whereby the bounds cor-
responding to the combinations (as, sa) and (as, as) are not
better than the other two bounds. If we restrict ourselves to
cases corresponding to combinations (sa, sa) and (sa, as) and
introduce for simplicity the denotation lll ≡ lllsa we get the
following estimates

ΠD = ||lll||
2||di j||

2 1
≥ |(lllT · di j)|2

=


(|⟨Es⟩|∆LsDa + ∆LaDs)2 ≡ A1 for i j = sa;
(|⟨Ea⟩|∆LsDs + ∆LaDa)2

2
≥

(
|⟨Ea⟩|

√
Bs +

√
Ba

)2
≡ A2 for i j = as.

(C7)

The inequality 1 is a consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and it is saturated for lll = λdi j, i.e., for i j = sa
when

∆LsDs = |⟨Es⟩|∆LaDa (C8)

holds, whereas for i j = as when

∆LsDa = |⟨Ea⟩|∆LaDs (C9)

is satisfied. The inequality 2 then follows from uncertainty
relations (6) of the main text for the signal and ancilla, where
we used the abbreviation Bs ≡ B(Ds), Ba ≡ B(Da). This justi-
fies the metrological role of extremal states since saturation is
achieved for signal and ancilla prepared in Mathieu state with
the uncertainties matching the condition (C9).

If we limit ourselves to cases where the ancilla is prepared
in the Mathieu state |ce0, qa⟩a, we have ∆LaDa ≤ 1/2 (see red
line in Fig. 3 of the main text), and the signal state then would
have to satisfy ∆LsDs ≤ |⟨Es⟩|/2. However, this would con-
tradict to unsaturable inequality ∆LsDs ≥ |⟨Es⟩|/2 following
from inequality 4 of (17). Thus the condition (C8) can only be
satisfied for |⟨Es⟩| = 0 implying D2

s = 1 and ⟨(∆Ls)2⟩ = 0, and
the optimal signal state is an angular momentum eigenstate
|l⟩s. The branch A1 in Eq. (C7) then reduces to A1 = ⟨(∆La)2⟩

and it lies below the branch A2 of the same equation. The
two branches intersect if (∆La −

√
Ba)/|⟨Ea⟩| =

√
Bs, which

happens for qa,int � 9.29 giving D2
a,int � 0.3. For larger Da the

branch A2 is, on the other hand, less than the branch A1. Thus
assuming the ancilla prepared in the Mathieu state we find the
uncertainty product ΠD, Eq. (C7), to be bounded from below
by

BD =


(
|⟨Ea⟩|

√
Bs +

√
Ba

)2
for D2

a,int > D2
a ≥ 0;

⟨(∆La)2⟩ for 1 ≥ D2
a ≥ D2

a,int.
(C10)

It is of interest to compare the obtained bounds with the
minimum of the uncertainty product (C1) for the Mathieu
states |ce0, qs⟩s|ce0, qa⟩a. Numerical minimization of the prod-
uct over qs at fixed qa yields on a restricted interval of disper-
sions D2

a a little lower bound compared to the bound (C10).
The resulting function is depicted by a solid black line in
Fig. 3 of the main text. Similar to the bound (C10) the
obtained curve again contains a sharp point, but now for a
slightly different qa,sh � 8.7, for which D2

a,sh � 0.31. In the
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region 1 ≥ D2
a ≥ D2

a,sh the obtained numerical curve coin-
cides exactly with the second branch ⟨(∆La)2⟩ of the bound
(C10), whereas for D2

a,sh > D2
a ≥ 0 the numerically found

minimal uncertainty product lies a little below the first branch
(|⟨Ea⟩|

√
Bs +

√
Ba)2 (c.f. solid black line and solid magenta

line in white area of Fig. 3). For comparison, in Fig. 3 we
also plotted by the dashed orange line the minimal uncertainty
product for the product |0, 0, κs⟩s|0, 0, κa⟩a of the von Mises
states and by the dashed green line the uncertainty product for
von Mises states satisfying the condition (C9). We see that
in both cases the obtain curves are again only a little worse
than the black and magenta line for the Mathieu states. The
observed subtle differences between separate solutions as well
as Mathieu and von Mises states will become important when
the experimental techniques will be able to distinguish among
them.

