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Unlike the uncertainty relationships of two arbitrary incompatible observables represented by
the product of variances in the past, representing them by the sum of variances is better as it
guarantees to be nontrivial for two incompatible operators in some special cases. Although the
uncertainty relation is formulated as the sum of variances for unitary operators has been confirmed,
its general forms for arbitrary non-Hermitian operators have not been yet investigated in detail.
Thus, this study develops four sum uncertainty relations for arbitrary non-Hermitian operators
acting on system states by utilizing an appropriate Hilbert-space metric. The compatible forms
of our sum inequalities with the conventional quantum mechanics are also provided via G-metric
formalism. Concrete examples demonstrate the validity of the purposed sum uncertainty relations in
both PT -symmetric and PT -broken phases. The proposed methods and results can help the reader
to understand in-depth the usefulness of G-metric formalism in non-Hermitian quantum mechanics
and the sum uncertainty relations of incompatible operators within.

I. INTRODUCTION

The uncertainty principle (UP) and uncertainty rela-
tions (URs) are crucial in quantum mechanics, offering
insights into the behavior of microscopic systems. Ini-
tially formulated by Heisenberg [1], the principle pro-
vides a fundamental constraint on the simultaneous mea-
surement precision of canonically conjugate observables,
setting a lower bound on their product of errors and
disturbances. The Heisenberg uncertainty principle is
a cornerstone in quantum mechanics, fundamentally af-
fecting the understanding of physical systems by estab-
lishing intrinsic limits on the precision of certain pairs
of observables. However, Heisenberg’s original state-
ment referred to the error and disturbance in a mea-
surement process, which depended on measurement tech-
niques. With the development of quantum measurement
theory and the related techniques, recently, the incorrect-
ness [2], modifications [3–7], and the violations [8–10] of
Heisenberg’s measurement-disturbance relationship ow-
ing to weak measurements were investigated. It should
be noted that Heisenberg’s original proposal was differ-
ent compared to its current interpretation. Kennard [11]
and Weyl [12] provided the textbook forms of the po-
sition and momentum of UR based on their variances.
Roberston [13] rigorously established the Heisenberg un-
certainty relation for pairs over the state |ψ〉 as

∆A2∆B2 ≥ 1

4
|〈ψ| [A,B] |ψ〉|2 . (1)

where △A and △B are the variances of non-commuting
Hermitian operators, defined as △A =

√

〈A2〉 − 〈A〉2
and △B =

√

〈B2〉 − 〈B〉2, and 〈X〉 = 〈ψ|X |ψ〉 is the
average of an operator X in state |ψ〉. The [A,B] =
AB − BA denotes the commutator of A and B. Unlike
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Heisenberg’s original measurement-disturbance relation-
ship, the Roberston UR presented above is independent
of any specific measurement. Notably, the inequality
may become trivial even when considering that A and B
are incompatible with some system states, which can be
derived by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. In
1930, Schrödinger [14] improved this relation by adding
an expectation value term of an anti-commutator {A,B}
on the right-hand side (RHS). However, this improved
form still suffered from the trivial cases mentioned above.

In addition to the Roberston and Schrödinger rela-
tions, many other URs have been proposed. URs are
useful for a wide range of applications, including quan-
tum foundation [15, 16], quantum random number gener-
ation [17, 18], entanglement detection [19–21], quantum
spin squeezing [22–26], quantum metrology [27–30], and
quantum information science [31–35], etc. Notably, most
URs are formulated in conventional quantum mechanics
(CQM), where the operators are assumed to be Hermi-
tian. Nevertheless, Hermiticity is an axiom of quantum
mechanics that guarantees probability preservation and
a real spectrum. In 1998, Bender [36] proved that the
strict Hermiticity requirement for a system to have a
real spectrum can be replaced with the less restrictive
condition of PT symmetry. In a PT symmetric system,
the eigenspectrum of that system is real even though its
corresponding Hamiltonian is non-Hermitian, which has
gained a wide interest for non-Hermitian quantum me-
chanics (NHQM). In PT -invariant non-Hermitian sys-
tems [37–39], a transition occurs that divides them into
two phases: one where the system exhibits PT symme-
try with a completely real spectrum, and another where
PT symmetry is broken, leading to a spectrum compris-
ing complex conjugate pairs, either entirely or partially.
In recent years, URs were also investigated in NHQM
theoretically [40–45] and experimentally [46–49].

As noticed, in CQM and NHQM, most URs are based
on the product of variances ∆A2∆B2 of the observables.
However, those products of variances can be zero even if
one of the variances is nonzero, which is trivial. There-
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fore, these earlier uncertainty relations fail to completely
capture the incompatibility among the observables in the
system state. Interestingly, recent studies focus on sum
URs since they are nontrivial whenever the operators are
incompatible with the state. In Ref. [50], Maccone and
Pati established a pair of URs for sums of variances in
CQM, consistently yielding nontrivial bounds even in the
case of observable eigenstates. In Ref. [45], the sum URs
for general unitary operators has been investigated in
detail. It is known that in open quantum systems there
is a variety of non-Hermitian operators, such as unitary
operators, ladder operators, and effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians. Thus, the sum URs investigated in Ref.
[45] only represent the special case of sum URs in NHQM.
Furthermore, that study did not consider the G-metric
formalism of NHQM.

