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A bstract

The so-called quantum Zeno e�ect is essentially a consequence ofthe

projection postulate for idealm easurem ents. To test the e�ect Itano et

al.have perform ed an experim enton an ensem ble ofatom swhere rapidly

repeated levelm easurem entswere realized by m eansofshortlaserpulses.

Using dynam icalconsiderationswegivean explanation why theprojection

postulate can be applied in good approxim ation to such m easurem ents.

Correctionsto idealm easurem entsare determ ined explicitly.Thisisused

to discuss in how far the experim ent of Itano et al.can be considered

as a test of the quantum Zeno e�ect. W e also analyze a new possible

experim enton a single atom where stochastic lightand dark periodscan

beinterpreted asm anifestation ofthequantum Zeno e�ect.W eshow that

the m easurem entpointofview gives a quick and intuitive understanding

ofexperim entsoftheabovetype,although a �neranalysishasto takethe

correctionsinto account.

1. Introduction

Foran idealm easurem entofan observableA onasystem in statej istandard

quantum m echanicspredictsaspossibleoutcom estheeigenvaluesaiofA.Each ai
isfound with probability kIPij ik

2,whereIPiistheprojectorontotheeigenspace

belonging to ai. The projection postulate then states that right after a m ea-

surem entforwhich ai isfound the system isin the state IPij i.The projection

postulate ascurrently used hasbeen form ulated by L�uders[1]. Forobservables

with degenerate eigenvalues his form ulation di�ers from that ofvon Neum ann

[2]. L�udersstressed itsprovisionalcharacter: \The projection postulate willbe

em ployed only untila betterunderstanding ofthe actualm easurem ent process

has been found" [3]. As pointed out to us by Sudbury [4],in the �rst edition

ofhisfam ousbook Dirac [5]de�nes observationscausing m inim aldisturbance.
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Thesecorrespond toL�uder’sprescription.Curiously though,in latereditionsthis

passagehasbeen om itted.

One consequence ofthe projection postulate is,under som e m ild technical

conditions,theso-called quantum Zeno e�ect[6].Itpredictsa slow-down ofthe

tim e developm ent due to rapidly repeated m easurem ents. Ifthe tim e between

two m easurem ents,�t,goesto zero thesystem isfrozen on a subspace.

An experim ent to test the quantum Zeno e�ect was perform ed by Itano et

al.[7]. They stored severalthousand two-levelionsin a trap. Initially allions

wereprepared in theground state.Then a pulseofa weak �eld in resonancewas

applied which pum ped an ion in the ground state j1i to the excited state j2i.

Such a pulseiscalled a �pulse.During this�pulsen population m easurem ents

ofthe ion levelswere perform ed. Starting in level1 and increasing the num ber

n ofm easurem ents,i.e.decreasing thetim e�tbetween two m easurem ents,less

atom swerefound in level2 attheend ofthe�pulse.Forn = 1 to 64 theresults

werein good agreem entwith thepredictionsofthequantum Zeno e�ect.

Opinionshave been divided in the literature aboutthe relevance ofthisex-

perim entforthequantum Zeno e�ect(cf.e.g.Refs.[8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15]).

Som ehavecalled itadram aticveri�cation ofthee�ect.Otherm aintained thatit

had nothing to do with thee�ectsincethem easurem entswererealized by short

laserpulseswhich should beincluded in thedynam ics.Thereforetheexperim ent

can beunderstood eitherby Bloch equations[11,12,14,15],which describe the

interaction ofan ensem ble ofatom swith thelaser,orby incorporating thelaser

pulses as an external�eld in the Ham iltonian [9]. Thus one can describe the

e�ect ofthe laser pulses in a purely dynam icalway without any m easurem ent

interpretation.

