
A family of thermodynamic uncertainty relations valid for general fluctuation theorems
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Thermodynamic Uncertainty Relations (TURs) are relations that establish lower bounds for the relative fluc-
tuations of thermodynamic quantities in terms of the statistics of the associated entropy production. In this work
we derive a family of TURs that explores higher order moments of the entropy production and is valid in any
situation a Fluctuation Theorem holds. The resulting bound holds in both classical and quantum regimes and
can always be saturated. These TURs are shown in action for a two level system weakly coupled to a bath
undergoing a non time-symmetric drive, where we can use the Tasaki-Crooks fluctuation theorem. Finally, we
draw a connection between our TURs and the existence of correlations between the entropy production and the
thermodynamic quantity under consideration.

Introduction - In the recent decades, miniaturization has
led to the development of devices and thermal machines oper-
ating in a nanoscopic scale [1, 2]. These include quantum dots
[3], nano-junction thermoelectrics [4] and molecular motors
[5, 6] to name a few. When considering the thermodynam-
ics of these devices there are three important aspects of such
systems. The first one is that contrary to macroscopic ther-
modynamic systems the fluctuations play an important role,
so quantities like work and exchanged heat must be treated
stochastically. Secondly, these systems are inherently out-of-
equilibrium and so their operation entails some entropy pro-
duction. Finally, these systems operate at a scale where quan-
tum effects might have an important role and so a full quantum
treatment is necessary for their study.

The effect that fluctuations have in a device is to make it
more unreliable. For example, if during a particular run of an
experiment the heat dissipation becomes significantly larger
than average, then the device might be damaged or have its
operation disrupted. On the other hand, a larger entropy pro-
duction in a thermal machine leads to a reduced efficiency [7].
A natural question is whether it is possible to reconcile small
fluctuations with small entropy production by designing the
device in a clever way. An important step in answering this
question was the development of the Thermodynamic Uncer-
tainty Relations (TUR) [8–16]. These are relations that relate
the entropy production of the system with the relative fluctu-
ations of currents in that same system through an inequality.
The original TUR [8] was formulated for classical Markovian
systems and reads

Var (J)

⟨J⟩2
≥

1
2 ⟨Σ⟩

(1)

where J is a current integrated over time and Σ is the corre-
sponding entropy production. Note that because of the struc-
ture of the inequality, the entropy production imposes a lower
bound to the relative fluctuations of J and this bound diverges
when the entropy production becomes smaller, meaning that
there must always be a tradeoff between relative fluctuations
and dissipation.

Fluctuation theorems (FT) [17–29] are another important
class of results about the fluctuations of an out-of-equilibrium

system. They connect the statistics of two related processes,
called the forwards and backwards processes. The backwards
process can be roughly seen as the time reversal of the for-
wards process, in the sense that any external drives are re-
versed and any sequence of interactions is done in a reversed
order. However the initial state of the reversed process does
not need to be the final state of the forwards process and often
thermal states are used as initial states for both processes.

Mathematically, a FT may take a detailed form:

PF(Σ, ϕ)
PB(−Σ,−ϕ)

= eΣ (2)

where Σ is the entropy production in an experimental run of
the forwards process, ϕ is an exchanged quantity (or poten-
tially a vector of exchanged quantities) and PF(B) are the dis-
tributions for the forwards (backwards) process. Equation (2)
also leads to the integral form

〈
e−Σ

〉
F
= 1 (3)

Because equation (1) is only valid for classical systems and
can in fact be violated in quantum scenarios [30], there has
been an ongoing effort to find analogous relations valid for
quantum systems. Among these efforts we can cite TURs
similar to (1) but with a narrower validity regime [31, 32],
works generalizing the classical notion of dynamical activ-
ity [33] and works connecting TURs and FTs [34–38], which
will be our focus in this work. The majority of the efforts to
find TURs starting from FTs is restricted to the case where
PF = PB (which includes the Exchange Fluctuation Theo-
rems [23–27]), with the notable exception of [36] that derives
the TUR-like expression