This study investigates the URs in non-Hermitian sys-
tems by considering the G-metric formalism. As in-
vestigated in [51–53], directly applying the axioms and
theorems of CQM to non-Hermitian systems may con-
flict with certain theoretical principles, which are fun-
damental in quantum physics. Therefore, a modified
non-Hermitian quantum mechanics (NHQM) formulation
has been developed [54] based on Hilbert space geome-
try. This formulation is consistent with the CQM for
Hermitian systems by employing the Hermitian positive
definite matrix G alongside generalized operators, to en-
sure the probability is time-invariant. For every nonzero
|ψ(t)〉, one chooses 〈ψ(t)|G(t)|ψ(t)〉 > 0, so that G is
positive definite and the probability is time invariant. It
was shown that the NHQM does not violate the theo-
rems in CQM, including the no-go theorems if the state
and adjoint operators are modified by G-metric construc-
tion. Additionally, unlike the Dirac inner product used
in CQM, PT -symmetric quantum theory can effectively
utilize the G-inner product. Indeed, CQM emerges as
a particular instance within the PT -symmetric NHQM,
specifically under the G-metric inner product formalism.
As a fundamental cornerstone of quantum mechanics,
URs should also preserve their validity in NHQM. In Ref.
[44], the researchers presented a very elegant form of UR
of two non-compatible non-Hermitian operators using the
G-metric formalism. Nevertheless, its corresponding sum
relation has not yet been investigated. Thus, reassessing
the sum URs of NHQM by taking the G-metric formalism
into account is mandatory.

This paper investigates the nontrivial lower bound
for the sum of the variances applied to general non-
Hermitian observables in NHQM. Additionally, this work
provides rigorous proof for it. Then, the bounds of the
proposed sum URs are strengthened within the G-inner
product framework. We also employ the general good ob-
servable condition to construct the modified compatible
forms of URs with CQM. Additionally, we observed sim-
ilarities in their mathematical forms by comparing the
derived URs with their counterparts in CQM. The theo-
retical results are verified numerically by employing two
distinct examples.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. II
provides explicit details on the derivations of the four
sum URs developed for arbitrary two non-Hermitian op-
erators and presents the modified forms in terms of G-
metric formalism. Sec. III, presents two different exam-
ples to prove the validity of our sum URs in all NHQM
realms, including PT -symmetric and PT -symmetry bro-
ken phases, and discusses the results. Sec. IV, gives some
discussions and concludes this work.

II. SUM URS FOR NON-HERMITIAN

OPERATORS

This section introduces four URs for two incompatible
non-Hermitian operators. These relations are discussed
within the NHQM framework and in its G-metric formal-
ism. This section also provides the form of these inequal-
ities under the condition of good observables [44].

First and second inequalities: Let A and B be two
arbitrary non-Hermitian operators in a Hilbert space H,
i.e. A† 6= A and B† 6= B. In this Hilbert space, the
scalar product of the arbitrary state vector ϕ and its
related norm are defined as 〈ϕ, ϕ〉 =

∫

ϕ∗ϕdτ and ||ϕ|| =
√

〈ϕ, ϕ〉, respectively. The self-adjoint of an operator X

in the Hilbert space is denoted as X† and defined by
〈ϕ,Xψ〉 = 〈X†ϕ, ψ〉, ψ ∈H. Then, for X̂ = X − 〈X〉,
one has

||X̂ϕ||2 = ||(X − 〈X〉)ϕ||2

= 〈X†X〉 − 〈X†〉〈X〉 = △X2, (2)

where 〈X〉 = 〈ϕ,Xϕ〉 = 〈ϕ|X |ϕ〉 and △X is the variance
of the operator X over |ϕ〉.

Let the new operator be Xα = Â− iαB̂, α ∈ R. From
Eq. (2) one can obtain [43]

||Xαϕ||2 = α2||B̂ϕ||2 + αCA,B;ϕ + ||Âϕ||2, (3)

where ||Âϕ||2 = △A2 and ||B̂ϕ||2 = △B2, and CA,B;ψ =

−i〈Â†B̂− B̂†Â〉 is real, satisfied for all values of α. Since
||Xαϕ||2 ≥ 0, if α = −1, the sum of the variances of A
and B obeys the UR presented below

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 2ℑ [Cov (A,B)] . (4)

