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Quantum uncertainty relations have deep-rooted significance on the formalism of quantum mechanics. Heisenberg’s uncertainty relations attracted a renewed interest for its applications in quantum information science. Robertson derived a general form of Heisenberg’s uncertainty relations for
a pair of arbitrary observables represented by Hermitian operators. In the present work, we discover
a temporal version of the Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relations for the measurement of two
observables at two different times, where the dynamical uncertainties crucially depend on the time
evolution of the observables. The uncertainties not only depend on the choice of observables, but
they also depend on the times at which the physical observables are measured. The time correlated
two-time commutator dictates the trade-off between the dynamical uncertainties. We demonstrate
the dynamics of these uncertainty relations for a spin-1/2 system and for a quantum harmonic oscillator. The temporal uncertainty relations discovered in this work can be experimentally verified
with the present quantum technology.
PACS numbers: 03.65.Ta,42.50.-p,42.50.Ar

In classical mechanics, particles can have definite trajectory with precise position and momentum at any given
time. This picture is not valid in quantum mechanics.
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle gives a restriction on
the accuracy of position and momentum measurements
for quantum particles. Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle [1, 2] states that if the momentum of a particle is
measured with an uncertainty ∆p then the position measurement uncertainty ∆x is restricted by the relation
~
∆x∆p ≥ ,
(1)
2
where ~ is the reduced Planck constant. Heisenberg in
his 1927 paper [1] asserted that this relation is a consequence of the quantum commutation rule for the position and momentum operators [x, p] = i~. Apart from
position and momentum, uncertainty principle applies to
many other pairs of observables including phase and excitation number of a harmonic oscillator, angle and the
orbital angular momentum of a particle, and components
of spin or total angular momentum. Robertson derived
[3] a general form of Heisenberg’s uncertainty relations
for a pair of arbitrary observables represented by two
Hermitian operators A and B as follows
1
h[A, B]i ,
(2)
2
which gives a lower bound to the product of variances
of the two observables. The expectation value and the
variances are obtained with respect to some state. The
uncertainty relation in terms of sum of variances was also
derived for incompatible observables [4]. Quantum uncertainty relations have deep-rooted significance on the
formalism of quantum mechanics [5]. Uncertainty principle has been the focus due to its applications in quantum
∆A∆B ≥
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information science [6], specifically in entanglement detection [7, 8], security analysis in quantum cryptography
[9], and determining quantum nonlocality [10].
In the present work, we generalize HeisenbergRobertson uncertainty relation (2) for the measurement
of physical observables A and B at two different times t1
and t2 . In this situation, we derive the following uncertainty relation
∆A(t1 )∆B(t2 ) ≥

1
h[A(t1 ), B(t2 )]i ,
2

(3)

where the variances (∆A(t1 ))2 = hA2 (t1 )i − hA(t1 )i2
and (∆B(t2 ))2 = hB 2 (t2 )i − hB(t2 )i2 measure the timedependent uncertainties for the observables A(t1 ) and
B(t2 ) with respect to some state |Ψi. The above
uncertainty relation (3) is a temporal version of the
Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation (2). The dynamical uncertainties ∆A(t1 ) and ∆B(t2 ) crucially depend on the dynamics of the observables, where the time
dynamics of the commutator [A(t1 ), B(t2 )] determines
the trade-off between the measurement knowledge for the
two observables. Next, we derive the dynamical uncertainty relation (3) when a quantum system evolves under
a particular Hamiltonian H. We consider here a timeindependent Hamiltonian for simplicity. The time evolution of the operators are governed by the Heisenberg
equation of motion
d
1
A(t) =
[A(t), H] ,
dt
i~

(4)

1
d
B(t) =
[B(t), H] ,
dt
i~

(5)

where A(t)= eiHt/~ Ae−iHt/~ and B(t)= eiHt/~ Be−iHt/~
are the Heisenberg picture operators. The operators A(t)
and B(t) are Hermitian at any given time. We consider
the measurement of observables A(t1 ) and B(t2 ) at two
different times t1 and t2 . The expectation values of the

2
two Hermitian operators A(t1 ) and B(t2 ) with respect
to a quantum state |Ψi are hA(t1 )i = hΨ|A(t1 )|Ψi and
hB(t2 )i = hΨ|B(t2 )|Ψi. We define the fluctuation operators δA(t1 ) and δB(t2 ) as follows
δA(t1 ) = A(t1 ) − hA(t1 )i,
δB(t2 ) = B(t2 ) − hB(t2 )i.