Nam ikiand collaboratorshaveinvestigated thequantum Zenoe�ectand pos-

sibleexperim entalveri�cationsforothersystem s,in particularspin system s,and

havediscussed theconnection with m easurem enttheory [16].Thequantum Zeno

e�ectand the experim entofRef.[7]have given rise to a large num berofpubli-

cations[17].

Theaim ofthispaperistwofold.First,wewantto discusstheslightly di�er-

entrolesthe quantum Zeno e�ectplaysforan ensem ble asopposed to a single

system .Second,drawing on recentresultsofours[18,19,20]wewilldescribe a

state m easurem enton the two-levelatom sby shortlaserpulsesin a way which,

although also dynam ical,showswhy thelaserpulsesareso welldescribed by the

notion ofm easurem ent.W ewillexplain how and why them easurem entpointof

view givessuch a quick and intuitiveunderstanding ofexperim entsoftheabove

type,especially ofexperim entswith singlesystem s.However,thedescription by

idealm easurem entsisonly approxim ate.Correctionsto idealm easurem entsare
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necessary and can bedeterm ined explicitly.

2. R ole ofthe projection postulate for single system s and ensem bles

In principle the projection postulate dealswith idealm easurem entson indi-

vidualsystem s (selective m easurem ents). E.g. fora single system in state j i

onecan m easure j i,i.e.theobservable j ih j,attim es�t;2�t;:::;n�t= t.

Then theprobability to�nd thesystem ateach m easurem entin j iuntiltequals

P(t) = kU(�t)j ih j:::j ih jU(�t)j ih jU(�t)j ik 2 (1)

= 1+ �t
t

�h

�

h jH j i
2
� h jH

2
j i

�

+ O (�t2): (2)

HeretheHam iltonianistakentobeconstantintim eandsuitabledom ainassum p-

tionshavebeen m ade.In thelim itwhen thetim e�tbetween two m easurem ents

goesto zero onehas

lim
� t! 0

P(t) = 1 : (3)

In this(idealized)lim itthe system freezesin itsinitialstate. Fora system de-

scribed by a �nitedim ensionalHilbertspacethedom ain assum ptionsarealways

ful�lled.Thegeneralcasecanbetreatedwith lessstringenttechnicalassum ptions

[6].

In an ensem ble ofsystem sone m ay initially prepare allsystem sin the sam e

state j i. Then the density m atrix �(t) after n m easurem ents (non-selective

m easurem ents)isa m ixture(‘incoherentsuperposition’)ofvarioussubensem bles

resulting from selective m easurem ents on individualsystem s. Now P(t),asde-

term ined in Eq.(2),isequalto therelativesizeofthesubensem ble found in j i

at each m easurem ent. Eq.(3) shows that for decreasing �t this subensem ble

increasesand thusthedensity m atrix rem ainsclosertotheinitialstateforlonger

tim es,i.e. there isan overallslow-down ofthe tim e-developm entofthe density

m atrix and eventually a freezing.

As an exam ple we consider idealstate m easurem ents on a two-levelsystem

[21,22].Both levelsareassum ed tobestable.Thetransition between level1and

2 isdriven by a weak �eld in resonance.Thisleadsto so-called Rabioscillations

in which the atom ic state oscillates continuously between j1i and j2i. In an

appropriateinteraction picturethetim edevelopm entoperatorreads

U(t) = cos

2

2
t� isin


2

2
t(j1ih2j+ j2ih1j) ; (4)

where the so-called Rabifrequency 
2 is proportionalto the am plitude ofthe

driving�eld.Now onecan perform rapidly repeated idealm easurem entsofj1ih1j

orj2ih2jattim es�tapart. Then the probability to �nd anotherm easurem ent
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resultthan beforeisgiven by

P(j1i! j2i)= P(j2i! j1i)= sin2

2

2
�t; (5)

which isproportionalto �t2 if
2�t� 1.Forj i= j1iorj2i,Eq.(1)becom es

P(t)= cos2n

2

2
�t: (6)

Thisleadsto a stochastic path fora single atom asshown in Fig.1.Each ideal

m easurem ent projects the atom onto state j1i or j2i,respectively. Then the

increase ordecrease ofthe population oflevel2 goesinitially quadratic in tim e.