Here, the covariance of A and B is defined as
Cov(A,B) = 〈Â†B̂〉 = 〈A†B〉 − 〈A†〉〈B〉. Another new

operator can be defined Yα = Â + αB̂, which is a linear
combination of Â and B̂. For this operator, the relation
presented below is held as

||Yαϕ||2 = α2||B̂ϕ||2 + αDA,B;ϕ + ||Âϕ||2 ≥ 0. (5)

where DA,B;ψ = 〈Â†B̂ + B̂†Â〉, which has a real value.
Notably, Eq. (5) is invariant under various α values,
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where α may take any arbitrary values. Specifically, for
α = −1, it brings the sum UR as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 2ℜ [Cov (A,B)] . (6)

Since the left-hand sides (LHS) of Ineqs. (4) and (6) are
the real and imaginary parts of same quantity, we can
rewrite them as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 2max{ℜ [Cov (A,B)] ,ℑ [Cov (A,B)]}.
(7)

This is the proof of our first and second inequalities.
For a given non-Hermitian system described by the

Hamiltonian H 6= H†, the above relations can be ex-
pressed in the G-metric formalism [54]. The G-metric is
necessary for NHQM to guarantee the probability conser-
vation in time. G(t) has to be Hermitian, positive def-
inite, and satisfy the motion equation for the conserved
probability [54]:

∂Gt(t) = i
[

G(t)H(t) −H†(t)G(t)
]

. (8)

Thus, for a given H(t) of a system, there is always a cor-
responding G-metric. In this new formalism of NHQM,
the state and adjoint operators have some modifications.
For theG-metric, the bra vector |ψ(t)〉〉 has no distinction
between the conventional |ψ(t)〉. However, the dual cor-
responding vectors are not just the Hermitian conjugate
of the conventional vectors but are also subject to a lin-
ear map as 〈〈ψ(t)| = 〈ψ(t)|G(t). Hence, in the G-metric
formalism, the inner product and expectation value of A
under the state |ψ(t)〉 in CQM, 〈ψ|ψ〉 and 〈A〉 = 〈ψ|A|ψ〉,
can be expressed as

〈〈ψ|ψ〉〉 = 〈ψ|G|ψ〉, (9)

and

〈A〉G = 〈〈ψ|A|ψ〉〉 = 〈ψ|GA|ψ〉, (10)

respectively. On the other hand, the adjoint operator A†

of A changed to A† → G−1A†G. Thus, in the G-metric,
the arbitrary new operator X̂ = X − 〈X〉 and its adjoint
one are modified to

X̂ → X̂G = X − 〈X〉G, (11)

X̂† → X̂†
G = G−1X†G− 〈ψ|X†G|ψ〉. (12)

Furthermore, in the G-metric formalism, the conven-
tional covariance function Cov(A,B) is modified to

Covg (A,B) = 〈Â†B̂〉g = 〈A†GB〉 − 〈A†G〉〈GB〉. Thus,
by using the above modifications of the state vector and
adjoint operators corresponding to the G-metric formal-
ism in NHQM, the sum of the variances of △A2 and △B2

[see Ineqs. (4) and (6)] are modified as

∆A2
g +∆B2

g ≥ 2ℑ [Covg (A,B)] , (13)

and

∆A2
g +∆B2

g ≥ 2ℜ [Covg (A,B)] , (14)

respectively. Here, the LHS terms of the above rela-
tions represent the variances of the incompatible non-
Hermitian operators A and B in the G-metric formalism,
which is defined as

∆A2
g = 〈A†GA〉 − 〈A†G〉〈GA〉, (15)

and

△B2
g = 〈B†GB〉 − 〈B†G〉〈GB〉, (16)

respectively.
In the G- metric formalism of quantum mechanics, the

Hermiticity condition on the operator X can be replaced
by a more general and convenient condition, called “ good

observable” [54]. Thus, if X†G = GX , then X is a good

observable. As investigated in previous studies, the good

observable can be either Hermitian or non-Hermitian
[38, 44]. Eq. (8) infers that all Hermitian operators are
good observables under the Dirac product when G is a
unit operator, i.e., G = I. However, for non-Hermitian
systems, the determination of a good observable depends
on the G-metric, which exhibits distinct characteristics
in the PT -symmetric and PT -broken phases. Thus, if
the operators A and B adhere to the condition of good
observables, A†G = GA and B†G = GB, the URs in
Ineqs. (13) and (14) can be further expressed as

∆A2
G +∆B2

G ≥ i〈[B,A]〉G, (17)

and

∆A2
G +∆B2

G ≥ 〈{A,B}〉G − 2〈B〉G〈A〉G, (18)

respectively. Here, the variances of A and B in G-metric
after the good observable constraint are given as

∆A2
G = 〈A2〉G − 〈A〉2G (19)

and

△B2
G = 〈B2〉G − 〈B〉2G, (20)

The anti-commutation relation between A and B is writ-
ten as {A,B} = AB + BA. The above relations can be
used both in the PT -symmetric and PT -broken phases.
In Ref. [44], the authors presented the modified Robert-
son UR using the good observable condition, with its
form being similar to the conventional. This also proves
that the above two modified sum URs have similar forms
as CQM. Further details are provided in the discussion
section of this paper.

