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We propose a scheme for the sharing of quantum steering among three observers, Alice, Bob, and
Charlie using standard projective measurements. We show that in the unilateral sequential scenario,
Alice can steer Bob’s and Charlie’s states and conversely, Bob and Charlie can steer Alice’s state.
Unlike the quantum steering sharing achieved through weak measurements, we use the standard
projective measurements to enable quantum steering sharing. Quantum steering is demonstrated
by the violations of the linear steering inequality among different observer combinations. We find
that Alice can simultaneously steer both Bob’s and Charlie’s states, and Bob and Charlie can
simultaneously steer Alice’s state, regardless of whether they are in maximally entangled states
or partially entangled states. The maximum double violation of the linear steering inequalities
obtained from partially entangled states can be greater in some cases than that obtained from
maximally entangled states when randomly combining the case of two projective measurements and
the case of two identity measurements. Additionally, we verify hybrid quantum correlation sharing
through the double violation of the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality and the linear
steering inequality. Our results provide a new perspective for the study of quantum steering and
may lead to applications in quantum random access code, randomness certification, and self-testing
process.

I. INTRODUCTION

The exploration of quantum correlation traces back to
1935 when Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen (EPR) chal-
lenged the completeness of quantum mechanics in the
EPR paradox [1]. Over the years, three types of non-
classical correlations have emerged from the EPR para-
dox subsequently, including quantum entanglement [2–6],
EPR steering [7–13], and Bell non-locality [14–18]. On
one hand, the quantum correlations have deepened our
understanding of fundamental concepts in quantum me-
chanics. On the other hand, the quantum correlations
have demonstrated their promising capability in quan-
tum computing [19–23], quantum communications [24–
29], quantum metrology [30–34], and other pioneering
fields [35, 36].
Among the quantum correlations, Bell nonlocality and

quantum steering are commonly detected by the violation
of certain inequalities via local measurements performed
by individual observers on a shared quantum state. Spe-
cially, optimal quantum correlations have been exten-
sively investigated in the literature through the largest
violation of inequalities. The measurements utilized to
reveal optimal quantum correlations are generally the so-
called strong measurements [37], that correspond to pro-
jective measurements. Such measurements maximally
perturb the state, rendering it separable after the mea-
surements. In this scenario, quantum correlations cannot
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be collectively shared among observers who perform se-
quential measurements.

In 2015, Silva et al. explored an alternative scenario in
which a single observer (named as Alice) and multiple ob-
servers (named as Bobs) share an entangled pair, with the
intermediate Bobs performing weak measurements [38].
It was shown that the Bell nonlocality of a pair of qubits
may be shared among more than two observers and this
result was experimentally demonstrated in Refs. [39] two
years later. This intriguing finding not only broadened
the understanding on the properties of quantum correla-
tions, but also stimulated further explorations about the
recycling of Bell nonlocality [40–50]. Meanwhile, simi-
lar investigations have been extended to the sharing of
other types of quantum resources, like quantum steer-
ing [51–59], quantum contextuality [60–62], quantum en-
tanglement [63–66], and network nonlocal sharing [67–
71], etc. From the perspective of practical application,
the recycling or sharing of different quantum correlations
has been shown to play vital roles in performing vari-
ous quantum tasks, such as quantum random access code
[72–76], randomness certification [77–81], and self-testing
process [82, 83].

In the references, most of the results have been
achieved with a common condition that the recycling of
different quantum correlations is through unsharp mea-
surements. It is also interesting to investigate the recy-
cling or sharing of quantum correlations without the con-
straint of unsharp measurements. Very recently, Sten-
longo et al. proposed a protocol for distributing Bell
nonlocality among Alice and a series of Bobs. In their ap-
proach, Alice and each Bob stochastically employ three
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distinct types of projective measurement strategies [84].
The experimental demonstration of the recycling of non-
local resources with projective measurements has then
been realized by Xiao et. al [85]. Subsequently, Zhang
et al. achieved the nonlocal sharing of arbitrary high-
dimensional pure bipartite states using projective mea-
surements [86]. Here, we investigate whether quantum
steering can also be recycled using only standard projec-
tive measurements. Specifically, we consider the unilat-
eral sequential scenario in which a two-qubit entangled
state is shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie. This is
achieved by sending one qubit to Alice and another qubit
to Bob and Charlie sequentially. We first demonstrate
that Alice can steer Bob’s and Charlie’s states simulta-
neously through the standard projective measurements,
as well as Bob and Charlie can steer Alice’s state simul-
taneously given a maximally entangled state. We then
extend this analysis to partially entangled states, and
still observe the steering sharing based on the standard
projective measurements. In the latter case, the double
violation is greater in some cases than that for maximal
entangled states as expected when randomly combining
the case of two projective measurements and the case of
two identity measurements. Finally, we discuss the hy-
brid quantum correlation sharing by the double violation
of the CHSH inequality (between Alice and Bob) and the
linear steering inequality (between Alice and Charlie).

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we ex-
plain the unilateral sequential model and criteria. In Sec.
III-A, we explore the ability of Alice to steer Bob’s and
Charlie’s states, while in Sec. III-B, we investigate hybrid
quantum correlation sharing. Conversely, it is shown that
Bob and Charlie can also steer Alice’s state in Sec. IV-A,
and hybrid quantum correlation sharing is illustrated in
Sec. IV-B. The last section is for conclusion.