Ascan beseen in Fig.1,m orefrequentm easurem entslead to aslow-down ofthe

tim e-developm entoftheatom icstate.

Letusim aginethatthem easurem entapparatusem itsalightsignaleach tim e

theatom isfound in j1i.Then onewould observestochastically alternating light

and dark periods. In Fig.2 the linesm ark tim eswhen the atom isfound to be

in state j1i,with the accom panying light signal. W hen the tim e between two

m easurem ents becom es sm aller,the periods where the atom is found without

interruptions to be in j1i becom es longer. This corresponds to a light period.

The sam eholdsfordark periods,with no lightsignals.The atom seem sto stay

in one state for som e length oftim e. As discussed further below this suggests

a possible experim entaldem onstration ofthe quantum Zeno e�ect for a single

atom .

From Eq.(5) the m ean length and the standard deviation ofthe light and

dark periodscan beobtained.One�nds,with tn = n�t,

TL =

1X

n= 1

n�t[P(tn� 1)� P(tn)] (7)

and thesam eexpression forTD .Thus,with Eq.(6),oneeasily obtains

TL = TD =
�t

sin2 1

2

2�t

: (8)

Thestandard deviation isfound as

�T L = �T D = �t
cos1

2

2�t

sin2 1

2

2�t

: (9)

Forsm all�tonehasa very broad distribution (seeFig.3).In thiscaseofideal

m easurem entsthereisa sym m etry between lightand dark periods.

W hen m easuring repeatedly on an ensem ble(\gas")ofatom sand assum ing a

lightsignalforeach individualatom found in j1iwould havea statisticaloverlap

ofindividuallight and dark periods,and the individualperiods would be no
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longerdiscernible.Onewould justhaveadecreaseoftheoveralllum inosity,from

which onecould deducetheabovem entioned slow-down in thetim edevelopm ent

ofthedensity m atrix.

3. A nalysis ofa m easurem ent proposal

Cook [21]m ade a proposalhow to m easure whether the atom is in state

j1i or j2i. His idea was to use an auxiliary,rapidly decaying third leveland

a short strong laser pulse. Occurrence and absence of
uorescence was taken

as indication that the atom was found in state j1i and j2i,respectively. That


uorescence yieldsthe statej1iisquite easy to understand.Letus�rstassum e

that,asshown in Fig.4,the 1{2 transition isnotdriven (no � pulse)when the

strong laserpulse isapplied. Then one can argue asfollows. Ifthe laserpulse

produces
uorescence then afterthe lastphoton em itted during the laserpulse

theatom isin theground state.Untiltheend ofthelaserpulsetheatom isagain

driven into a superposition oflevel1 and 3. Then the j3i com ponent decays

in a shorttransienttim e �tr. Hence shortly afterthe end ofthe laserpulse the

atom isin state j1i.Ifthe atom isinitially in state j2ino photonsare em itted,

because a transition to level3 isnotpossible. Thusforthe totalsystem (atom

plusradiation �eld)the tim e developm entuntilafterthe end ofthe laserpulse

should transform

j1ijvacuum i into j1ijphotonsi

j2ijvacuum i into j2ijvacuum i

wherethestatejphotonsicontainspractically no vacuum part.By linearity one

then hasforan arbitrary initialstatethetransform ation

(�1j1i+ �2j2i)jvacuum i 7� ! �1j1ijphotonsi+ �2j2ijvacuum i:

Com plicationsariseifthe1{2 transition isdriven.In how farCooksproposal

[21]corresponds to an idealm easurem ent and state reduction can be analyzed

in detailby m eans ofthe quantum jum p approach [23,24,25,26], which is

essentially equivalentto quantum trajectories[27]and to theM onte-Carlo wave

function approach [28].