Third and fourth inequalities: Next, we present two
sum URs for two incompatible operators in NHQM. In
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quantum mechanics, the formula below is valid for any
kind (Hermitian and non-Hermitian) of operator X [55]

X |ψ〉 =〈X〉|ψ〉+△X |ψ⊥
X〉, (21)

This study assumes that X is a non-Hermitian opera-
tor. △X is the standard deviation of non-Hermitian op-
erator X defined in Eq. (2), and 〈X〉 = 〈ψ|X |ψ〉 is a
expectation value of X over |ψ〉. |ψ⊥

X〉 representing a
state vector, which is orthogonal to |ψ〉 and it is depen-
dent on the operator X . This expression is called the
Aharonov–Vaidman identity. If we have two incompat-
ible non-Hermitian operators, A and B, then the above
expression also applies to their combinations, A±iB, and
we have

(A± iB) |ψ〉 = (〈A〉 ± i 〈B〉) |ψ〉+∆(A± iB) |ψ⊥
A+iB〉,

(22)

where |ψ⊥
A±iB〉 represents the state vector orthogonal to

|ψ〉, which is dependent on the operators A ± iB, and
∆(A± iB) denotes the standard deviations of the oper-
ators A± iB over |ψ〉. By taking the inner product with
any vector |ψ⊥〉 orthogonal to |ψ〉, the Eq. (22) becomes
as

〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉 =∆(A± iB) 〈ψ⊥|ψ⊥
A+iB〉. (23)

In the equation above, the first term vanishes due to
〈ψ⊥|ψ〉 = 0. The squared modulus of Eq. (23) is gotten
as

∣

∣〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
= (∆ (A± iB))

2 ∣
∣〈ψ⊥|ψ⊥

A+iB〉
∣

∣

2
.

(24)

where 〈ψ⊥|ψ⊥
A+iB〉 is the inner product of two state vec-

tors |ψ⊥〉 and |ψ⊥
A+B〉, and its squared modulus must be

less than one, i.e.,
∣

∣〈ψ⊥|ψ⊥
A+iB〉

∣

∣

2 ≤ 1. Thus,

(∆ (A± iB))2 ≥
∣

∣〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
. (25)

The (∆ (A± iB))
2

can be expanded as

(∆ (A± iB))
2
= △A2 +△B2 ± i〈Â†B̂〉 ∓ i〈B̂†Â〉, (26)

where Â = A− 〈A〉 and B̂ = B − 〈B〉 and Cov (A,B) =

〈Â†B̂〉 = 〈A†B〉− 〈A†〉〈B〉. By substituting the Eq. (26)
into Ineq. (25), we obtain a sum UR as

△A2 +△B2 ≥ ±2ℑ [Cov (A,B)] +
∣

∣〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
.

(27)

Here,
∣

∣〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
=

∣

∣〈ψ|
(

A† ∓ iB†
)

|ψ⊥〉
∣

∣

2
.

This is the third sum UR, and it is valid for all
non-Hermitian operators. In the derivation of the
above relation, it is assumed that |ψ⊥〉 and |ψ⊥

A±iB〉
should be simultaneously orthogonal to |ψ〉. Those
states can be chosen using the Aharonov–Vaidman
identity,|ψ⊥

A〉 = Â/△A|ψ〉or |ψ⊥
B〉 = B̂/△B|ψ〉 and

|ψ⊥
A±iB〉 =

(

Â± iB̂
)

/∆(A± iB) |ψ〉.
Next, the fourth sum UR is provided. Assuming

that the sum operator A + B applies to the Aharonov–
Vaidman identity, we have

(A+B) |ψ〉 = (〈A〉+ 〈B〉) |ψ〉+∆(A+B) |ψ⊥
A+B〉.

(28)

When the orthogonal state 〈ψ⊥
A+B | to |ψ〉 is multiplied

from the left side of the relation presented above, the
result is obtained as

〈ψ⊥
A+B| (A+B) |ψ〉 =∆(A+B) , (29)

and its squared modulus is read as

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A+B | (A+ B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
= ∆(A+B)

2
. (30)

Applying the parallelogram law of vectors, 2∆A2 +
2∆B2 ≥ (∆ (A+B))

2
, which holds for arbitrary opera-

tor A and B, another sum UR of the two non-Hermitian
operators A and B is obtained as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A+B | (A+B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
. (31)

The lower bound will not be zero unless it is a special case
where state |ψ〉 is an eigenstate of A+ B. Based on the

equality 2∆A2 + 2∆B2 = (∆ (A+B))
2
+ (∆ (A−B))

2
,

and since (∆ (A±B))2 are non-negative, another in-
equality can be derived for the minus sign. Therefore,
the fourth inequality is obtained in the following form as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥max{1
2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B| (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2}. (32)

This is the fourth sum UR, which is also valid for any
kind of non-Hermitian operators. It is observed that
there is a finite degree of uncertainty, except in the trivial
scenario where |ψ〉 is an eigenstate of A ± B, indicating
that the RHS effectively measures the incompatibility be-
tween A and B on a given state. The Hermitian counter-
part of the third and fourth URs has been investigated
in Ref. [50], and the derivation presented in this paper
is a generalization of that relation in the NHQM realm.