(6)
(7)

Then the following expectation values
2

2

2

h(δA(t1 )) i = hΨ|(δA(t1 )) |Ψi = (∆A(t1 )) ,
h(δB(t2 ))2 i = hΨ|(δB(t2 ))2 |Ψi = (∆B(t2 ))2 ,

(8)
(9)

estimate the the mean square deviations or the variances
of the two operators. The action of the fluctuation operators (6) and (7) on the state |Ψi are as follows
|Ψ1 i = δA(t1 )|Ψi = (A(t1 ) − hA(t1 )i) |Ψi,
|Ψ2 i = δB(t2 )|Ψi = (B(t2 ) − hB(t2 )i) |Ψi.

(10)
(11)

The inner products of the states |Ψ1 i and |Ψ2 i satisfy
the Schwarz inequality given by
2

hΨ1 |Ψ1 ihΨ2 |Ψ2 i ≥ hΨ1 |Ψ2 i .

(12)

Substituting |Ψ1 i and |Ψ2 i from Eqs. (10) and (11) to
the above Schwarz inequality (12) we have
2

2

2

h(δA(t1 )) i h(δB(t2 )) i ≥ hδA(t1 )δB(t2 )i , (13)
where all the expectation values in (13) are with respect
to the state |Ψi. The expectation value hδA(t1 )δB(t2 )i
on the right of (13) can be expressed as an averaged sum
of a commutator h[A(t1 ), B(t2 )]i/2 and an anticommutator h{δA(t1 ), δB(t2 )}i/2. Note that δA(t1 ) and δB(t2 )
are Hermitian as the operators A(t1 ) and B(t2 ) are both
Hermitian. Now the commutator [A(t1 ), B(t2 )] is antiHermitian, the expectation value of which is pure imaginary. Whereas the anticommutator {δA(t1 ), δB(t2 )} is
Hermitian and its expectation value is real. Hence the
2
squared modulus hδA(t1 )δB(t2 )i on the right hand side
of (13) can be written as a sum of two terms
1
h[A(t1 ), B(t2 )]i
4

2

+

2
1
h{δA(t1 ), δB(t2 )}i , (14)
4

of which the last term is a positive real number. Hence
using (8) and (9), the inequality (13) reduces to
h(∆A(t1 ))2 i h(∆B(t2 ))2 i ≥

2
1
h[A(t1 ), B(t2 )]i . (15)
4

Taking square root on both sides of (15), we establish the
temporal uncertainty relation (3). Let us now demonstrate the dynamical Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty
relation (3) for real physical observables that are measured at two different times. First we consider a spin-1/2
quantum system evolving under a particular Hamiltonian
H = ωSz . We consider the measurement of spin observables Sx and Sy at two different times t1 and t2 . The

time evolution of the spin operators in the Heisenberg
picture are given by
d
dt Sx (t)
d
dt Sy (t)

=
=

1
i~
1
i~

[Sx (t), H] ,
[Sy (t), H] ,

(16)
(17)

where Sx (t) and Sy (t) are the spin operators in Heisenberg picture given by
Sx (t) = eiHt/~ Sx e−iHt/~ ,
Sy (t) = eiHt/~ Sy e−iHt/~ .