Var (ϕ)F + Var (ϕ)B

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
1

exp
(
⟨Σ⟩F+⟨Σ⟩B

2

)
− 1

(4)

In this work, we advance these efforts by deriving the fol-
lowing family of TUR-like expressions from a general fluc-
tuation theorem obeying (2), which is the main result of this
paper:
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ϵα(ϕ) ≡
(1 − α)Var (ϕ)F + αVar (ϕ)B

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
α2ω

ω − 1
− α (5)

where ω =
〈(

1 − α + αe−Σ
)−1

〉
F

and 0 < α ≤ 1. In particular,

the case α = 1/2 that allows for a comparison with (4) leads to

Var (ϕ)F + Var (ϕ)B

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
1
2

(
1

⟨tanh (Σ/2)⟩ F
− 1

)
(6)

which also leads to the bound found in [38], if we further im-
pose that PF = PB. The limit α→ 0 leads to the inequality

Var (ϕ)F

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
1〈

e−2Σ〉
F − 1

(7)

that interestingly turns out to be equivalent to the positivity
of the covariance matrix between ϕ and e−Σ in the forwards
process, as we show later.

We show that for a given α there exist distributions that sat-
urate these inequalities, even if we impose the values of ⟨ϕ⟩F
and ⟨ϕ⟩B as constraints. We also show that in a sense these
inequalities use all the information available in the marginal
distribution PF(Σ), which can already be seen by the average
ω taking into account higher order moments of the entropy
production.

It should be noted that this is not the first work arriving at
a TUR that can be saturated (other examples include [37, 38])
nor the first work to consider higher moments (for example
[38]), but as far as we know no TUR with these properties has
been found for the case where PF , PB. This case includes
important cases, like the Tasaki-Crooks Fluctuation Theorem
[19, 21, 29] as well as fluctuation theorems including feedback
control [39]

The rest of the work is organized as follows: we first have
an abridged derivation of our main result (5), valid for any
fluctuation theorem obeying (2), followed by a physical exam-
ple using the Tasaki-Crooks theorem with some comparisons
with other TURs included and finally we have a discussion,
explaining why our TUR (as well as the TUR in eq (4)) must
trivialize when ϕ and Σ are allowed to be independent. All
detailed derivations omitted can be found in the Supplemental
Material.

Derivation of our results - The main idea behind the
derivation is to find the distribution PF(Σ, ϕ) obeying (2) that
minimizes (1−α)Var (ϕ)F+αVar (ϕ)B, using as constraints the
values of the averages ⟨ϕ⟩F and ⟨ϕ⟩B as well as the marginal
distribution PF(Σ).

The first point is to note that since ⟨ϕ⟩F and ⟨ϕ⟩B are fixed
then we can just minimize (1 − α)

〈
ϕ2

〉
F
+ α

〈
ϕ2

〉
B
. Secondly,

the quantity to minimize and all constraints can be expressed
in terms of the distribution for the forwards process. Namely,
⟨ϕ⟩B =

〈
−ϕe−Σ

〉
F

,
〈
ϕ2

〉
B
=

〈
ϕ2e−Σ

〉
F

and the fact that there

exists PB satisfying (2) is equivalent to
〈
e−Σ

〉
F
= 1. In other

words, we want to find the distribution P(Σ, ϕ) minimizing〈
ϕ2

(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)〉
, subject to the constraints ⟨ϕ⟩ = ⟨ϕ⟩F ,〈

−ϕe−Σ
〉
= ⟨ϕ⟩B and P(Σ) = PF(Σ).