Next, the above inequalities of Eq. (27) and Eq. (32)
can be obtained in terms of the G–metric formalism. By



5

considering the modifications of the state vector and ad-
joint operators in the G-metric, the third and fourth sum
URs are reformulated into:

△A2
g +△B2

g ≥± 2ℑ [CovG (A,B)] +
∣

∣〈ψ⊥|G (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
,

(33)

△A2
g +△B2

g ≥max

[

1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B |G (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
]

, (34)

where △A2
g and △B2

g are defined according
to Eq. (15) and Eq. (16), respectively, and
∣

∣〈ψ⊥|G (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2
=

∣

∣〈ψ|
(

A†G∓ iB†G
)

|ψ⊥〉
∣

∣

2
.

Note that
∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B|G (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
=

〈ψ⊥
A+B|G (A±B) |ψ〉〈ψ|

(

A† ±B†
)

G|ψ⊥
A+B〉. Fur-

thermore, in the context of good observable conditions,
the above two inequalities are transformed into:

△A2
G +△B2

G ≥± i〈[A,B]〉G +
∣

∣〈ψ|G (A± iB) |ψ⊥〉
∣

∣

2
,

(35)

△A2
G +△B2

G ≥max

[

1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B|G (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
]

,

(36)

Here,
∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B |G (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
=

〈ψ⊥
A±B|G (A±B) |ψ〉〈ψ|G (A±B) |ψ⊥

A±B〉. The above
inequalities represent the sum URs that are proposed
in the context of the modified NHQM. Notably, the
relations presented in the G-metric are more elegant
than the general forms and fit with the inner product
and probability conservation in time of NHQM.

III. EXAMPLES

This section numerically verifies the validity of the four
inequalities presented in Section II using two examples.

Example 1: Let A and B be two incompatible non-
Hermitian operators such that A 6= A† and B 6= B†.
Any non-Hermitian operator A and B can be expressed
as A = SAUA and B = SBUB, respectively, using po-
lar decomposition [40], where S is a positive-semidefinite
operator and U is the corresponding unitary operator.
This study illustrates the behavior of uncertainty re-
lations following the experimental work of [49]. The
initial quantum state of the system is considered as
|ψ〉 = cos 2θ0|0〉+sin 2θ0|1〉, with |0〉 = |H〉 and |1〉 = |V 〉
being the horizontal and the vertical polarization states.
Following [49], the polar decomposition parts of the non-
Hermitian operators A and B are

UA =

[

cos 2 (θ1 − θ0) sin 2 (θ1 − θ0)
sin 2 (θ1 − θ0) − cos 2 (θ1 − θ0)

]

, (37)

SA =

[

− cos 2θ3 0
0 1

]

, (38)

UB =

[

cos 2 (θ5 − θ0) sin 2 (θ5 − θ0)
sin 2 (θ5 − θ0) − cos 2 (θ5 − θ0)

]

, (39)

SB =

[

− cos 2θ7 0
0 1

]

. (40)

As investigated in [49], these real non-Hermitian op-
erators (both A and B) can be realized by a phase-
adjustable Sagnac ring interferometer and beam displacer
(BD) crystals. From the experimental point of view, θk
can denoted as the angle of the k-th half wave plate. The
operators A and B with the above decomposition parts
reads as

A =

(

1
2 sin 2θ0

1
2 cos 2θ0

cos 2θ0 − sin 2θ0

)

, B =

(

0 0
cos 2θ0 − sin 2θ0

)

(41)
This aims to check that the operators A and B are

real non-Hermitian. To analyze our method concretely,
the angles chosen to construct the non-Hermitain oper-
ators following with Ref. [49] as θ1 = π/4, θ3 = π/3,
θ5 = π/4 and θ7 = 3π/4. Then, the quantities of the
left and right-hand sides of the proposed four sum URs
can be calculated. Fig. 1 illustrates the analytic nu-
merical results, where the horizontal axis is the angle θ0
required to prepare the initial state |ψ〉 and the verti-
cal axis is the difference D between the LHS and RHS
of the URs corresponding to Ineqs. (4), (6), (27) and
(32). Fig. 1 highlights that the four relations introduced
are valid for all parameter regions of state |ψ〉 except
θ0 = π

4 ,
3π
4 . Since at θ0 = π

4 and θ0 = 3π
4 , the operators

A and B are commute, [A,B] = 0, and then D = 0 .
This study assumes that A and B are incompatible op-
erators, therefore, the above two points are trivial cases.
When comparing with other bounds, the numerical re-
sults demonstrated that this particular bound of UR 3
and UR 4 outperforms the competitor in specific regions
of the state space.