(18)
(19)

The spin operators






~ 0 −i
~ 1 0
~ 0 1
, Sy =
, Sz =
Sx =
2 1 0
2 i 0
2 0 −1
satisfy the commutation relations [Sx , Sy ] = i~Sz ,
[Sy , Sz ]= i~Sx , and [Sz , Sx ]= i~Sy . Then using the commutation relations [Sx , H]= −i~ωSy and [Sy , H]= i~ωSx ,
one can obtain Heisenberg equations of motion (16) and
(17) for Sx (t) and Sy (t) as
d
d
Sx (t) = −ωSy (t), and Sy (t) = ωSx (t). (20)
dt
dt
Solutions of the Heisenberg equations gives us the time
evolution of the spin operators
Sx (t) = Sx cos(ωt) − Sy sin(ωt),
Sy (t) = Sy cos(ωt) + Sx sin(ωt).

(21)
(22)

Considering the measurement of spin observables Sx and
Sy at two different times t1 and t2 , we can write down
the temporal version of the Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation (3) as follows
1
h[Sx (t1 ), Sy (t2 )]i ,
2
where the measurement uncertainties
p
∆Sx (t1 ) = hSx2 (t1 )i − hSx (t1 )i2 ,
q
∆Sy (t2 ) = hSy2 (t2 )i − hSy (t2 )i2
∆Sx (t1 )∆Sy (t2 ) ≥

(23)

(24)
(25)

are restricted by the commutator
[Sx (t1 ), Sy (t2 )] = i~ cos[ω(t2 − t1 )]Sz ,

(26)

and the uncertainty relation (23) takes the form
∆Sx (t1 )∆Sy (t2 ) ≥

~
cos[ω(t2 − t1 )]hSz i .
2

(27)

Hence the measurement uncertainties are now correlated
in time. The uncertainties not only depend on the choice
of observables, they also depend on the time at which
the physical observables are measured. The commutator [Sx (t1 ), Sy (t2 )] dictates the trade-off between the dynamical uncertainties. Now, under the limiting situation
when t1 = t2 = t, the two-time uncertainty relation (27)
reduces to the well known equal time uncertainty relation
∆Sx (t)∆Sy (t) ≥

~
hSz i .
2

(28)

3
We can also interchange the sequence of measurements.
Suppose we first measure Sy at t1 and then measure Sx
at a later time t2 . The uncertainty relation in that case
becomes
∆Sy (t1 )∆Sx (t2 ) ≥

1
h[Sy (t1 ), Sx (t2 )]i ,
2

where the measurement uncertainties
q
∆Sy (t1 ) = hSy2 (t1 )i − hSy (t1 )i2 ,
p
∆Sx (t2 ) = hSx2 (t2 )i − hSx (t2 )i2

(29)

(30)
(31)

(32)

and the uncertainty relation (29) takes the form
∆Sy (t1 )∆Sx (t2 ) ≥

~
cos[ω(t2 − t1 )]hSz i .
2

(33)

Next, we present the uncertainty relation for the same
spin observable Sx measured at two different times t1
and t2 . Following the general form of the HeisenbergRobertson uncertainty relation (3) we have in this case
∆Sx (t1 )∆Sx (t2 ) ≥

1
h[Sx (t1 ), Sx (t2 )]i .
2

(34)

The commutator on the right hand side of (34) can be
evaluated using the time-evolved spin operator (21) as
[Sx (t1 ), Sx (t2 )] = −i~ sin[ω(t2 − t1 )]Sz ,

(35)

resulting to the following uncertainty relation
∆Sx (t1 )∆Sx (t2 ) ≥

~
sin[ω(t2 − t1 )]hSz i .
2

(36)

If the two successive measurements are very close in time,
then (t2 − t1 )→ 0 and sin[ω(t2 − t1 )] ∼ ω(t2 − t1 ). The
dynamical uncertainty relation (36) in this situation reduces to
~
ω(t2 − t1 )hSz i ,
2

|Ψs i = cos(θ/2)| ↑i + sin(θ/2)| ↓i,

(41)

for which the expectation value
hSz i = hΨs |Sz |Ψs i = (~/2) cos(θ).

are restricted by the commutator

[Sy (t1 ), Sx (t2 )] = −i~ cos[ω(t2 − t1 )]Sz ,

To verify the time-dependent uncertainty relations, one
can prepare the spin-1/2 system in some quantum state

(42)