II. THE SCENARIO OF EPR-STEERING

SHARING

We mainly study the simplest unilateral sequential sce-
nario which is similar to that in [84], as shown in Fig. 1.
A two-qubit entangled source ρ distributes qubits to Al-
ice and Bob. They measure two different dichotomic ob-
servables Âx and B̂y with binary outcome a ∈ {−1, 1}
and b ∈ {−1, 1}, where x ∈ {0, 1} and y ∈ {0, 1}.
Then Bob performs unitary operation Ûy on his post-
measurement qubit and sends it to Charlie. Charlie
performs the measurement Ĉz with the corresponding
outcome c ∈ {−1, 1}, where z ∈ {0, 1}. All observers
perform independent projective measurements, and the
choice of measurement is unbiased. After the measure-
ments of all observers are completed, we can explore the
quantum steering of two different pairs based on the com-
bination of observers (Alice-Bob and Alice-Charlie). The
quantum steering can be verified by the violation of the
linear steering inequality [11]. The linear steering in-

equalities for Alice-Bob and Alice-Charlie are given as

SL1 =
1√
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1
∑

i=0

〈Ai ⊗Bi〉
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1, (1)

SL2 =
1√
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1
∑

i=0

〈Ai ⊗ Ci〉
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1, (2)

where SL1 and SL2 represent the linear steering pa-
rameters of Alice-Bob and Alice-Charlie respectively,
and 〈Ai ⊗Bi〉 = Tr[Âi ⊗ B̂i.ρ], 〈Ai ⊗ Ci〉 = Tr[Âi ⊗
Ĉi.ρAC ]. As Charlie’s measurement is not depen-
dent on Bob’s measurement choices and outcomes, the
state shared between Alice and Charlie is given by

ρAC = 1
2

∑

b,y

(

I ⊗
√

Êb|y

)

.ρ.

(

I ⊗
√

Êb|y

)†
, where

Êb|y is Kraus operator and Êb|y = Ûb|yB̂b|y. If the Alice-
Bob pair and the Alice-Charlie pair can simultaneously
violate the linear steering inequalities, quantum steering
sharing can be achieved.

FIG. 1. The unilateral sequential scenario: a pair of entan-
gled qubits are distributed to Alice, Bob, and Charlie. One
qubit is sent to Alice and the other one is sent sequentially
to Bob and Charlie. Before each round of the experiment,
all observers need to share relevant classical data strings λ,
which are random variables whose values follow some proba-
bility distribution {p (λ)}λ.

In this scenario, if Bob performs two possible projec-
tive measurements, it will destroy the entanglement of
state ρ, turning it into a separable state, thereby pre-
venting the sharing of quantum state resource informa-
tion. However, if Bob performs either two identity mea-
surements or a projective measurement and an identity
measurement, meaning that one or both measurements
fail, the post-measurement state will remain entangled,
enabling the sharing of quantum state resource informa-
tion with Charlie. We adopt a measurement protocol
proposed in [84], which combines the case of two projec-
tive measurements for Bob with λ = 1, the case of two
identity measurements for Bob with λ = 2, and the case
of a projective measurement and an identity measure-
ment for Bob with λ = 3 with some random probability
distribution {p (λ)}3λ=1. This measurement protocol can
achieve nonlocal sharing, which has also been experimen-
tally demonstrated in [85]. Therefore, we explore quan-
tum steering sharing by employing this measurement pro-
tocol. At this time, the linear steering inequality between
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Alice and Bob, as well as Alice and Charlie, can be de-
scribed as

S1 =
3
∑

λ=1

p (λ)S
(λ)
L1

≤ 1,

S2 =
3
∑

λ=1

p (λ)S
(λ)
L2

≤ 1, (3)

where (1) and (2) are also applicable to S
(λ)
L1

and S
(λ)
L2

re-
spectively. We will discuss two types of quantum steering
sharing in the following: one is Alice to steer the states
of Bob and Charlie, and the other is Bob and Charlie
to steer Alice’s state. Besides, we also discuss the hy-
brid quantum correlation sharing composed of quantum
steering and nonlocality.

III. ALICE TO STEER BOB’S AND CHARLIE’S

STATES

In this section, we study the ability of Alice to steer
the states of Bob and Charlie. Without loss of gener-
ality, Alice’s two observables can be defined as Âx =
cos θ′σ1+(−1)x sin θ′σ3, where {σ1, σ2, σ3} are the Pauli
matrices. Quantum steering sharing and hybrid quantum
correlation sharing are then illustrated by exploring the
two linear steering inequalities and the CHSH inequality
together with one linear steering inequality in the follow-
ing.

A. The case of two linear steering inequalities

Considering a maximally entangled state ρ =
|ψ〉 〈ψ| , |ψ〉 = 1√

2
(|00〉+ |11〉), the optimal measure-

ment settings for the above-mentioned three measure-
ment cases are shown below.
Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements for Bob

are basis projections. Alice’s measurement choices are

Â
(1)
0 = cos θσ1 + sin θσ3 and Â

(1)
1 = cos θσ1 − sin θσ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3

and B̂
(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3, and the corresponding uni-

tary operations are Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = e−

π
4 iσ2 . Charlie’s

measurement choices are Ĉ
(1)
0 = Ĉ

(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3.

I is the identity matrix. According to (1) and (2), we

obtain S
(1)
L1

= |cos θ − sin θ|, S(1)
L2

= |cos θ|. To visually

observe the relationship between S
(1)
L1

and S
(2)
L1

, we de-

fine a trade-off. That is, given a specific value of S
(1)
L1

,

there exists a possible corresponding value of S
(2)
L1

. So

the trade-off is S
(1)
L2

= 1
2

(

S
(1)
L1

+

√

2−
(

S
(1)
L1

)2
)

in the

range of S
(1)
L1

∈
[

1,
√
2
]

and we easily obtain the classic

trade-off S
(1)
L2

= 1 in the range of S
(1)
L1

∈ [0, 1].

Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements for Bob
are identity measurements. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(2)
y = I. Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and

Ĉ
(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(2)
L1 = 0, S

(2)
L2 =

√
2,

where S
(2)
L2 reaches the quantum bound of the linear steer-

ing inequality.
Case 3. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis pro-

jection and the other is an identity measurement for Bob.

Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 = cos δσ1 + sin δσ3

and Â
(3)
1 = cos δσ1− sin δσ3. Bob’s measurement choices

are B̂
(3)
0 = I and B̂

(3)
1 = σ1, and the corresponding uni-

tary operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement

choices are Ĉ
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1+

√
2
2 σ3 and Ĉ

(3)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1−

√
2
2 σ3.

We obtain S
(3)
L1

= 1√
2
|cos δ| , S(3)

L2
= 1

2 |2 cos δ + sin δ|.

Within range of S
(3)
L1

∈
[
√

2
5 ,

1√
2

]

, the trade-off is S
(3)
L2

=

√
2S

(3)
L1

+ 1
2

√

1− 2
(

S
(3)
L1

)2

. S
(3)
L2

reaches its maximum

value
√
5
2 at S

(3)
L1

=
√

2
5 .