Example 2: The first example demonstrates the valid-
ity of the four improved URs proposed in Section II in
a general non-Hermitian system. The second example
aims to confirm the validity of these four URs within the
G-inner product and good observables, considering both
the PT broken and unbroken phases. This example as-
sumes two non-Hermitian operators A and B in the sim-
plest one-parameter PT -invariant system described by
the Hamiltonian [37]

H (γ) =

(

iγ 1
1 −iγ

)

. (42)

The Hamiltonian varies continuously with parameter γ,
and adjustments to this real parameter influence the PT -
symmetry of the system. Specifically, when γ2 < 1, the
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UR4
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0.0

0.5

1.0
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2.5

θ0 π

D

Figure 1. Difference D between the LHS and RHS of four
distinct uncertainty relations as a funtion of θ0. The dot-
dashed curve denotes Ineq. (4), the solid line curve is for Ineq.
(6), the dashed curve for Ineq. (27), and the dotted curve for
Ineq. (32). It is considered that θ1 = π/4, θ3 = π/3, θ5 = π/4,
and θ1 = π/4, θ3 = π/3, θ5 = π/4andθ7 = 3π/4.

system resides within the PT preserving region. Accord-
ingly, for γ2 > 1, the system is in the PT breaking re-

gion. The eigenvalues are E1,2 = ±
√

1− γ2 signifying
the occurrence of a phase transition precisely at the ex-
ceptional point (EP) γ2 = 1. Furthermore, we can de-
duce that the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian H (γ) serves
as a good observable in the PT -symmetric phase but not
in the PT -broken phase, suggesting the existence of an
exceptional point in the system. The exceptional point
in a non-Hermitian system refers to a unique point in the
parameter space where both eigenvalues and eigenvectors
merge into a single value and state [56].

The proposed scheme assumes that the arbitrary initial
state is prepared into a general superposition of the eigen-
states of the Hamiltonian H(γ) in the PT -symmetric
phases, expressed as

|Ψ〉 = N
(

|E1〉+ peiα|E2〉
)

, (43)

where p and α are real parameters and N is the nor-
malization coefficient. The initial state is set to be nor-
malized for the G-inner product 〈ψ|G|ψ〉 = 1. The right
eigenstates of H(γ) in the PT preserving region of the
Hamiltonian, i.e., H (γ) |Ei〉 = Ei|Ei〉 are

|E1〉 =
1√

2 cos θ

[

eiθ/2

e−iθ/2

]

, (44)

|E2〉 =
i√

2 cos θ

[

e−iθ/2

−eiθ/2
]

. (45)

In this context, cos θ =
√

1− γ2. The |E1〉 and |E2〉
are the right eigenvalues of H , and the matrix of G for
this system is Gs = [

∑

i |Ei〉〈Ei|]
−1

. Thus, for the PT -
unbroken phase, the matrix of G can be chosen as the

follows, despite G not being uniquely defined for a given
H(γ) [54].

Gs =
1

√

1− γ2

(

1 −iγ
iγ 1

)

. (46)

In the PT -broken phases, the normalized right eigen-
states of H(γ) are

|e1〉 =
1

√

2γλ− 2λ2

[

1
−i (γ − λ)

]

, (47)

|e2〉 =
1

√

2γλ− 2λ2

[

i (γ − λ)
1

]

, (48)

where λ =
√

γ2 − 1. In this case, 1 − γ2 ≤ 0. Then
the corresponding arbitrary initial state in the PT bro-
ken region is |Φ〉 = N

(

|e1〉+ peiα|e2〉
)

. By using Gb =

[
∑

i |ei〉〈ei|]
−1

, the matrix of G for the PT broken phase
is

Gb =
1

√

γ2 − 1

(

γ −i
i γ

)

. (49)

Notably, selecting good observables in non-Hermitian
systems depends on the G metric, exhibiting different
characteristics in PT -symmetric and PT -broken phases.
In this example, H (γ) is effective as a good observable in
the unbroken phase but not in the broken phase. Hence,
to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed URs, we
choose two incompatible good observables, H (γ) and σy
for the PT unbroken phase, with the numerical results
depicted in Fig. 2 (a). Considering the PT -broken phase,
we choose H (1/γ) and σy as good observables. Fig. 2
(b) depicts the differences D of LHS and RHS of our sum
URs for that region. As indicated in Fig. 2, our sum URs
hold well for all parameter regions.