W ith thequantum jum p approach onecan show thatan atom evolveswith a

so-called conditionaltim edevelopm entoperatorUcond aslong asno photonsare

detected.Thusan atom ,attim et0 in theinitialstate

j i= �1j1i+ �2j2i; (10)

isattim etin thestate

j 
0(t)i= Ucond(t;t0)j i� exp

�

�
i

�h
(t� t0)H cond

�

j i; (11)
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ifnophotonsarefound between t0 and t.TheconditionalHam iltonian H cond can

beexplicitly calculated.In thecaseofa system asin Fig.5 onehas,in thesam e

interaction pictureasin Eq.(4),

H cond =
�h

2

"
3X

i= 2


i(j1ihij+ jiih1j)� iA3j3ih3j

#

: (12)

TheconditionalHam iltonian isnon-Herm itian and thenorm ofj 0(t)idecreases

in tim e.Theprobability to �nd no photon between t0 and tisgiven by

P0(t; )= kj 
0(t)ik2 = kUcond(t;t0)j ik

2
:

Theprobabilitydensityfortheem ission ofthe�rstphoton in theinterval[t;t+ dt]

isequalto w1(t; )dtwith

w1(t; )= �
d

dt
P0(t; ):

Itisalso shown in thequantum jum p approach thata system isin statej1iafter

theem ission ofa photon ifitslevelstructureisasin Figs.4 and 5.

Thiscan now be used to analyze the e�ectofthe laserpulse on an atom in

m ore detail. Ifa laserpulse producesno 
uorescence,the state ofthe atom at

theend ofthelaserpulseisgiven by

j 
0(�p)i= exp

�

�
i

�h
H cond�p

�

j i:

Ifweconsider�rstthecasewhereno �eld isapplied to the1{2 transition (
 2 =

0),the eigenvalues �i,i= 1;2;3,ofH cond are easily calculated. One ofthem ,

denotedby�2,iszeroandthecorrespondingeigenvectorisj2i.Thetworem aining

eigenvalueshavenegativeim aginary part.Ifalleigenvaluesarepairwisedi�erent

(otherwiseonehasto takelim its)onecan write

j 
0(�p)i=

3X

i= 1

exp

�

�
i

�h
�i�p

�

j�iih�
i
j i; (13)

wherethej�ii’saretheeigenvectorsoftheconditionalHam iltonian and theh�
ij’s

the reciprocalvectors,with h�jj�ii= �ij. If�p islarge enough the exponentials

with i= 1 and i= 3 in Eq.(13)havedropped o� to zero and thusattheend of

thelaserpulsethestateofan atom withoutany em ission hasbecom e

j 
0(�p)i= �2j2i: (14)

Asshown in Refs.[18,19]thisisvalid iftheduration ofthe laserpulse satis�es

thecondition

�p � m ax
n

1=A 3;A 3=

2
3

o

: (15)
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Then theprobability to �nd no photon equalsj�2j
2,and theatom isin j2iatthe

end ofthe laserpulse.Analogously a condition on the transienttim e �tr can be

determ ined.The transienttim e hasto belong enough to allow thevanishing of

possiblej3icom ponents,

�tr � 1=A 3 : (16)

Sum m arizing the discussion so far,if
2 = 0 the e�ectofthelaserpulse can

be interpreted asa projection ofthe atom onto statesj1iorj2i,respectively,if

conditions(15)and (16)aresatis�ed.Thishappenswith thesam eprobabilities

aspredicted foran idealm easurem ent. The resulting state is characterized by

occurrence,orno occurrence,ofa burstoflight.Thetim ethistakesisequalto

�p + �tr,thesum oflaserpulselength and thetransienttim e.

