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U sing a two-photon interference technigque, we m easure the delay for singlephoton wavepackets
to be tranam itted through a m ultilayer dielectric m irror, which functions as a \photonic bandgap"
medium . By varying the anglke of Incidence, we are able to con m the behavior predicted by
the group delay (stationary phase approxin ation), including a variation of the delay tim e from
superlum Inal to sublum inal as the band edge is tuned towards to the wavelength of our photons.
The agreem ent w ith theory is better than 0.5 fem toseconds (less than one quarter of an optical
period) except at large angles of incidence. T he source of the rem aining discrepancy is not yet fully
understood.

PACS numbers: 03.65Bz, 4250W m, 7340Gk

In recent years, there has been a great deal of interest In two related topics: tunneling tin es {E] and photonic
bandgaps E{ﬂ]. A standard quarter-w ave-stack dielectric m irror is in fact the sin plest exam ple of a one-din ensional
photonic bandgap, and consequently m ay be thought of as a tunnel barrier for photons w ithin its \stop band." The
periodic m odulation of the refractive index is analogous to a periodic K ronig-P enney potential in solid-state physics,
and leads to an iIm aghary value for the quasim om entum in certain frequency ranges{ that is, to an exponentially
decaying eld envelope w ithin the m edium , and high re ectivity due to constructive interference (B ragg re ection).
W e have exploited this analogy to perform the st m easurem ent of the single-photon tunneling delay tin e [E{@],
using as ourbarrier an 1l-layerm irror ofaltemating high (n=222) and low = 1.41) Index quarterw ave layers, w ith
m Ininum tranam ission of about 1% at the center of the bandgap. W e con m ed the striking prediction which drives
the tunneling tim e controversy: in certain lim its, a tranam itted wave packet peak m ay appear on the far side of the
barrier faster than if the peak had traversed the barrier at the vacuum speed of light c. M eanw hile, severalm icrow ave
experim ents have Investigated other instances of superlim inal propagation including electrom agnetic analogies to
tunneling @ {E].

W hile in itself, this anom alous peak propagation does not constitute a violation of E instein causaliy E{E], i
certainly leads one to ask whether there m ay exist another, longer tim escale in tunneling, w ith m ore physical signi —
cance than the group (ie., peak) delay. A fter all, In a certain sense, the bulk ofthe tranam itted wave originates in the
leading edge of the incident w ave packet, not near the incident peak @E@] M any theories have been propounded
to describe the duration of the tunneling interaction, and the leading contenders involve studying oscillating barriers
ﬂ,@] or Lam or precession of a tunneling electron in a barrier w ith a con ned m agnetic eld {@]. It should be
stressed that these theories are not intended to describe the propagation of wave packets, but rather the dynam ical
tin escale of the tunneling process; several experin ents have supported their predictions @].

N evertheless, there is a popular m isconoeption that these tim es (@nd in particular the Buttkeril.andauer tin e In
its \sem iclassical" orW KB lim it{ m d=h , where represents the evanescent decay constant inside the barrier, ie.,
the m agniude of the In agihary wavevector) predict the arrival tin e of wave packets. In E], we were able to exclude
the sem iclassical tin €, but not Buttiker’s version of the Lam or tin e, as describbing peak propagation. Furthem ore,
som e w orkers have expressed concem about the pauciy ofdata supporting the superlum inality ofthe group delay, In
spite ofour nding ofa seven-standard-deviation e ect. M icrow ave experin ents have also traditionally been m et w ith
skeptician (see, Por exam ple, @].) In light of these ob fctions, we have extended the earlier experim ent to study the
delay tin e as a function of angle-ofincidence. A s the anglk is changed, the frequency and the w idth of the bandgap
change as well, so this is essentially a way to study the energy-dependence of the tunneling tim e.

O ur apparatus is shown in Fig. 1. A s the technigue and the sam pl have both been described at length elsew here
@,@E@,@L we will content ourselves w ith an abbreviated sketch of the m ethod. A crystalw ith an optical @
nonlinearity ispum ped by a cw ultraviolt laser, and in the process of sopontaneous param etric dow n-conversion em its
sim ultaneous pairs of horizontally-polarized infrared photons. The two photons in each pair leave the crystal on
opposite sides of the ultraviolt pum p, conserving m om entum . T hey are correlated in tin e to w thin their reciprocal
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bandw idth of about 15 fs. They are also correlated in energy, their frequencies summ Ing to that of the nmarrow—
band) 351 nm pump.W hen the two photons arrive sin ultaneously at a beam splitter, there is no way to distinguish
the two Feynm an paths leading to coincidences between detectors placed at the beam splitter’s two output ports:
both photons being tranam itted, and both photons being re ected. This leads to an interference e ect in which the
colncidence rate is suppressed (the two photons tending to head o to the sam e detector) . By contrast, if the photons
arrive at the beam splitter at di erent tin es (on the scale of their 15 fs correlation tin e), coincidence counts occur
half the tin e. Thus by placing a dielectric m irror in one am of the interferom eter and adjisting the extemal path
length to m nim ize the coincidence rate, we can m easure the delay experienced by the photon wavepackets w hich are
tranan itted through thisbarrier. W e nd that nearthe tranan ission m inin um , the photons travel through the m irror
faster than they travel through an equivalent length ofair, whereas when the m irror is angled to bring the band-edge
closer to the photons’ wavelength, they travel slow er than through air, as one would expect. Figure 2 show s sam ple
data for these two situations, w here the sign change can be clearly seen.