From the above results, we clearly observe that the
double violation of the linear steering inequalities is not
possible in cases 1, 2, and 3, individually. However, the
double violation is attainable by stochastically combin-
ing these three cases using the probability distribution
{p (λ)}3λ=1. First, we combine Case 1 and Case 3 with a
straight line. When this line is tangent to both Case 1
and Case 3, we obtain the optimal combination of Case 1
and Case 3. Then, we draw a tangent line to Case 3 that
passes through the point of Case 2 to obtain the optimal
combination of Case 2 and Case 3. In this way, we have
calculated that the tangent point obtained by combining
Case 2 and Case 3 is to the right of the tangent point to
the left of the tangent line obtained by combining Case
1 and Case 3. So the optimal trade-off which is defined
to be the maximum possible value of S2 for a given value
of S1, consists of three boundary regions: a mixture of
Case 2 and Case 3, a mixture of Case 1 and Case 3, and
Case 1 individually. The optimal trade-off is numerically
found as

S2 =



















(√
2−

√

7
2

)

S1 +
√
2 if 0 ≤ S1 ≤ 0.656,

−0.257S1 + 1.283 if 0.656 ≤ S1 ≤ 1.180,

1
2

(

S1 +

√

2− (S1)
2

)

if 1.180 ≤ S1 ≤
√
2.

(4)

The optimal trade-off (4) is also plotted in Fig. 2.
The area bounded by the dark green line and two black
dashed lines in Fig. 2 represents the region in which
the two linear steering inequalities are violated at the
same time. The maximum double violation of the lin-



4

ear steering inequalities is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.021. Subse-
quently, we can obtain the optimal measurement set-
tings that achieve the maximum double violation via the
numerical search method, which maximizes the value of
min{S1, S2}. Specifically, when stochastically combining
Case 1 with Case 3 at θ = − π

15 , δ = π
8 , the maximum

double violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.021. The probabil-
ity of Case 1 is p (1) ≈ 0.690 and hence p (2) = 0 and
p (3) ≈ 0.310. When stochastically combining Case 1
with Case 2 at θ = − π

12 , δ = 0, the maximum double
violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.035. The probability of Case
1 is p (1) ≈ 0.845 and so p (2) ≈ 0.155 and p (3) = 0.
Moreover, if given a partially entangled state of the form
|φ〉 = cosα |00〉+ sinα |11〉, the maximum double viola-
tion is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.021 at α = 23π

96 by stochastically
combining Case 1 with Case 3. And the maximum dou-
ble violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.043 at α = 7π

36 by stochas-
tically combining Case 1 with Case 2. Therefore, it is
clearly shown that quantum steering can be recycled us-
ing only standard projective measurements. More de-
tails of the analysis are given in Appendix A. However,
the double violations found in this situation are quite
weak, compared to the violation S1 = S2 = 1.131 (see
Appendix C for details). This is because two-settings
linear steering inequality has low robustness [87, 88]. As
a result, the projective measurement protocol imposes
a non-negligible impact on the violation of two-settings
linear steering inequality. So the violation of the linear
steering inequalities decreases rapidly.
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FIG. 2. Illustration of quantum steering sharing by two linear
steering inequalities. Plot all trade-offs: the optimal trade-off

Totf (dark green line), S
(3)
2 (red dot-dashed line), S

(1)
2 (orange

dot-dashed line), and S
(2)
2 (black dot). The black dashed line

represents the classical bound 1 of the linear steering inequal-
ity. The inserted figure at the left bottom corner highlights
the region where two linear inequalities are simultaneously
violated, which is a closed region enclosed by the dark green
solid curve and two classical boundaries (two black dashed
lines).

B. The case of the CHSH inequality and one linear

steering inequality

We next discuss an interesting quantum correlation
sharing and name it hybrid quantum correlation shar-
ing, which can be characterized by the double violation
of the CHSH inequality and one linear steering inequal-
ity. Specifically, the hybrid quantum correlation can
be tested by the CHSH inequality (between Alice and
Bob/Charlie) and the linear steering inequality (between
Alice and Charlie/Bob).
We first discuss the CHSH inequality for Alice

and Bob and the linear steering inequality for Al-
ice and Charlie, expressing the CHSH inequality and
the linear steering inequality as SC1 = 1

2 (〈A0 ⊗B0〉 +
〈A0 ⊗B1〉 + 〈A1 ⊗B0〉 − 〈A1 ⊗B1〉) ≤ 1, SL2 =
1√
2
|〈A0 ⊗ C0〉+ 〈A1 ⊗ C1〉| ≤ 1. Here, SC1 and SL2 de-

note the CHSH and the linear steering parameter, respec-
tively. Since the classical bound of the CHSH inequality
is 2 and the classical bound of the linear steering inequal-
ity is 1, to better explore the simultaneous violation of
the CHSH inequality and the linear steering inequality,
the CHSH inequality is weighted such that its classical
bound is also 1. For the maximally entangled state ρ, we
explain the optimal measurement settings for three cases
of measurements in the following.
Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements are basis pro-

jections for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(1)
0 =

cosµσ1+sinµσ3 and Â
(1)
1 = cosµσ1−sinµσ3. Bob’s mea-

surement choices are B̂
(1)
0 = σ1 and B̂

(1)
1 = cos(2µ)σ1 +

sin(2µ)σ3, and the corresponding unitary operations are

Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = e−iµσ2 . Charlie’s measurement choices

are Ĉ
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3, Ĉ

(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We ob-

tain S
(1)
C1

= 1
2 (3 cosµ − cos(3µ)), S

(1)
L2

= |cosµ|3. The

trade-off is S
(1)
L2

=

[

21/3+(−S
(1)
C1

+
√

−2+(S
(1)
C1

)2)2/3
]3

4(−S
(1)
C1

+
√

−2+(S
(1)
C1

)2)
in the

range of S
(1)
C1

∈
[

1,
√
2
]

and we easily obtain the classic

trade-off S
(1)
L2

= 1 in the range of S
(1)
C1

∈ [0, 1].
Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements are iden-

tity measurements for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(2)
y = I. Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and

Ĉ
(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(2)
C1

= 0, S
(2)
L2

=
√
2,

where S
(2)
L2 reaches the quantum bound of the linear steer-

ing inequality.
Case 3. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis pro-

jection and the other is an identity measurement for Bob.

Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 = cos νσ1+sin νσ3,

Â
(3)
1 = cos νσ1 − sin νσ3. Bob’s measurement choices are

B̂
(3)
0 = I, B̂

(3)
1 = σ3, and the corresponding unitary op-

erations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement choices are
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Ĉ
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3, Ĉ

(3)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain

S
(3)
C1

= sin ν, S
(3)
L2

= 1
2 |cos ν + 2 sin ν|. Within range of

S
(3)
L1

∈
[

2√
5
, 1
]

, the trade-off is S
(3)
L2

=

√

1−(S
(3)
C1

)2

2 + S
(3)
C1

.

S
(3)
L2

reaches its maximum value
√
5
2 at S

(3)
C1

= 2√
5
.

Similarly, we introduce randomness described by
{p (λ)}3λ=1 to stochastically combine these three cases
to obtain the double violation of the CHSH inequality
(between Alice and Bob) and the linear steering inequal-
ity (between Alice and Charlie). It is easy to calculate
that the tangent point obtained by combining Case 2 and
Case 3 is to the left of the tangent point to the left of the
tangent line obtained by combining Case 1 and Case 3.
Therefore, the optimal trade-off for the maximally entan-
gled state ρ, consists of four boundary regions: a mixture
of Case 2 and Case 3, Case 3 individually, a mixture of
Case 1 and Case 3, and Case 1 individually. The optimal
trade-off is numerically calculated as,

S2 =



































(

1−
√
7
2

)

S1 +
√
2 if 0 ≤ S1 ≤

√

7
8√

1−(S1)2

2 + S1 if
√

7
8 ≤ S1 ≤ 0.978

−1.337S1 + 2.390 if 0.978 ≤ S1 ≤ 1.254
[

21/3+(−S1+
√

−2+(S1)2)
2/3

]3

4(−S1+
√

−2+(S1)2)
if 1.254 ≤ S1 ≤

√
2

(5)

As illustrated in Fig. 3, the simultaneous violation region
of the CHSH inequality (between Alice and Bob) and the
linear steering inequality (between Alice and Charlie) is
enclosed by the dark green line and two black dashed
lines. The maximum double violation of the CHSH in-
equality (between Alice and Bob) and the linear steer-
ing inequality (between Alice and Charlie) is approxi-
mately 1.023. Then using the numerical search method,
we can also obtain the optimal measurement settings
that maximize the double violation in different combina-
tions. When stochastically combining Case 1 with Case
3 at µ = 7π

47 , ν = 27π
62 , the maximum double violation

is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.022, where the desired probability dis-
tribution is p (1) ≈ 0.156, p (2) = 0 and p (3) ≈ 0.844.
When stochastically combining Case 1 with Case 2, the
maximum value of S1 and S2 is always 1. Without loss
of generality, we also consider a partially entangled state
given as |φ〉, where α ∈ [0, π4 ]. The common maximum

value of S1 and S2 is approximately 1.030 at α = 2π
9

when stochastically combining Case 1 with Case 3. We
obtain S1 = S2 = 1 at α = π

4 when stochastically com-
bining Case 1 with Case 2 (see Appendix A for details).
It is clearly found that the hybrid quantum correlation
sharing can be observed when stochastically combining
Case 1 and Case 3. However, in this study, the maximum
value of the double violation is still weak, compared to
the violation S1 = S2 = 1.131 (see Appendix C for de-
tails).
On the other hand, the CHSH inequality can be

used for Alice and Charlie and the linear steering in-
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FIG. 3. Characterizing hybrid quantum steering sharing from
the CHSH inequality and the linear steering inequality. Plot

all trade-offs: the optimal trade-off Totf (dark green line), S
(3)
2

(red dot-dashed line), S
(1)
2 (orange dot-dashed line), and S

(2)
2

(black dot). The black dashed line represents the classical
bound 1 of the linear steering inequality. The inserted figure
at the left bottom corner indicates the double violation region
of the CHSH inequality (between Alice and Bob) and the
linear steering inequality (between Alice and Charlie).

equality can be used for Alice and Bob, with SL1 =
1√
2
|〈A0 ⊗ B0〉+ 〈A1 ⊗B1〉| ≤ 1, SC2 = 1

2 (〈A0 ⊗ C0〉 +
〈A0 ⊗ C1〉 + 〈A1 ⊗ C0〉 − 〈A1 ⊗ C1〉) ≤ 1. Here, SL1

and SC2 show the linear steering and the CHSH param-
eter, respectively. There exist three trade-offs for the
maximally entangled state ρ under the projective mea-
surement strategies. Unfortunately, we find the common
maximum value of S1 and S2 is always less than 1, re-
gardless of stochastically combining Case 1 and Case 2
or Case 1 and Case 3. Similar results can be observed
when considering partially entangled state |φ〉, and it is
not possible to find the double violation of the CHSH in-
equality (between Alice and Charlie) and the linear steer-
ing inequality (between Alice and Bob) for any choice of
α. The reason for such a result may be that the per-
formance of quantum steering verified by linear steering
inequality is so weak.

IV. BOB AND CHARLIE TO STEER ALICE’S

STATE

In particular, quantum steering is directional, with one
party steering the other, but not vice versa [89]. There-
fore, we study the ability of Bob and Charlie to simulta-
neously steer Alice’s state. Meanwhile, the two observ-
ables of Bob and Charlie are defined in a general form.

A. The case of two linear steering inequalities

Considering the maximally entangled state ρ, we list
out the optimal measurement settings for three cases of
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projective measurements below.

Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements are basis
projections for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are

Â
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. Bob’s

measurement choices are B̂
(1)
0 = cosχσ1 + sinχσ3 and

B̂
(1)
1 = cosχσ1 − sinχσ3, and the corresponding unitary

operations are Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = eiχσ2 . Charlie’s mea-

surement choices are Ĉ
(1)
0 = Ĉ

(1)
1 = cosχσ1 + sinχσ3.

Under these measurement settings, we obtain S
(1)
L1

=

|cosχ− sinχ|, S(1)
L2

= |cosχ|. The trade-off is S
(1)
L2

=

1
2

(

S
(1)
L1

+

√

2−
(

S
(1)
L1

)2
)

in the range of S
(1)
L1

∈
[

1,
√
2
]

and we easily obtain the classic trade-off S
(1)
L2

= 1 in the

range of S
(1)
L1

∈ [0, 1].

Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements are iden-
tity measurements for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(2)
y = I. Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3 and

Ĉ
(2)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(2)
L1 = 0, S

(2)
L2 =

√
2,

where S
(2)
L2 reaches the quantum bound of the linear steer-

ing inequality.

Case 3a. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis
projection and the other is an identity measurement for

Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −√

2
2 σ3 and Â

(3)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. Bob’s measurement

choices are B̂
(3)
0 = I and B̂

(3)
1 = cosωσ1+sinωσ3, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s

measurement choices are Ĉ
(3)
0 = 2√

5
σ1− 1√

5
σ3 and Ĉ

(3)
1 =

2√
5
σ1 +

1√
5
σ3. We obtain S

(3)
L1

= 1
2 |sinω + cosω| , S(3)

L2
=

∣

∣

∣

9+cos(2ω)

4
√
5

∣

∣

∣
. Within range of S

(3)
L1

∈
[

1
2 ,

1√
2

]

, the trade-off

is S
(3)
L2

=
9+2S

(3)
L1

√

2−4(S
(3)
L1

)2

4
√
5

. S
(3)
L2

reaches its maximum

value
√
5
2 at S

(3)
L1

= 1
2 .

Case 3b. For λ = 3, there are other optimal mea-
surement settings available. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(3)
0 = cos̟σ1 + sin̟σ3 and Â

(3)
1 = − sin̟σ1 +

cos̟σ3. Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(3)
0 = I

and B̂
(3)
1 = σ1, and the corresponding unitary oper-

ations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement choices

are Ĉ
(3)
0 = 2√

5
σ1 − 1√

5
σ3 and Ĉ

(3)
1 = 2√

5
σ1 + 1√

5
σ3.

We obtain S
(3)
L1

= 1√
2
|sin̟| , S(3)

L2
=

√
10
4 |cos̟ − sin̟|.

Within range of S
(3)
L1

∈
[

1
2 ,

1√
2

]

, the trade-off is S
(3)
L2

=
√
5
4 (2S

(3)
L1

+
√

2− 4(S
(3)
L1

)2). S
(3)
L2

reaches its maximum

value
√
5
2 at S

(3)
L1

= 1
2 .

Obviously, we have two analytical results when λ = 3.

Let’s first discuss the former result shown in Case 3a.
Since the tangent point obtained by combining Case 2
and Case 3 is greater than the tangent point to the left
of the tangent line obtained by combining Case 1 and
Case 3, the optimal trade-off consists of three boundary
regions: a mixture of Case 2 and Case 3, a mixture of
Case 1 and Case 3, and Case 1 individually. The optimal
trade-off can be obtained as

S2 =















−0.503S1 +
√
2 if 0 ≤ S1 ≤ 0.619

−0.218S1 + 1.238 if 0.619 ≤ S1 ≤ 1.161

1
2

(

S1 +

√

2− (S1)
2

)

if 1.161 ≤ S1 ≤
√
2

(6)

It is shown in Fig. 4 that there exists the double viola-
tion of the linear steering inequalities, which is indicated
by the region bounded by the dark green line and two
black dashed lines, and the maximum violation of the
linear steering inequalities is approximately 1.016. Us-
ing the numerical search method, we obtain the optimal
measurement settings that maximize the double viola-
tion of the linear steering inequalities. The maximum
double violation of the linear steering inequalities is ap-
proximately 1.016 when stochastically combining Case 1
with Case 3 at χ = − π

18 , ω = π
16 , with the probability

of Case 1 as p (1) ≈ 0.750. While for the stochastical
combination of Case 1 and Case 2 at χ = − π

12 , ω = 0,
the maximum value of S1 and S2 is approximately 1.035,
where the probability of Case 1 is p (1) ≈ 0.845. For the
partially entangled state |φ〉, the maximum double viola-
tion of the linear steering inequalities is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.017
at α = 10π

37 by randomly mixing Cases 1 and 3. And the
maximum double violation of the linear steering inequal-
ities is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.043 at α = 7π

36 by randomly mixing
Cases 1 and 2 (see Appendix B for details).
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FIG. 4. Revealing quantum steering sharing with Case 3a
by resorting to two linear steering inequalities. The dark
green line represents the optimal trade-off, which is obtained
through a rigorous analysis for the maximally entangled state
based on standard projective measurements. The inserted fig-
ure at the left bottom corner illustrates the double violation
region of the linear steering inequalities.
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Moreover, we investigate the double violation of the
linear steering inequalities with the measurement settings
given in Case 3b. The tangent point obtained by com-
bining Case 2 and Case 3 is also greater than the tangent
point to the left of the tangent line obtained by combin-
ing Case 1 and Case 3. Therefore the optimal trade-off
consists of three boundary regions: a mixture of Case 2
and Case 3, a mixture of Case 1 and Case 3, and Case 1
individually. We give the optimal trade-off as

S2 =



















√
5
2 (1 −

√

11
5 )S1 +

√
2 if 0 ≤ S1 ≤ 0.565

−0.209S1 + 1.227 if 0.565 ≤ S1 ≤ 1.156

1
2

(

S1 +

√

2− (S1)
2

)

if 1.156 ≤ S1 ≤
√
2

(7)

In Fig. 5, we demonstrate the double violation by plot-
ting the trade-off values. The common maximum value
of S1 and S2 is approximately 1.016 from calculations.
We then also obtain the optimal measurement settings
by means of numerical searching. The maximum double
violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.015 when integrating Case 1
and Case 3 in a random manner with p (1) ≈ 0.767 at
χ = − π

18 , ̟ = − 5π
18 . And the maximum double viola-

tion is roughly 1.035 when merging Case 1 and Case 2
randomly, with p (1) ≈ 0.845 at χ = − π

12 , ̟ = 0. Given
the partially entangled state |φ〉, the maximum double
violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.016 at α = 10π

37 based on the
random combination of Case 1 and Case 3. And the
maximum value of S1 and S2 is approximately 1.043 at
α = 7π

36 with Case 1 and Case 2 integrated at random
(see Appendix B for details). Similarly, the violation ob-
tained under projective measurements is smaller, com-
pared to the violation S1 = S2 ≈ 1.131 obtained under
the weak measurement (see Appendix C for details).