Iftheweak �eld isnotturned o�when thelaserpulseison,asshown in Fig.5,

som ecom plicationsarise.Theweak �eld can causea sm alladditionaltransition

between levels 1 and 2 while the strong laserpulse ison,aswellasduring the

transienttim e. Thisleadsto sm allcorrections,which we have explicitly deter-

m ined in Refs.[18,19]by m eansofthequantum jum p approach.Onehasthree

param eterswhich haveto besm allto m akethefollowing interpretation possible,

nam ely

�A =

2

A 3

� 1;�R =

2


3

� 1 and �p =

2A 3


2
3

� 1 : (17)

Now one can say that ifthe condition in Eq.(15) is satis�ed and ifthe tim e

between two laserpulsesislongerthan the transienttim e in Eq.(16)then the

laserpulse \projects" the atom onto states�>P � j1ih1jand �0P � j2ih2j,respec-

tively.Thishappenswith nearlythesam eprobabilitiesaspredicted byprojection

postulateforan idealm easurem entofthestatesj1iorj2i.

Thiswillnow be discussed in m ore detail. W e assum e the atom to be in an

arbitrary initialstatewhich m ay also havea j3icom ponent,

j i = �1j1i+ �2j2i+ �3j3i: (18)

The state ofan atom which does not em it any photon while the laser pulse is

on can be determ ined by using the conditionalHam iltonian and Eq.(13). The

atom now practically evolvesinto theeigenstateofH cond fortheeigenvaluewith

sm allest im aginary part. This willbe denoted by j�2i,and it has also a j3i

com ponent.An elem entary calculation gives

�2 =

2

2
�p (1+ O (�2)) (19)

and

j�2i = � i�pj1i+ j2i� �R j3i+ O (�2) (20)

j�
2
i = i�pj1i+ j2i� �R j3i+ O (�2): (21)
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At the end ofthe laser pulse the state ofan atom without em issions has thus

evolved into

e� �2�ph�2j i� j�2i (22)

and theprobability forthisisthenorm squared,

P0(�p; )= (1� �p
2�p)j�2j
2 + 2�pIm (�1�2)� 2�RRe(�2�3)+ O (�2) (23)

� j�2j
2
:

Thusattheend ofa laserpulsethenorm alized stateofan atom without
uores-

cenceisgiven by

�
0(�p)� j�2ih�2j=

0

B
@

0 � i�p 0

i�p 1 � �R

0 � �R 0

1

C
A + O (�2): (24)

To obtain the density m atrix which describes an atom which does em it a

burstoflightduring thelaserpulseonehastoaverageoverallpossiblewayshow

photonscan beem itted.Thishasbeen donefor
2
3 � A 2

3 in Ref.[18]and forthe

generalcasein Ref.[19].Rightattheend ofalaserpulsean atom with em issions

isshown to bein the(norm alized)state

�
> (�p) =

0

B
@

A 2
3 + 
2

3 i�pA
2
3 iA 3
3

� i�pA
2
3 �p
2�pA

2
3 �R(A

2
3 + 
2

3)

� iA3
3 �R(A
2
3 + 
2

3) 
2
3

1

C
A

� (A23 + 2
2
3 + �p
2�pA

2
3)
� 1 + O (�2) (25)

which hasnon-negligiblej3icom ponentsand which isalso independentfrom the

initialstatej ioftheatom .(Strictly speaking,Eq.(25)holdsonly iftheleading

contribution 1� j�2j
2 of1� P0(�p; ),the probability to detect photons,does

notvanish orbecom esitselfO (�).In theseexceptionalcases�> doesdepend on

theinitialstatej i.)

Aftertheend ofthelaserpulsethej3icom ponentsdecay duringthetransient

tim e.Sim ultaneouslythe1{2transitionisweaklypum ped.Fortim eslongenough

forthe third levelcontributionsto have vanished ithasbeen shown in Ref.[19]

thata tim e� aftertheend ofthelaserpulsean atom withoutany em ission isin

thestate

�
0(�p + �)= U(�)�0P U

y(�); (26)

where U(�)isthe \free" tim e developm entoperatorofEq.(4),which describes

thesm alldriving ofthe2-levelatom by theweak �eld and where�0P isin the1{2

subspace and given by

�
0
P =

 

0 � i�p
i�p 1

!