In both regions, to illustrate the preceding uncertainty
relations, it is necessary to identify the state |ψ⊥〉, which
is orthogonal to the system state |ψ〉. In a non-Hermitian
system, the orthogonality is expressed through the G-
inner product 〈ψ⊥|G|ψ〉 = 〈〈ψ⊥|ψ〉 = 0. Employing
eigenvectors that constitute a complete biorthogonal set
satisfying 〈Li|Rj〉 = δij , allows designating the corre-
sponding left eigenvectors 〈Li| of the Hamiltonian to
define state 〈〈ψ⊥|. Moreover, based on the definition
derived from the Aharonov-Vaidman identity, |ψ⊥

A±B〉
should be modified as

|ψ⊥
A±B〉G =

(A±B)− 〈A± B〉G
∆(A ±B)G

|ψ〉. (50)

In our analysis, the difference between the LHS and RHS
of the URs is defined as D. When D = 0, the uncer-
tainty relation is satisfied with equality, corresponding to
a minimum UR. The D for two incompatible observables



7

UR1

UR2

UR3

UR4

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

α π

D
(a)

UR1

UR2

UR3

UR4

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

α/π
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(b)

Figure 2. Difference D between the LHS and RHS for four
distinct URs as a function of state parameter α. The dot-
dashed curves refer to Ineq. (17), the solid line curves to
Ineq. (18), the dashed curves to Ineq. (35), and the dotted
curves to Ineq. (36), which are plotted for two non-Hermitian
operators in the second example, in the range of 0 ≤ α ≤ 2π.
(a) Inequalities for two good observables H (γ) and σy in PT -
symmetric phase (γ = 0.9, p = 0.5). (b) Inequalities for
two good observables H (1/γ) and σy in PT -broken phase
(γ = 1.2, p = 1.5).

are plotted to compare the four proposed URs under the
modified NHQM while using separately the Hermitian G
metric operator for PT -symmetric and broken phases.
For the second example, a comparison is made in Fig.
2, with the plots revealing that the lower bound of the
third and fourth URs are tighter than the others for the
PT -unbroken and PT -broken religions. When α = ±1,
the first UR is given by Ineq. (17) implies that one has
△A2

G + △B2
G ≥ ±i〈ψ|G [A,B] |ψ〉, while the third UR

given by Ineq. (35) is stronger, and the numerical ex-
amples can test this. Furthermore, the plot reveals that
the bound of UR3 is consistently tighter than UR1, even
when adjusting other parameters.

IV. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

This section focuses on the significance of correctly
applying the NHQM formalism for the URs on non-
Hermitian PT -symmetric systems.

First, we derive the URs 1 and 2 as presented above
in CQM. Initially, a new operator is defined Xα = Â −
iαB̂, α ∈ R, where Â = A− 〈A〉 , B̂ = B − 〈B〉 and A,B
are two Hermitian operators. For an all-normalized state
ψ, we have

||Xαψ||2 = ∆A2 + α2∆B2 + iα〈[B̂, Â]〉 ≥ 0. (51)

Note that 〈[B̂, Â]〉 = 〈[B,A]〉, and assigning α = −1, the
corresponding sum UR in CQM for the first UR proposed
is given as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ i〈[B,A]〉. (52)

Similarly, let a new opsrator be Yα = Â + αB̂, α ∈ R.
Thus,

||Yαψ||2 = ∆A2 + α2∆B2 + α〈{Â, B̂}〉 ≥ 0, (53)

where 〈{Â, B̂}〉 = 〈[A,B]〉 − 2〈A〉〈B〉. In CQM, the sum
UR that corresponds to the second UR proposed is writ-
ten as

∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 〈{A,B}〉 − 2〈A〉〈B〉. (54)

Referring to Table I, it becomes evident that through
correctly applying the NHQM formalism with G- metric
formalism, the previously derived uncertainty relations
exhibited a similar structure to Ineq. (52) and Ineq. (54)
in CQM.

Furthermore, in the CQM realm, the correspondent of
the third and fourth URs are expressed as [50]

△A2 +△B2 ≥ ±i〈ψ| [A,B] |ψ〉+
∣

∣〈ψ|A± iB|ψ⊥〉
∣

∣

2
,

(55)

△A2 +△B2 ≥ 1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A+B|A+B|ψ〉

∣

∣

2
. (56)

Comparing the above two relations with the findings pre-
sented in Sec. II for the NHQM realm [refer to Ineq. (27)
and Ineq. (31)], it is found that they are different from
the conventional ones. However, in the G-metric for-
malism, the above-modified relations for non-Hermitian
operators within a special inner product framework [refer
to Ineq. (35) and Ineq. (36)] have a similar form to the
conventional Hermitian expressions.

It is evident that if G = 1 (Dirac inner product), the
UR 1-4 trivially reduces to Hermitian-type correspon-
dences. As discussed above, the generalized expression
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Table I. Four sum URs in NHQM (left) and their modified forms with G-metric formalism (right).