Using Eqs. (24), (25), (30), and (31) one can obtain the
time-dependent uncertainties quantified by the variances
with respect to the state |Ψs i as given below
q
~
1 − sin2 (θ) cos2 (ωt1 ),
(43)
∆Sx (t1 ) =
2q
~
∆Sy (t2 ) =
1 − sin2 (θ) sin2 (ωt2 ),
(44)
2
q
~
∆Sy (t1 ) =
1 − sin2 (θ) sin2 (ωt1 ),
(45)
2
q
~
1 − sin2 (θ) cos2 (ωt2 ).
(46)
∆Sx (t2 ) =
2
Explicit forms of the time dependent quantum uncertainty relations can be obtained by substituting these
expressions of hSz i, ∆Sx (t1 ), ∆Sy (t2 ), ∆Sy (t1 ), and
∆Sx (t2 ) into the equations (27), (33), (36), and (40). The
resulting temporal uncertainty relations can be experimentally verified with the present superconducting quantum technology [11] or with trapped ion qubits [12, 13].
Next, we explore the temporal version of the
Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation (3) for a
quantum harmonic oscillator evolving under the Hamiltonian
H =

P2
1
+ mω 2 X 2
2m 2

(47)

where X and P are the position and momentum operators satisfying the commutation relation [X, P ] = i~. In
the Heisenberg picture, the operators X and P evolves
with time according to the equations

(37)

d
1
X(t) =
[X(t), H ] ,
dt
i~

(48)

reflecting the fact that when one measures the spin observable Sx successively at two different times t1 and t2
with (t2 − t1 )→ 0, the uncertainty of the second measurement ∆Sx (t2 ) will be very small. Similarly, the uncertainty relation corresponding to the measurement of spin
component Sy at two different times t1 and t2 is given by

1
d
P (t) =
[P (t), H ] ,
dt
i~

(49)

∆Sx (t1 )∆Sx (t2 ) ≥

1
∆Sy (t1 )∆Sy (t2 ) ≥ h[Sy (t1 ), Sy (t2 )]i .
2

(38)

The right hand side commutator of (38) can be evaluated
again using the time-evolved spin operator (22) as
[Sy (t1 ), Sy (t2 )] = −i~ sin[ω(t2 − t1 )]Sz ,

(39)

resulting to the following uncertainty relation
~
sin[ω(t2 − t1 )]hSz i .
∆Sy (t1 )∆Sy (t2 ) ≥
2

where X(t) and P (t) are position and momentum operators in the Heisenberg picture given by
X(t) = eiH t/~ X e−iH t/~ ,
P (t) = eiH t/~ P e−iH t/~ .

Using the commutation relations [X, H ]= (i~/m)P and
[P, H ]= (−i~mω 2 )X, one can solve the Heisenberg equations of motion (48) and (49) to obtain the exact time
evolution of the operators as
1
P sin(ωt),
mω
P (t) = P cos(ωt) − mωX sin(ωt).

X(t) = X cos(ωt) +
(40)

(50)
(51)

(52)
(53)

4
The temporal version of Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation (3) for measurement of observables X and
P at two different times t1 and t2 is given by
∆X(t1 )∆P (t2 ) ≥

1
h[X(t1 ), P (t2 )]i ,
2

(54)

where the measurement uncertainties ∆X(t1 ), ∆P (t2 ),
and the commutator on the right can easily be obtained
using the time evolved operators in (52) and (53)
p
(55)
∆X(t1 ) = hX 2 (t1 )i − hX(t1 )i2 ,
p
2
2
∆P (t2 ) = hP (t2 )i − hP (t2 )i ,
(56)
[X(t1 ), P (t2 )] = i~ cos[ω(t2 − t1 )],
(57)
that leads the uncertainty relation (54) to the form
∆X(t1 )∆P (t2 ) ≥

~
cos[ω(t2 − t1 )] .
2

(58)

The measurement uncertainties are again restricted by
the time-correlated commutator. Under a situation when
t1 = t2 = t, the two-time uncertainty relation (58) reduces to the equal time uncertainty relation
∆X(t)∆P (t) ≥