+ O (�2) � j2ih2j: (27)
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Analogously an atom with em issionsis,a tim e� aftertheend ofthelaserpulse,

in the(norm alized)state

�
> (�p + �)= U(�)�>P U

y(�) (28)

with

�
>
P =

 

A 2
3 + 2
2

3 i�pA
2
3 �

i

2
�A 


2
3

� i�pA
2
3 +

i

2
�A 


2
3 �p
2�pA

2
3

!

� (A23 + 2
2
3 + �p
2�pA

2
3)
� 1 + O (�2) � j1ih1j: (29)

Eqs.(26)and(28)suggesttheinterpretationthat,underthestatedconditions,

thelaserpulsee�ectively \projects"theatom attim e�p ontothestates�
0
P or�

>
P ,

respectively,which then undergo a\free"tim edevelopm ent.Theprobabilitiesto

�nd theatom in �0P or�
>
P arenearly thesam easforan idealm easurem entofthe

statesj1iorj2i. However,in particularin thiscase the laserpulse isnotquite

an idealm easurem ent,and correctionshavebeen given in theaboveform ulas.

4. Ensem bles: D iscussion ofthe experim ent ofItano et al.

Now the experim ent ofItano et al.[7]to test the quantum Zeno e�ect on

an ensem ble ofatom scan be analyzed in m ore detail. Asshown in Fig.6 and

discussed in the Introduction they had an ensem ble ofatom s in a trap (a gas

with negligible cooperative e�ects) and applied a weak �eld for the duration

T� = �=
 2 (a � pulse). During this� pulse n strong laserpulsesofduration �p

were applied. Initially allatom swere prepared in the ground state. Therefore

withoutthestrong laserpulsesallatom swould bein thestatej2iattheend of

the� pulse.

Everysingleatom isin
uenced bythestronglaserpulses.Therefore,thee�ect

ofevery laserpulseon theensem blecan beregarded assim ultaneousand approx-

im ately idealm easurem entson each single atom (with corrections,asdiscussed

in Section 3).

Itano etal.determ ined experim entally thepopulation oflevel2 attheend of

the�pulseforn laserpulsesduring thistim e[7].Theirresultsareshown in the

last colum n ofTable 1. Ifone interprets the e�ect ofa laser pulse as an ideal

and instantaneousm easurem entoneobtainsthe�rstcolum n.Betterresultsare

obtained by assum ing an idealstate reduction and taking the �nite duration of

thelaserpulseforitsrealization into account(second colum n).

The results ofthe lastsection have been used elsewhere [18,19]to analyti-

cally calculate the population oflevel2,i.e. with the propercorrectionsup to

order �2 to the projection postulate taken into account. W ith the param eters

ofthe experim entwe obtain the third colum n ofTable 1. Asseen in colum n 4,

a num ericalsolution ofthe corresponding Bloch equation leads to com parable

results,although itdoesnotgivethesam edirectphysicalinsight.
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Projection Postulate Quantum Bloch Observed

n �t= T �=n �t= T �=n � �p Jum p equations [7]

1 1.00000 0.99978 0.99978 0.99978 0.995

2 0.50000 0.49957 0.49960 0.49960 0.500

4 0.37500 0.35985 0.36062 0.36056 0.335

8 0.23460 0.20857 0.20998 0.20993 0.194

16 0.13343 0.10029 0.10215 0.10212 0.103

32 0.07156 0.03642 0.03841 0.03840 0.013

64 0.00371 0.00613 0.00789 0.00789 � 0.006

Table1: Predicted and observed population oflevel2 attheend ofthe� pulse

forn laserpulsesoflength �p.�tisthetim ebetween two m easurem ents.