Totf
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FIG. 5. Demonstration of quantum steering sharing with Case
3b by two linear steering inequalities. The dark green line
represents the variation of the optimal trade-off values that
are obtained for the maximally entangled state using stan-
dard projective measurements. The double violation region is
specified in the inserted figure at the left bottom corner.

B. The case of the CHSH inequality and one linear

steering inequality

The hybrid quantum correlation sharing controlled by
Bob and Charlie cannot be achieved in our protocol.
Firstly, we investigate the CHSH inequality between Al-
ice and Bob, and the linear steering inequality between
Alice and Charlie. We find three trade-offs for the max-
imally entangled state with the projective measurement
strategies. Regardless of stochastically combining Case 1
and Case 2 or Case 1 and Case 3, we cannot observe any
violation with S1 = S2 < 1. For the partially entangled
state |φ〉, where α ∈ [0, π4 ], we also obtain S1 = S2 < 1.
Secondly, the CHSH inequality between Alice and Char-
lie and the linear steering inequality between Alice and
Bob are explored. Neither the maximally entangled state
ρ nor the partially entangled state |φ〉 can demonstrate
the hybrid quantum correlation sharing.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, for the maximally entangled states ρ, we
realize Alice can simultaneously steer the states of Bob
and Charlie and conversely, Bob and Charlie simultane-
ously steer Alice’s state through the standard projective
measurements. We extend this analysis to partially en-
tangled states |φ〉, where quantum steering sharing can
still be observed. The maximum double violation of the
linear steering inequality obtained from partially entan-
gled states can be greater in some cases than that ob-
tained from maximally entangled states when randomly
mixing Case 1 and Case 2. Moreover, the hybrid quan-
tum correlation sharing is discussed by the double viola-
tion of the CHSH inequality (between Alice and Bob) and
one linear steering inequality (between Alice and Char-
lie). we have numerically demonstrated that the hybrid
quantum correlation sharing can be realized in our pro-
tocol. However, the whole work indicates that the re-
sults obtained using the projective measurement strate-
gies consistently fall short of the violation achieved under
weak measurement.
Discussion- We have achieved the quantum steering

sharing of Bob and Charlie with Alice through the stan-
dard projective measurements, but there are still some
unexplored research areas. Firstly, is it possible to po-
tentially reduce the weakening effect of the projective
measurement strategies on the linear steering inequal-
ity by increasing the number of observer’s measurement
settings? Moreover, since it has been proven in the uni-
lateral sequential scenario that Alice can steer the states
of multiple Bobs [51] and multiple Bobs can steer Alice’s
state [90], it remains open questions whether Alice can
steer the states of multiple Bobs and how many Bobs
can steer Alice’s state through the standard projective
measurement strategies. Additionally, in the bipartite
scenario, Zhu et al. [55] have already achieved quantum
steering sharing. Is it possible to achieve bilateral quan-
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tum steering sharing under the standard projective mea-
surement strategies? These questions can give us ideas
to better study quantum steering.
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Appendix A: Alice steers Bob’s and Charlie’s states

in partially entangled states

We mainly discuss the ability of Alice to steer the
states of Bob and Charlie under the partially entangled
state |φ〉. This state is defined as |φ〉 = cosα |00〉 +
sinα |11〉.

1. The case of two linear steering inequalities

The optimal measurement settings are as follows:
Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements are basis

projections for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are

Â
(1)
0 = cosκσ1 + sinκσ3 and Â

(1)
1 = cosκσ1 − sinκσ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1−

√
2
2 σ3 and

B̂
(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3, and the corresponding unitary

operations are Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = e

π
4 iσ2 . Charlie’s mea-

surement choices are Ĉ
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3 and Ĉ

(1)
1 =

−
√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(1)
L1

= |cosκ sin(2α)− sinκ|,
S
(1)
L2

= |sinκ|.
Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements are iden-

tity measurements for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(2)
1 = −

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(2)
y = I. Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and

Ĉ
(2)
1 = −

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(2)
L1

= |cos(2α)|,
S
(2)
L2

=
∣

∣

∣

1+sin(2α)√
2

∣

∣

∣
.

Case 3. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis pro-
jection and the other is an identity measurement for Bob.

Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 = cos τσ1 + sin τσ3

and Â
(3)
1 = cos τσ1− sin τσ3. Bob’s measurement choices

are B̂
(3)
0 = I, B̂

(3)
1 = σ1, and the corresponding unitary

operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement choices

are Ĉ
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1+

√
2
2 σ3, Ĉ

(3)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1−

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain

S
(3)
L1

=
∣

∣

∣

sin(2α+τ)√
2

∣

∣

∣
, S

(3)
L2

= 1
2 |2 cos τ sin(2α) + sin τ |.
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We then also obtain the optimal measurement settings
employing the numerical search method. The maximum
double violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.021 when integrating
Case 1 and Case 3 in a random manner with p(1) ≈ 0.719
at κ = − 4π

9 , τ = π
8 , α = 23π

96 . And the maximum double
violation is roughly 1.043 when merging Case 1 and Case
2 randomly, with p(1) ≈ 0.795 at κ = − 9π

22 , τ = 0, α =
7π
36 .

2. The case of the CHSH inequality and one linear

steering inequality

Similarly, we discuss the hybrid quantum correlation
sharing using the CHSH inequality and the linear steering
inequality under the partially entangled state |φ〉 here,
and the optimal measurement settings for three cases of
projective measurements are shown below.
Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements are basis

projections for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are

Â
(1)
0 = cosβσ1 + sinβσ3 and Â

(1)
1 = cosβσ1 − sinβσ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(1)
0 = σ1 and B̂

(1)
1 =

cos(2β)σ1+sin(2β)σ3, and the corresponding unitary op-

erations are Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = e−iβσ2 . Charlie’s measure-

ment choices are Ĉ
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3, Ĉ

(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +√

2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(1)
C1

= cosβ(1 + sin(2α) − cos(2β)),

S
(1)
L2

=
∣

∣sin(2α) cos3 β
∣

∣.
Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements are identity

measurements for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are
Â

(2)
0 = σ3 and Â

(2)
1 = σ1. Bob’s measurement choices

are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the corresponding unitary op-

erations are Û
(2)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement choices are

Ĉ
(2)
0 = σ3 and Ĉ

(2)
1 = σ1. We obtain S

(2)
C1

= cos(2α),

S
(2)
L2

=
∣

∣

∣

1+sin(2α)√
2

∣

∣

∣
.