In E], our results were consistent w ith the group delay predictions, and also w ith B uttiker’s proposed Lam or tim e
E], but not w ith the \sam iclassical” tim e. T hem easured tin es exceeded the predictions by approxin ately 0.5 f5, but
this resul was at the borderline of statistical signi cance, and not discussed. Since then, further data taken at various
angles of incidence have continued to show a discrepancy, ranging from an excess 0of 0.5 fs near nom al incidence to a
de cit ofoverl fsat large angles of incidence. At the sam e tin ¢, the data o er close agreem ent w ith the group dely,
and appear to rule out identi cation ofthe Lamm or theory w ith a peak propagation tin e. O ur attem pts to elin nate
system atic e ects and characterize those which rem ain were described In [E]. Since then, unabl to nd any other
sources of error to explain the discrepancy, we are convinced that it is a property ofthe sam ple under study, and not of
the Interferom eter used for the m easurem ents. W e therefore cbtained a second dielectric m irror of design param eters
dentical to the rst, to see whether the errors could be attributed to deviations from the ideal quarterw ave-stack
structure. As can be seen from Figure 3, both m irrors show quite sin ilar behavior. Both are 11-ayer quarterwave
stacks asdescribed above. M Irror1l show sam inin um tranam ission at 692 nm , whilem irror2’sm inim um isat 688 nm ;
this di erence is Insigni cant on the scale of the bandgap, which extends from 600 nm to 800 nm . W e conclude that
som e reale ect isat work, m odifying the stationary-phase prediction. In principle, frequency-dependent tranam ission
could lead to such an e ect, as does second-order group-velocity dispersion; both e ects arem uch too an allto explain
the present discrepancy. A s discussed in @], attem pts to num erically m odel dielectric m irrors w th am all, random

uctuations in layer thicknesses were able to produce deviations on the right order, but in general they did not lead
to deviations of the form we observed experim entally. Tt is conceivable that loss or scattering in the dielectrics could
also help explain the e ect, and we are beginning to investigate this possibility 11]); see also i2531.

T heoretical curves are plotted along w ith the data in gures 3 and 4. T he group delay is calculated by the m ethod
of stationary phase. The tranan ission phase of the 1ll-ayer structure is calculated num erically, and di erentiated

rst with respect to angle of incidence to give the transverse shift and then wih respect to incident frequency
to give the tin e delay, according to the formulas y = @ =Rk, = @ r=@ksh )= kcoos )@ r=@ and

g =@ =@!+ (y=c)sin ,where : isthe transam ission phase ]. Buttker’s Lam or tim e @] is equalto the
m agnitude of the com plex tin e @,@] c= 1@ (n t)=@ L, where t is the com plex transm ission am plitude, and 1,
the Lam or frequency. For our optical structure, an e ective Lam or frequency 1 corresponds to a uniform (over
the barrier region) scaling of the local ndex of refraction by a factorofl+ =!. Since In the lim it of interest, the
\in-plane portion" of the Lam or tin e (ie., the realpart of the com plex tim e) di ers little from the group delay, we
take them to be equalin order to nclude the e ects of the transverse shift in the Lam or theory. T he \out-ofplane
portion" (or im agihary part) is calculated num erically, and added in quadrature to the group delay in order to generate
the Lam or tin e. Since our m easurem ents com pare the transit tin e through the barrier w ith that through air, we
subtract the tin e parallel w avefronts propagating at c would take to reach a point on the far side of the barrier W ith
a transverse shift of y) from both the group delay and the Lam or tin e, so as to facilitate com parison w ith the
experim entaldata.

At the m om ent, m ore work (poth experin ental and theoretical) is needed to understand the discrepancy. W e are
therefore planning to repeat this experin ent w ith spolarized light by ntroducing halfwave plates before and after
the sam ple being studied), which has very di erent transm ission characteristics as a function of angk (also kading
to a Jarger di erence between the group delay and the Lam or theordes). A s shown in Figure 4, our prelin inary data
are again consistent w ith the group delay and not w ith the Lam or tim e, but due to the lower transm ission for this
polarization, we need to in prove our signalto-noise ratio before reaching any de nitive conclusions.

T he superlim inality of the barrier traversalnear m id-gap is now well supported by the data, and the group delay
(stationary-phase) theory can be seen to be relatively accurate for a variety of angles of ncidence, but there is a
residual discrepancy on the order of 0.5 fam toseconds, which is not yet fully understood.
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N otes added during revision: Since the subm ission of this m anuscript, a paper has appeared @] extending our
previous experim ental results to barriers of varying thicknesses (and tranam ission as low as 0:01% ) near nom al
Incidence, using classical fam tosecond pulses. It reports general agreem ent w ith the group delay theory, aside from a
dJscrep@'lfé on the order of 1.5 fs. Two papers have also appeared discussing the e ects of dissipation on tunneling
tin es 1.
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Figure C aptions

. Experim ental setup for determ ining single-photon propagation tin es through a m ultilayer dielectric m irror. By
translating the sam ple, we can observe the Intereference dip for photons tunneling through the 1:1 m barrier
or for photons traversing an equal thickness of air. W e can thus com pare arrival tin es for tunneling and freely
propagating w ave packets.

. Coincidence rate versus trom bone prism position (see Fig. 1) for p-polarized photons travelling through the
re ective coating as well as for those travelling through an equalthickness of air, for (@) nom al ncidence and
(o) 55-degree ncidence.

. Left axis: m easured delay form irror one (squares) and m irror two (circles) as a function of angle of incidence,
to be com pared w ith the theoretical group delay and the Lamm or interaction tin e proposed by Buttiker. R ight
axis: tranam ission versus angle of ncidence. A 1l curves are for p-polarization.

.Sam e asFig. 3, but for spolarization. D ue to the m uch lower tranam ission, only one prelin inary data point is
shown, but the di erent characteristics of the theoretical curves for both tranam ission and delay suggest that
upon Im provem ent of our signaltonoise ratio, further work in this direction m ay help elicidate the discrepancy
betw een experim ent and theory.
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