5. A possible experim ent on a single atom

It should be possible to perform the following experim ent on a single atom

in a trap. The weak �eld which drives the 1{2 transition,iskept continuously

on and willnotbe turned o� aftertim e T�. In addition,strong laserpulses of

length �p areapplied repeatedly attim es�tapart,asdiscussed in Section 3 and

depicted in Fig.7.

A m easurem entpointofview givesa quick and intuitiveunderstanding what

to expect,nam ely a stochasticsequenceof
uorescenceburstsform ing lightperi-

odsalternatingwith darkperiods.Theirduration should increasewith decreasing

distancebetween thelaserpulses.

On theotherhand,a dynam icalpointofview can directly em ploy theresults

ofSection 3. W ith those results one can determ ine the probability to �nd no

em issions during a laser pulse,ifthere had been a burst of
uorescence or no

photons,respectively,during the preceding laserpulse. Eq. (5)isnow replaced

by

P(em issions! no em issions) = P(�>P ! �
0
P)� p ;

P(no em issions! no em issions) = P(�0P ! �
0
P)� q ;

provided that�tisnotto short,

�t� 1=A 3 and (
2�t)
2
� �: (30)

The �rstofthese conditionsensuresthatthe j3icom ponentsof�0 and �> have

enough tim e to decay com pletely so thatitispossible to m ake use ofthestates

�0P and �>P . Ifthe second condition is violated then the state atthe beginning

ofthe �rstpulse in a lightperiod isvery close to �0,and therefore the state �>

afterthe�rstpulsehasto becalculated with initialstateoftheform �0 + O (�).
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Forsuch a state,however,one has1� P0 = O (�)so thatEq.(25)fails. Thus,
ifthesecond condition in Eq.(30)doesnothold the�rstpulsein a lightperiod

hasto betreated di�erently from therest.

The detailed calculation isgiven elsewhere [29]. Underthe above conditions

theresultis

p = sin2

2

2
�t+ �p

 

2s
A 2
3 + 
2

3

A 2
3 + 2
2

3

+
1

2

2�pc

3A 2
3 + 2
2

3

A 2
3 + 2
2

3

�
1

2

2�p

!

�
1

2
�A s


2
3

A 2
3 + 2
2

3

+ O (�2) (31)

q = cos2

2

2
�t� �p

�

2s+
1

2

2�p(1+ c)

�

+ O (�2) (32)

with s� sin
2�tand c� cos
 2�t.

Theprobability foraperiod ofexactly n consecutivelaserpulseswith 
uores-

cenceam ong allsuch lightperiodsis(1� p)n� 1p.Them ean duration TL oflight

periodsistherefore

TL =

1X

n= 1

(�p + �t)n(1� p)n� 1p

which gives

TL =
�p + �t

p
: (33)

Sim ilarly one�ndsforthedark periods

TD =
�p + �t

1� q
: (34)

These resultsare now a little bitdi�erentfrom the case ofidealm easurem ents

asdiscussed in Section 2.Since1� q isclose,butnotequal,to p thereisnow a

sm allasym m etry between lightand dark periods.

In spiteoftheproblem sarising for�t! 0 thislim itcan beperform ed.The

resultis(detailscan again befound in [29])

lim
� t! 0

TD =

2
3


2
2A 3

; lim
� t! 0

TL =

2
3(A

2
3 + 2
2

3)


2
2A

3
3

up toterm sofrelativeorder�=
2�p.In contrasttoEq.(8)foridealm easurem ents

TD and TL rem ain �nite,asphysically expected.For�t= 0 both driving �elds

are continuously on. In thiscase the existence oflightand dark periodsiswell

known under the nam e \electron shelving" [30],forwhich the sam e results for

TD and TL havebeen obtained [31].