~
.
2

(59)

Moreover, we can interchange the order of measurements.
We can first measure momentum P at t1 and then measure the position X at a later time t2 . Then the form of
the uncertainty relation becomes
∆P (t1 )∆X(t2 ) ≥

1
h[P (t1 ), X(t2 )]i .
2

(60)

where the measurement uncertainties ∆P (t1 ), ∆X(t2 ),
and the two-time commutator on the right can be obtained using the time-evolved position and momentum
operators in (52) and (53) as
p
(61)
∆P (t1 ) = hP 2 (t1 )i − hP (t1 )i2 ,
p
∆X(t2 ) = hX 2 (t2 )i − hX(t2 )i2 ,
(62)
[P (t1 ), X(t2 )] = −i~ cos[ω(t2 − t1 )],
(63)
consequently the uncertainty relation (60) takes the form
∆P (t1 )∆X(t2 ) ≥

~
cos[ω(t2 − t1 )] .
2

(64)

We now consider the measurement of position X at two
different times t1 and t2 . The Heisenberg-Robertson uncertainty relation (3) in this case becomes
∆X(t1 )∆X(t2 ) ≥

1
h[X(t1 ), X(t2 )]i .
2

(65)

The two-time commutator on the right hand side of (65)
can be evaluated using the time evolution of the position
operator (52) as
[X(t1 ), X(t2 )] =

i~
sin[ω(t2 − t1 )],
mω

(66)

resulting to the dynamical uncertainty relation
~
sin[ω(t2 − t1 )] .
(67)
2mω
Consider the two successive measurements are very close
in time, then (t2 − t1 )→ 0 and sin[ω(t2 − t1 )] ∼ ω(t2 −
t1 ). The uncertainty relation (67) under that situation
reduces to
~
t2 − t1 ,
(68)
∆X(t1 )∆X(t2 ) ≥
2m
which implies that if one measures the observable X successively at two different times t1 and t2 with (t2 −t1 )→ 0,
the uncertainty of the second measurement ∆X(t2 ) will
be negligibly small. Furthermore, the temporal uncertainty relation corresponding to the measurement of momentum operator P at two different times t1 and t2 is
given by
1
∆P (t1 )∆P (t2 ) ≥ h[P (t1 ), P (t2 )]i ,
(69)
2
where the commutator in the right hand side of (69) can
be evaluated again using the time-evolved momentum operator (53) as
∆X(t1 )∆X(t2 ) ≥

[P (t1 ), P (t2 )] = i~mω sin[ω(t2 − t1 )],

(70)

that leads to the following uncertainty relation
~mω
sin[ω(t2 − t1 )] .
(71)
2
For experimental verification of the time-dependent uncertainty relations, one can prepare the system in a superposition of energy eigenstates given by
1
(72)
|Ψh i = √ (|0i + |1i)
2
∆P (t1 )∆P (t2 ) ≥

where |0i and |1i are the ground state and the first excited state of the quantum harmonic oscillator. Finally,
using the equations (55), (56), (61), and (62) one can obtain various time-dependent uncertainties quantified by
the variances with respect to this state |Ψh i as follows
r

~
∆X(t1 ) =
2 − cos2 (ωt1 ) ,
(73)
r 2mω

m~ω
∆P (t2 ) =
2 − sin2 (ωt2 ) ,
(74)
r 2

m~ω
∆P (t1 ) =
2 − sin2 (ωt1 ) ,
(75)
r 2

~
2 − cos2 (ωt2 ) .
(76)
∆X(t2 ) =
2mω
One can substitute these expressions of ∆X(t1 ), ∆P (t2 ),
∆P (t1 ), and ∆X(t2 ) in equations (58), (64), (67), and
(71) to obtain the explicit forms of the time-correlated
quantum uncertainty relations. The resulting dynamical uncertainty relations can be experimentally verified
using for example, nanomechanical oscillator [14], superconducting quantum circuit [15], or quantum optical field
[16]. It will also be interesting to investigate the timedependent uncertainty relation (3) for a wide range of
quantum mechanical problems.
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