Case 3. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis pro-
jection and the other is an identity measurement for Bob.

Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 = cos γσ1 +sin γσ3

and Â
(3)
1 = − cosγσ1 + sin γσ3. Bob’s measurement

choices are B̂
(3)
0 = I, B̂

(3)
1 = σ1, and the correspond-

ing unitary operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s mea-

surement choices are Ĉ
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3, Ĉ

(3)
1 =

−
√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(3)
C1

= sin(2α + γ), S
(3)
L2

=
1
2 |2 cosγ sin(2α) + sin γ|.
We then also obtain the optimal measurement settings

by using the numerical search method. The maximum
double violation of the CHSH inequality and the linear
steering inequality is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.030 when stochasti-
cally combining Case 1 with Case 3 at β = π

6 , γ = π
11 ,

α = 2π
9 , with the probability of Case 1 as p(1) ≈ 0.124.

Moreover, regardless of the angle {β, γ, α}, the common
maximum value of S1 and S2 remains constant at 1 by
randomly mixing Case 1 and Case 2.
Besides, the hybrid quantum correlation sharing can

also be tested by the double violation of the CHSH in-

equality (between Alice and Charlie) and the linear steer-
ing inequality (between Alice and Bob). There exist three
trade-offs for the partially entangled state |φ〉 under the
standard projective measurements. Unfortunately, re-
gardless of stochastically combining Case 1 and Case 2
or stochastically combining Case 1 and Case 3, we can
only obtain S1 = S2 < 1.

Appendix B: Bob and Charlie steer a single Alice in

partially entangled states

Similarly, we study the ability of Bob and Charlie to
simultaneously steer Alice’s state under the partially en-
tangled state |φ〉.

1. The case of two linear steering inequalities

The optimal measurement settings are as follows:
Case 1. When λ = 1, both measurements are basis

projections for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices are

Â
(1)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 −

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(1)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. Bob’s

measurement choices are B̂
(1)
0 = cos εσ1 + sin εσ3 and

B̂
(1)
1 = cos εσ1 − sin εσ3, and the corresponding uni-

tary operations are Û
(1)
0 = I, Û

(1)
1 = e(

π
2 +ε)iσ2 . Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(1)
0 = cos εσ1 + sin εσ3

and Ĉ
(1)
1 = − cos εσ1 − sin εσ3. We obtain S

(1)
L1

=

|cos ε sin(2α)− sin ε|, S(1)
L2

= |sin ε|.
Case 2. When λ = 2, both measurements are iden-

tity measurements for Bob. Alice’s measurement choices

are Â
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and Â

(2)
1 = −

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3.

Bob’s measurement choices are B̂
(2)
0 = B̂

(2)
1 = I, and the

corresponding unitary operations are Û
(2)
y = I. Char-

lie’s measurement choices are Ĉ
(2)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3 and

Ĉ
(2)
1 = −

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. We obtain S

(2)
L1

= |cos(2α)|,
S
(2)
L2

=
∣

∣

∣

1+sin(2α)√
2

∣

∣

∣
.

Case 3a. When λ = 3, one measurement is a basis pro-
jection and the other is an identity measurement for Bob.

Alice’s measurement choices are Â
(3)
0 =

√
2
2 σ1−

√
2
2 σ3 and

Â
(3)
1 =

√
2
2 σ1 +

√
2
2 σ3. Bob’s measurement choices are

B̂
(3)
0 = I, B̂

(3)
1 = cos ησ1+sin ησ3, and the corresponding

unitary operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement

choices are Ĉ
(3)
0 = 2√

5
σ1− 1√

5
σ3, Ĉ

(3)
1 = 2√

5
σ1+

1√
5
σ3. We

obtain S
(3)
L1

= 1
2 |sin(2α) cos η + sin η − cos(2α)| , S(3)

L2
=

∣

∣

∣

3−cos(2η)+6 sin(2α)+sin(2α−2η)+sin(2α+2η)

4
√
5

∣

∣

∣
.

Case 3b. When λ = 3, there are other opti-
mal measurement settings available. Alice’s measure-

ment choices are Â
(3)
0 = cos ζσ1 + sin ζσ3 and Â

(3)
1 =

− sin ζσ1 + cos ζσ3. Bob’s measurement choices are

B̂
(3)
0 = I, B̂

(3)
1 = σ1, and the corresponding uni-

tary operations are Û
(3)
y = I. Charlie’s measurement
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choices are Ĉ
(3)
0 = 2√

5
σ1 − 1√

5
σ3, Ĉ

(3)
1 = 2√

5
σ1 +

1√
5
σ3.

We obtain S
(3)
L1

= 1√
2
|(cos(2α)− sin(2α)) sin ζ| , S(3)

L2
=

∣

∣

∣

(1+4 sin(2α))(cos ζ−sin ζ)

2
√
10

∣

∣

∣
.

Considering the former analytical result shown in Case
3a, the maximum double violation of the linear steering
inequalities is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.017 when stochastically com-
bining Case 1 with Case 3 at ε = − 15π

34 , η = π
15 , α = 10π

37 ,
with the probability of Case 1 as p(1) ≈ 0.711. While
for the stochastical combination of Case 1 and Case 2 at
ε = − 2π

5 , η = 0, α = 7π
36 , the maximum double violation

of the linear steering inequalities is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.043,
where the probability of Case 1 is p1 ≈ 0.780.
Besides, considering the latter result given in Case 3b,

the maximum double violation is S1 = S2 ≈ 1.016 when
integrating Case 1 and Case 3 in a random manner with
p(1) ≈ 0.744 at ε = − 4π

9 , ζ = − 5π
18 , α = 10π

37 . And the
maximum double violation is roughly 1.043 when merg-
ing Case 1 and Case 2 randomly, with p(1) ≈ 0.780 at
ε = − 2π

5 , η = 0, α = 7π
36 .