6. C onclusions

The predictions ofthe quantum Zeno e�ect for a single system and an en-

sem bleunderrapidly repeated m easurem entshavebeen studied fortheexam ple
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ofstatem easurem entson a two-levelatom .To testthequantum Zeno e�ectan

experim enton an ensem ble ofatom swasperform ed by Itano etal.in which an

atom iclevelm easurem entwasrealized by m eansofa shortlaserpulse.

An explanation forthe approxim ately allowed applicability oftheprojection

postulate to thiscase hasbeen given by ususing the quantum jum p approach.

W ehave determ ined correctionsto theidealcaseexplicitly.W ehave used these

resultstodiscusstheexperim entofItanoetal.[7]and anew possibleexperim ent

with a single atom in som e detail. The projection postulate hasbeen found to

be an excellent pragm atic toolfor quick and fairly accurate answers and for a

sim pleintuitive understanding.However,correctionsto itarise.

In theIntroduction wehavem entioned a controversy regarding thequantum

Zenoe�ectin generaland theroleoftheexperim entofRef.[7]in particular.W e

think thatouranalysisshedssom e lighton this. Itis,in ouropinion,perfectly

legitim ate to take a ‘puristic’view thatforexam ple the laser pulses (\m easur-

ing pulses") have nothing to do with m easurem ents butjustlead to additional

term sin theHam iltonian.Then any changein thetem poraldevelopm entisnot

surprising and m ay in principle be calculated with these additionalinteraction

term s. However,the actualtem poralbehaviorisin generalnoteasily seen and

willoften need num ericalevaluationswhich m ay givelittlephysicalinsight.The

other,m orefruitful,pointofview isthattheselaserpulsesapproxim atelyrealize

m easurem ents with state reductions. Then one im m ediately hassim ple predic-

tionsfortheapproxim atebehaviorofthesystem and understandstheslow-down

ofthe tim e evolution without com plicated calculation. Finer details require of

course a �ner analysis. An actualfreezing ofthe state does not seem possible

since allrealistic m easurem ents take a �nite tim e. In the present case this is

explicitly seen in the�niteduration ofthe laserpulse and therequired m inim al

tim ebetween them .

In a broadersenseouranalysisalso shedssom elighton theuseoftheprojec-

tion postulate in general,notonly in connection with the Zeno e�ect. Itseem s

that quite often the projection postulate is a usefultoolwhich can give quick

and fairly accurate answers. The accuracy depends on how far the particular

realisticm easurem entdi�ersfrom an idealm easurem entasconsidered in ortho-

dox quantum m echanics,and correctionsm ay haveto betaken into account.An

idealization ofrealisticm easurem entsand theprojection postulatem ay often be

very useful. Over-idealizations,however,are dangerous since they can lead to

interpretationaldi�culties and to ‘paradoxes’like the freezing ofstates in the

lim itof‘continuousidealm easurem ents’. In thislim itthe idealization becom es

an overidealization and breaksdown.
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China,June 1995) and in Goslar (Germ any,July 1996). In China one ofus
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Figure1:Possiblepathsofthepopulation P2(t)oflevel2 ofa singleatom .Ideal

m easurem entsattim es�tapartprojecttheatom on statej1iorj2irespectively.

Thetim eisgiven in m ultiplesofthelength ofa � pulseT� with T� = �=
 2.
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Figure 2: Stochastic alternating light and dark periods. The lines m ark tim es

when theatom isfound in statej1i,with accom panying lightsignal.T� = �=
 2

istheduration ofa � pulse.
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periodsasa function ofthe inverse ofthe tim e between two m easurem ents�t.

T� = �=
 2 istheduration ofa � pulse.
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Figure 6:Strong laserpulsesand � pulse asapplied in the experim entofItano

etal.Initially allatom sareprepared in the ground state.T� isthe duration of

a � pulse.
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Figure 7: Proposed experim ent on a single atom . The weak �eld driving the

1{2 transition iskepton continuously.Attim es�tapartstrong laserpulsesare

applied.
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