Non-Hermitian quantum mechanics Modified Non-Hermitian quantum mechanics

UR 1 ∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 2ℑ [Cov (A,B)] ∆A2

G +∆B2

G ≥ i〈[B,A]〉G

UR 2 ∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ 2ℜ [Cov (A,B)] ∆A2

G +∆B2

G ≥ 〈{A,B}〉G − 2〈B〉G〈A〉G

UR 3 △A2 +△B2 ≥ ±2ℑ [Cov (A,B)] +
∣

∣〈ψ⊥| (A± iB) |ψ〉
∣

∣

2

△A2

G +△B2

G ≥ ±i〈[A,B]〉G +
∣

∣〈ψ|G (A± iB) |ψ⊥〉
∣

∣

2

UR 4 ∆A2 +∆B2 ≥ max
[

1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B | (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
]

△A2

G +△B2

G ≥ max
[

1

2

∣

∣〈ψ⊥
A±B |G (A±B) |ψ〉

∣

∣

2
]

of uncertainty relations in a non-Hermitian system are
different from the conventional ones. Hence, it is neces-
sary to provide the corresponding modifications for the
relations using a proper Hilbert-space metric.

This section also discusses the nontrivial lower bounds
of the four sum URs in NHQM. It is clear that ∆X2 de-
pends on the state of the system |ψ〉, for a non-Hermitian
operator X , and ∆X2 = 0, if |ψ〉 is an eigenvector of X
[57]. An interesting case is if state |ψ〉 is an eigenvector
of either A or B, and the lower bound of the first and sec-
ond URs can be zero. For the third UR, the lower bound
depends on the incompatibility of the two non-Hermitian
operators on the special states and the optimization of
|ψ⊥〉. By optimizing |ψ⊥〉 and the corresponding initial
state, the third UR can be saturated to equality. For ex-

ample, if |ψ〉 is an eigenstate ofB, then |ψ⊥〉 = (A−〈A〉)|ψ〉
∆A

should be chosen to maximize the lower bound, where
both sides of the inequality become ∆A2. Moreover, the
lower bound can be nonzero even if the state |ψ〉 is an
eigenvector of A (B), i.e., just choose |ψ⊥〉 orthogonal to
|ψ〉 but not orthogonal to the state A|ψ〉 (B|ψ〉) . If the
incompatible operators lack a common eigenstate, the
fourth UR will have a nontrivial bound, except for the
trivial case when |ψ〉 is an eigenstate of A±B. The form
of |ψ⊥

A±B〉 implies that even if |ψ〉 is an eigenvector of A

or B, the RHS always yields a nonzero value as 1
2△A2 or

1
2△B2, respectively.

Next, we delve into the nontrivial lower bounds of
four modified sum URs within the G-metric formalism.
If |ψ〉 is an eigenvector of A or B, constraining the
condition of PT symmetry on the other operator, the
RHS of first and second URs are zero. Otherwise, the
RHS will be proportional to the imaginary part of the
eigenvalue of the corresponding operator for the first
and second URs. For the same case, if it is considered
to optimize the orthogonal states, the third UR can be
transformed into an equality. For example, if |ψ⊥〉 is an

eigenstate of B, by choosing |ψ⊥〉 = (A−〈GA〉)|ψ〉
∆AG

, the

RHS becomes ±2ℑ (E∗
B) 〈GA〉+∆A2

G, which maximizes
the lower bound for PT -symmetric phase, where EB
denotes the eigenvalue of B operator in state |ψ〉. While
in the PT -broken phase, unless there is a common
eigenstate of A and B, the above term reveals a remnant
uncertainty in the lower bound. For the fourth UR, in
the example where |ψ〉 is the eigenvalue of B, the RHS

is max

[

1
2

∣

∣

∣

〈AGA〉G−〈GA〉G〈A〉G±EB(〈AG〉G−〈G〉G〈A〉G)
△AG

∣

∣

∣

2
]

.

Suppose the operators do not share a common eigen-
state. In that case, there is a nonzero amount of
uncertainties shown by the lower bound, even if the
state is the eigenstate of one of the operators in both
the PT -symmetric and PT -broken phases.

In summary, the previous URs, which are based on the
product of variances ∆A2∆B2, do not fully capture the
incompatibility of the observables on the system state.
In addition, the sum variances of ∆A2 + ∆B2 have not
been given and modified in non-Hermitian quantum me-
chanical systems within theG-metric formalism. Directly
applying the theorem and axioms of conventional quan-
tum mechanics to NHQM might cause some violations
[51–53, 58, 59]. Therefore, this study establishes non-
trivial lower bounds for the sum of variances of two arbi-
trary incompatible operators, which apply to the general
non-Hermitian observables in NHQM. This study derives
four lower bounds of Ineq. (4), Ineq. (6), Ineq. (27),
and Ineq. (32) for the sum variances, which are applica-
ble when the observables are incompatible concerning the
system’s state. Besides, this research presents the tight
bounds of those URs for two good observables within the

G-metric formalism in NHQM. Several illustrative exam-
ples demonstrate the validity of the proposed sum URs,
highlighting that our four sum URs are adequate for all
the parameter regions of the given system states. This
paper can help the reader understand the sum URs for
NHQM in depth. Furthermore, this study proves the
usefulness of the G-metric in providing the correct coun-
terparts of formulas, theorems, and axioms of CQM into
the NHQM realm. Finally, we anticipate that the sum
URs relations could be tested in experiment for both PT -
symmetric and PT -broken phases in the near future.
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