We start with a simpler problem, where we consider a
fixed process obeying (2) with forwards distribution P and
we will find the measurable function f (Σ, ϕ) that minimizes〈

f 2
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)〉
, subject to the constraints ⟨ f ⟩ = ⟨ϕ⟩F and〈

− f e−Σ
〉
= ⟨ϕ⟩B. Mathematically, we want to minimize the

functional

F [ f ] =
∫

P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ)2
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)
dϕ dΣ (8)

subject to the constraints

∫
P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ) dϕ dΣ = ⟨ϕ⟩F (9)

∫
P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ)e−Σ dϕ dΣ = − ⟨ϕ⟩B (10)

The functional in (8) is convex for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, while the
constraints in (9) and (10) are given by linear functionals, im-
plying that f can be easily found using Calculus of Variations.
This leads to the following equation for the optimal f :

P(Σ, ϕ)
(

f (Σ, ϕ)
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)
−

(
λ + µe−Σ

))
= 0 ∀ Σ, ϕ

(11)
where λ and µ are Lagrange multipliers that must be found
using (9) and (10). This implies that

f (Σ, ϕ) =
λ + µe−Σ

1 − α + αe−Σ
(12)

for all points (Σ, ϕ) in the support of P. The important thing
is that since ϕ itself is a measurable function of (Σ, ϕ) obeying
the same constraints as f , then we have

〈
f 2

(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)〉
≤

〈
ϕ2

(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)〉
F
=

= (1 − α)
〈
ϕ2

〉
F
+ α

〈
ϕ2

〉
B

(13)

which already encapsulates a TUR-like relation. In order to
find it explicitly we have to find the values of the Lagrange
multipliers, substitute in f and then subtract (1 − α) ⟨ϕ⟩2F +
α ⟨ϕ⟩2B in both sides of (13). The detailed calculation is in the
Supplemental Material, but the final results are that if 0 < α ≤
1, then

(1 − α)Var (ϕ)F + αVar (ϕ)B

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
α2ω

ω − 1
− α (14)

and for α = 0 we have
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Var (ϕ)F

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
1〈

e−2Σ〉
F − 1

(15)

What we just did actually solves the problem of finding
an optimal forwards distribution, since if λ, µ are the La-
grange multipliers corresponding to the optimal f , for given
⟨ϕ⟩F , ⟨ϕ⟩B then a forwards distribution whose support obeys

ϕ =
λ + µe−Σ

1 − α + αe−Σ
(16)

satisfies the constraints and saturates the inequality for the cor-
responding α (since we will have f = ϕ) and this can be
done for any desired marginal distribution PF(Σ) (satisfying〈
e−Σ

〉
F
= 1).

Physical Example - For our physical example, we consider
a two level system weakly coupled to a bath at temperature
T . The system is subject to a drive such that it has a time
dependant hamiltonian given by

H(t) =
[

0 a sin(ωt)
a sin(ωt) E(1 + cos(ωt))

]
(17)

and the system is initially in thermal equilibrium with the
bath:

ρ0 =
e−βH(0)

Tr
(
e−βH(0)) (18)

In this situation, the Tasaki-Crooks Fluctuation Theorem
holds. Namely, if the forwards process is the evolution of the
system under the drive until a time instant t f , starting from
the state ρ0, then the backwards process is the evolution of the
system under the hamiltonian HB(t) = H(t f − t), starting from
the state

ρB
0 =

e−βH
B(0)

Tr
(
e−βHB(0)

) = e−βH(t f )

Tr
(
e−βH(t f )) (19)

and the work distribution is such that

PF(W)
PB(−W)

= eβ(W−∆F) (20)

where

∆F =
1
β

log

 Tr
(
e−βH(0)

)
Tr

(
e−βH(t f ))

 and Σ = β(W − ∆F) (21)

Since the entropy production in the forwards process is a di-
rect function of the work in the same process and ∆F changes

signs if we switch the forwards and backwards processes, then
the equality (20) can indeed be put in the form of equation (2):

PF(Σ,W)
PB(−Σ,−W)

= eΣ (22)