2. The case of the CHSH inequality and one linear

steering inequality

The results obtained from the partially entangled state
|φ〉 are similar to those obtained from the maximally en-
tangled state ρ, and neither of them can achieve hybrid
quantum correlation steering. When using the CHSH in-
equality (between Alice and Bob) and the linear steering
inequality (between Alice and Charlie), there exist three
trade-offs under the standard projective measurements.
Regardless of randomly combining Case 1 and Case 2 or
Case 1 and Case 3, we cannot observe any violation with
S1 = S2 < 1. When using the CHSH inequality (between
Alice and Charlie) and the linear steering inequality (be-
tween Alice and Bob), we also cannot observe the hybrid
quantum correlation sharing.

Appendix C: Quantum steering sharing for the

maximally entangled state through weak

measurements

Here, we adopt a weak measurement process similar to
those previously used in [38, 42]. Considering the same
scenario, Alice and Bob share the maximum entangle-
ment state ρ. Alice performs strong measurements on
one of the qubits. Bob then performs weak measure-
ments on the other qubit and relays it to Charlie, who
performs strong measurements. In this scenario, each ob-
server independently performs two dichotomous measure-
ments and the choice of measurement is unbiased. Alice’s
two observables are defined as Âx, where x ∈ {0, 1} with

Â0 = cos θ1σ1 + sin θ1σ3 and Â1 = cos θ2σ1 + sin θ2σ3.
Bob’s two observables are defined as B̂y, where y ∈ {0, 1}
with B̂0 = cos θ3σ1 + sin θ3σ3 and B̂1 = cos θ4σ1 +
sin θ4σ3. And Charlie’s two observables are defined as

Ĉz, where z ∈ {0, 1} with Ĉ0 = cos θ5σ1 + sin θ5σ3 and

Ĉ1 = cos θ6σ1 + sin θ6σ3. The corresponding outcomes
are denoted as {a, b, c} ∈ {−1, 1}. After the measure-
ments of all observers are completed, we can obtain the
joint probability distribution P (a, b, c|x, y, z). Accord-
ing to this joint probability distribution, we can obtain
the marginal probability distribution P (a, b|x, y) of the
Alice-Bob pair, and the marginal probability distribution
P (a, c|x, z) of the Alice-Charlie pair.
To obtain the joint probability P (a, b, c|x, y, z), we

will introduce the measurement process. Alice per-
forms a strong measurement Âx on her received qubit
with the outcome a, the state changes to ρa

Âx
=

Ûa

Âx
.ρ.(Ûa

Âx
)†, where Ûa

Âx
= Π̂a

Âx
⊗ I, Π̂a

Âx
= I+a×Âx

2 .

Then, Bob performs a weak measurement on his re-
ceived another qubit with b, the reduced state can be

given as ρb
B̂y

= F
2 × ρa

Âx
+ 1+b×G−F

2

[

Û+

B̂y
.ρa

Âx
.(Û+

B̂y
)†
]

+

1−b×G−F
2

[

Û−
B̂y
.ρa

Âx
.(Û−

B̂y
)†
]

, where Û b

B̂y
= I ⊗ Π̂b

B̂y
. F

is the quality factor which represents the undisturbed
extent of the state of Bob’s qubit after he measured
and G is the precision factor which is the strength
of the weak measurement and quantifies the informa-
tion gained from Bob’s measurements. Subsequently,
Charlie performs a strong measurement Ĉz with out-
come c, the state changes to ρc

Ĉz
= Û c

Ĉz
.ρb

B̂b
.(Û c

Ĉz
)†,

where Û c

Ĉz
= I ⊗ Π̂c

Ĉz
. We can obtain the whole

joint probability distribution, which is P (a, b, c|x, y, z) =
Tr
[

ρc
Ĉz

]

. According to this joint probability distribu-

tion, we can obtain the marginal probability distribution
of the Alice-Bob pair, and the marginal probability dis-
tribution of the Alice-Charlie pair, which can be given
as P (a, b|x, y) =

∑

c P (a, b, c|x, y, z) and P (a, c|x, z) =
∑

b P (a, b, c|x, y, z). Then, we can analyze the corre-
lations of Alice-Bob and Alice-Charlie based on the
marginal probability distribution. Quantum steering
sharing and hybrid quantum correlation sharing are then
illustrated by exploring the two linear steering inequal-
ities and the CHSH inequality together with one linear
steering inequality.
First, let’s discuss the scenario where Alice steers the

states of Bob and Charlie. To better observe the phe-
nomenon of quantum steering, both measurement direc-
tions of Bob and Charlie are set vertically, i.e., θ4 =
π
2 + θ3, θ6 = π

2 + θ5. Using the optimal solution, we
can obtain the two maximal linear steering parameters,
which are SL1 =

√
2G,SL2 = 1+F√

2
, where the optimal

settings are θ1 = θ3 = θ5 = 0, θ2 =
π
2 . For the weak mea-

surements, there are two typical pointer distributions,
the optimal pointer and the square pointer [38], where
the relation between the quality factor F and the preci-
sion factor G satisfies G2 + F 2 = 1 or G + F = 1, with
G,F ∈ [0, 1]. We employ the square pointer G2+F 2 = 1.
It is found that when G = 0.8, the maximum value is
SL1 = SL2 = 1.131.
Moreover, the hybrid quantum correlation is discussed
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by the CHSH inequality (between Alice and Bob) and
the linear steering inequality (between Alice and Char-
lie). Charlie’s two measurement directions are set verti-
cally, i.e., θ6 = π

2 +θ5. Using the optimal solution, we can
obtain the maximal CHSH and the maximal linear steer-
ing parameter, which are SC1 =

√
2G,SL2 = 1+F√

2
, where

the optimal setting are θ1 = 0, θ2 = π
2 , θ3 = π

4 , θ4 =
−π

4 , θ5 = 0. Obviously, when G = 0.8, the maximum

value is SC1 = SL2 = 1.131.
If Bob and Charlie aim to steer Alice’s state, Alice’s

two measurement directions are set vertically, i.e., θ2 =
π
2 + θ1. Using the optimal solution, we can obtain the
two maximal linear steering parameters, which are SL1 =√
2G,SL2 = 1+F√

2
, where the optimal settings are θ1 =

θ3 = θ5 = 0,= θ6 = π
2 . Similarly, when G = 0.8, the

maximum value is SL1 = SL2 = 1.131.