2. Bounds for uncertainty product ΠS

Moving to the uncertainty product (C2), assume for sim-
plicity the signal and ancilla to be prepared in the von Mises
states |n, α, κs⟩s and |0, 0, κa⟩a, respectively. Let us further in-
troduce the vector

si j =

(√
|⟨E2

i ⟩|∆S j,∆S i

)T
, (C11)

where

∆S j =

√
⟨(∆S j)2⟩ =

√
⟨S 2

j,−arg⟨E j⟩
⟩

=

√
1
2

(
1 − |⟨E2

j ⟩|
)
. (C12)

Similar to Eqs. (C5) and (C6) we can then write

⟨(∆S)2⟩ = ||ssa||
2 = ||sas||

2, (C13)

and

ΠS = ||llli j||
2||skl||

2, (C14)

where (i j, kl) = (sa, sa), (sa, as), (as, sa), (as, as). Again,
there are four ways of how we can decompose the uncertainty
product (C2) but only combinations (sa, sa) and (sa, as) are
relevant. Consequently, we get for the uncertainty product
(C2) the following inequalities

ΠS = ||lll||
2||si j||

2 1
≥ |(lllT · si j)|2

=


(√
|⟨E2

s ⟩|∆Ls∆S a + ∆La∆S s

)2
≡ C1 for i j = sa;( √

|⟨E2
a⟩|∆Ls∆S s + ∆La∆S a

)2

2
≥ 1

4

( √
|⟨E2

a⟩||⟨Es⟩| + |⟨Ea⟩|
)2
≡ C2 for i j = as.

(C15)

Here, to get inequality 1 we used the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality and the equality is obtained if and only if lll = λsi j,
i.e., for i j = sa when

∆Ls∆S s =

√
|⟨E2

s ⟩|∆La∆S a (C16)

is obeyed, whereas for i j = as when

∆Ls∆S a =

√
|⟨E2

a⟩|∆La∆S s (C17)

is fulfilled. The inequality 2 then comes from the uncertainty
relation [11]

⟨(∆L j)2⟩⟨(∆S j)2⟩ ≥
1
4
|⟨E j⟩|

2, (C18)

where j = s, a. Substituting here from [11]

⟨(∆L j)2⟩ =
κ j

2
I1(2κ j)
I0(2κ j)

, ⟨(∆S j)2⟩ =
1

2κ j

I1(2κ j)
I0(2κ j)

, (C19)

we find that in terms of the parameters κs and κa the condition
(C16) reads as

I1(2κs)
I0(2κs)

=

√
I2(2κs)
I0(2κs)

I1(2κa)
I0(2κa)

. (C20)

Likewise, the condition (C17) boils down to [11]

κs =

√
I2(2κa)
I0(2κa)

κa. (C21)

Numerical analysis reveals that for a given κa the condition
(C20) is satisfied by κs = 0. This gives ⟨(∆Ls)2⟩ = 0 and
it is again optimal to measure the angular momentum eigen-
states |l⟩s. What is more, ⟨(∆S s)2⟩ = 1/2 and the branch C1
reduces to C1 = ⟨(∆La)2⟩/2. The latter branch intersects with
the second branch C2, Eq. (C15), for κa satisfying the follow-
ing equation

√
2∆La − |⟨Ea⟩|√
|⟨E2

a⟩|
= |⟨Es⟩|, (C22)

where the parameter κs is given by the RHS of the condi-
tion (C21). Upon solving previous equation we find that the
branches C1 and C2 intersect for κa,int � 3.018 which gives
D̃2

a,int � 0.167. Since for D2
a < D̃2

a,int the branch C2 lies be-
low the branch C1, whereas for D2

a > D̃2
a,int it is the other way

around, we find the uncertainty product (C2) to be greater or
equal to

BS =

 1
4

( √
|⟨E2

a⟩||⟨Es⟩| + |⟨Ea⟩|
)2

for D̃2
a,int > D2

a ≥ 0;
⟨(∆La)2⟩

2 for 1 ≥ D2
a ≥ D̃2

a,int.

(C23)

The function (C23) is depicted by the red line in the inset of
Fig. 4 of the main text. Its first branch is displayed by the
magenta line in the main figure, as well as in the inset, where
it consists of the dashed black line in the gray area and the
solid red line in the white area. The second branch of the
bound (C23) is depicted only in the inset and it consists of the
solid red line in the gray area and solid black line in the white
area. The value of the dispersion where the function (C23)
exhibits the sharp point is D̃2

a,int � 0.167 and it is depicted by
the vertical border between the white and gray area.
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By the numerical minimization of the uncertainty product
(C2) over the parameter κs at fixed κa we get the black line
in Fig. 4 of the main text. The line again possesses a sharp
point but now for a slightly different value of κa,sh � 2.897,
for which D̃2

a,sh � 0.174. Comparison with the numerically

minimized uncertainty product (C2) reveals that in the interval
1 ≥ D2

a ≥ D̃2
a,sh the second branch ⟨(∆La)2⟩/2 is equal to the

minimal uncertainty product, whereas for D̃2
a,sh > D2

a ≥ 0 the
first branch lies slightly above the minimal uncertainty prod-
uct (c.f. black line and magenta line in Fig. 4 of the main
text).
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