To find the work distributions for the evolution up to time t f ,
we follow [29] and use the characteristic function

χF(z; t f ) = Tr
(
U†eizH(t f )Ue−izH(0)ρ0

)
(23)

χB(z; t f ) = Tr
(
UeizH(0)U†e−izH(0)ρB

0

)
(24)

where U is the unitary operator giving the forwards evolution
from the starting state to the final state. Since the drive in
(17) is not time symmetrical, then in general we have U , U†

and PF , PB. In order to compare with the TUR inequali-
ties in [36, 40] we must consider the case α = 1/2 in equation
(6). Figure 1 contains graphs verifying our bound and com-
paring it to the one in [36, 40] as α, β and t f are changed. In

FIG. 1. Verification and comparison of our bound in a physical
example. (a) The setup considered. A qubit with a time dependant
hamiltonian H(t), as given by equation (17) weakly coupled to a bath
in temperature T . In all simulations the parameters E = 1, a =
1 + i, ω = 1 were used. (b) In this case β = 1 and t f = π/2 were
used. The graph shows the relative fluctuations ϵα(W) (blue curve)
compared with our lower bound in equation (5) (orange curve) for
different values of α (c) In this case t f = π/2, β is varied from 0.5
to 2 and only α = 1/2 is considered. The graph shows the relative
fluctuations ϵ1/2(W) (blue curve), our bound (orange curve) and for
comparison the bound in [36, 40] (green curve) (d) Time evolution
of the fluctuations and the bounds – Here we consider β = 1, α = 1/2
and t f varied from 0 to π/2. The order of magnitude of fluctuations
changes wildly, so we look instead to the ratios of ϵ1/2(W) with our
bound (blue curve) and with the bound in [36, 40] (orange curve).
The dashed line at 1 would mark the saturation of the bound.
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these graphs it becomes clear the advantage of using higher
moments in order to obtain a more precise bound and partic-
ularly in figure 1c, our bound is very close to being saturated
in the whole range tested.

The role of correlations - An interesting point about our
bounds (5) and (7), as well as the earlier bound (4) is that they
become trivial in the case ⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B = 0. However we have

Cov
(
ϕ, e−Σ

)
F
=

〈
ϕe−Σ

〉
F
− ⟨ϕ⟩F

〈
e−Σ

〉
F
= −

(
⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B

)
(25)

That is, the bound in equation (5) can be rewritten as

(1−α)Var (ϕ)F+αVar (ϕ)B ≥

(
α2ω

ω − 1
− α

)
Cov

(
ϕ, e−Σ

)2

F
(26)

and hence the bounds trivialize when ϕ and Σ are uncorre-
lated. This can be better understood, by checking the solution
for f (Σ, ϕ) in equation (12). The full calculation in the Sup-
plemental Material shows that we must have in this case

f (Σ, ϕ) = ⟨ϕ⟩F (27)

from which one can easily check that ⟨ f ⟩F = ⟨ϕ⟩F and〈
− f e−Σ

〉
F
= − ⟨ϕ⟩F = ⟨ϕ⟩B. In other words, a constant ϕ is

consistent with our constraints in this case. Note that this is
in contrast with the more studied case PF = PB where ϕ can
only be a constant if the averages are 0. This is a direct conse-
quence of ⟨ϕ⟩ being the same in the forwards and backwards
process in this case, meaning by equation (25) that there is
always a correlation between ϕ and Σ, leading to non-trivial
bounds.

Another point relating specifically to the case α = 0 is that

Var
(
e−Σ

)
F
=

〈
e−2Σ

〉
F
−

〈
eΣ

〉2

F
=

〈
e−2Σ

〉
F
− 1 (28)

meaning the inequality for α = 0 can be rewritten as

Var (ϕ)F Var
(
e−Σ

)
F
≥ Cov

(
ϕ, e−Σ

)2

F
(29)

which follows directly from the positivity of the covariance
matrix between ϕ and e−Σ for the forwards process (by sym-
metry, the case α = 1 has the same interpretation, but for the
backwards process). Note that even though this makes these
cases look trivial, it is still non trivial that the inequality can
be saturated.

Conclusions - In this work we have presented a rigorous
derivation of a family of thermodynamic uncertainty relations
that are direct consequences of fluctuation theorems. Con-
trary to most similar works, we do not require the forwards
and backwards processes to have the same statistics, allow-
ing the application in situations where the Tasaki-Crooks FT
holds and situations in the presence of feedback control. The
bound is obtained by an optimization procedure and the result
can be interpreted as the tightest bound given as constraints

the marginal distribution for entropy production and the for-
wards and backwards averages of the current whose fluctua-
tions we want to bound. We are able to find explicitly which
joint distributions saturate the bound, showing that this de-
pends only on what their support is. Finally, we show that our
bounds, as well as other bounds known for the case where the
forwards and backwards processes are distinct must trivial-
ize when the current is uncorrelated with the entropy produc-
tion, giving some insight on why this is inevitable. This work
therefore furthers significantly the understanding of fluctua-
tions happening in non-equilibrium thermodynamic processes
and how they connect with other related results.
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[23] C. Jarzynski and D. K. Wójcik, Physical Review Letters 92,

230602 (2004).

mailto:a.timpanaro@ufabc.edu.br
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1045
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1039/C7CS00245A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.190602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.190602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.158101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.158101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.93.052145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.93.052145
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.01221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.190602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.190602
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.05817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.012101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.012101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.07699
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aaf3ff
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aaf3ff
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.10414
http://prl.aps.org/abstract/PRL/v74/i14/p2694{_}1
http://prl.aps.org/abstract/PRL/v74/i14/p2694{_}1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.56.5018
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1023208217925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.61.062314
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0009244
http://arxiv.org/abs/0009244
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0007360
http://arxiv.org/abs/0007360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.230602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.230602


5

[24] D. Andrieux, P. Gaspard, T. Monnai, and S. Tasaki, New Jour-
nal of Physics 11, 043014 (2009).

[25] K. Saito and Y. Utsumi, Physical Review B - Condensed Matter
and Materials Physics 78, 115429 (2008).

[26] M. Esposito, U. Harbola, and S. Mukamel, Reviews of Modern
Physics 81, 1665 (2009).

[27] M. Campisi, P. Hänggi, and P. Talkner, Reviews of Modern
Physics 83, 771 (2011).

[28] C. Jarzynski, Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics 2,
329 (2011).

[29] P. Talkner and P. Hänggi, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical
and Theoretical 40, F569 (2007).
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Supplemental Material

DEDUCTION OF THE TUR FAMILY

Like in the main text, we consider a distribution P(Σ, ϕ) for the forwards process and want to find the measurable function
f (Σ, ϕ) that minimizes the functional

F [ f ] =
∫

P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ)2
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)
dϕ dΣ (S1)

subject to the constraints ∫
P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ) dϕ dΣ = ⟨ϕ⟩F (S2)

∫
P(Σ, ϕ) f (Σ, ϕ)e−Σ dϕ dΣ = − ⟨ϕ⟩B (S3)

In order to do this minimization, we must consider the following Lagrangian functional

L[ f ] =
∫

P(Σ, ϕ)
(

f (Σ, ϕ)2
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)
+ λ

(
f (Σ, ϕ) − ⟨ϕ⟩F

)
+ µ

(
f (Σ, ϕ)e−Σ + ⟨ϕ⟩B

))
dϕ dΣ (S4)

Since L is convex whenever 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and we have only equality constraints, then for these values of α we can find an equation
for the minimum f by simply equating the functional derivative to zero. Since

δL

δ f
= P(Σ, ϕ)

(
2 f (Σ, ϕ)

(
1 − α + αe−Σ

)
+ λ + µe−Σ

)
(S5)

then for all (Σ, ϕ) in the support we have

f (Σ, ϕ) =
−(λ + µe−Σ)

2
(
1 − α + αe−Σ

) (S6)

The form of the solution is different for α = 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1. We will start with the simplest case:

The α = 0 case

In this case eq (S6) can be simplified to

f (Σ, ϕ) = A + Be−Σ (S7)

Imposing the constraints leads to the system ⟨ϕ⟩F =
〈
A + Be−Σ

〉
F
= A + B

⟨ϕ⟩B =
〈
−e−Σ

(
A + Be−Σ

)〉
F
= −A − B

〈
e−2Σ

〉
F

(S8)

with solution

B =
⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B
1 −

〈
e−2Σ〉

F
and A = ⟨ϕ⟩F − B (S9)

implying that
〈

f 2
〉

F
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〈
f 2

〉
F
=

∫
f (Σ, ϕ)2PF(Σ, ϕ) dΣ dϕ

=

∫
(A + Be−Σ)2PF(Σ, ϕ) dΣ dϕ

= A2 + 2AB + B2
〈
e−2Σ

〉
F

= (A + B)2 + B2
(〈

e−2Σ
〉

F
− 1

)
(S10)

= ⟨ϕ⟩2F +
(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2〈

e−2Σ〉
F − 1

⇒ (S11)

Var ( f )F =
〈

f 2
〉

F
− ⟨ f ⟩2F =

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2〈
e−2Σ〉

F − 1
(S12)

Since ϕ is a measurable function of (Σ, ϕ) satisfying the same constraints as f , it follows that Var (ϕ)F ≥ Var ( f )F and hence

Var (ϕ)F ≥
(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2〈

e−2Σ〉
F − 1

(S13)

The 0 < α ≤ 1 case

If α , 0, then eq (S6) can always be rewritten as

f (Σ, ϕ) = A +
B
Ω(Σ)

where Ω(Σ) = 1 − α + αe−Σ (S14)

Furthermore, if we define 〈
1
Ω

〉
F
= ω and

〈
e−Σ

Ω

〉
F
= ω′ (S15)

then we have

1 =
〈

1 − α + αe−Σ

Ω

〉
F
= (1 − α)ω + αω′ ⇒ ω′ =

1 − ω
α
+ ω (S16)

So imposing the constraints leads to the system ⟨ϕ⟩F = ⟨A +
B/Ω⟩F = A + Bω

⟨ϕ⟩B =
〈
−e−Σ (A + B/Ω)

〉
F
= −A − Bω′

(S17)

with solution

B =
α(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)
ω − 1

and A = ⟨ϕ⟩F − Bω (S18)

Finally, 〈
f 2Ω

〉
F
=

〈(
A +

B
Ω

)2

Ω

〉
F

=

〈
A2Ω + 2AB +

B2

Ω

〉
F

= A2 + 2AB + B2ω

= (A + B)2 + B2(ω − 1)

= (⟨ϕ⟩F + B(1 − ω))2 + B2(ω − 1)

= ⟨ϕ⟩2F − 2α ⟨ϕ⟩F (⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B) +
α2(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2ω

ω − 1
(S19)
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leading to

(1 − α)Var ( f )F + αVar ( f )B =
〈

f 2Ω
〉

F
− (1 − α) ⟨ϕ⟩2F − α ⟨ϕ⟩

2
B

= α ⟨ϕ⟩2F − 2α ⟨ϕ⟩F (⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B) − α ⟨ϕ⟩2B +
α2(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2ω

ω − 1

= (⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2
(
α2ω

ω − 1
− α

)
(S20)

and the inequality

(1 − α)Var (ϕ)F + αVar (ϕ)B

(⟨ϕ⟩F + ⟨ϕ⟩B)2 ≥
α2ω

ω − 1
− α (S21)

from this point forward, the deduction in the main text is complete.
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