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Using a two-photon interference technique,we m easure the delay forsingle-photon wavepackets

to be transm itted through a m ultilayerdielectric m irror,which functionsasa \photonic bandgap"

m edium . By varying the angle of incidence, we are able to con�rm the behavior predicted by

the group delay (stationary phase approxim ation), including a variation of the delay tim e from

superlum inalto sublum inalas the band edge is tuned towards to the wavelength ofour photons.

The agreem ent with theory is better than 0.5 fem toseconds (less than one quarter ofan optical

period)exceptatlarge anglesofincidence.Thesource oftherem aining discrepancy isnotyetfully

understood.

PACS num bers:03.65.Bz,42.50.W m ,73.40.G k

In recentyears,there has been a greatdealofinterestin two related topics: tunneling tim es [1{4]and photonic

bandgaps[5{7].A standard quarter-wave-stack dielectricm irrorisin factthe sim plestexam pleofa one-dim ensional

photonic bandgap,and consequently m ay be thoughtofasa tunnelbarrierforphotonswithin its\stop band." The

periodicm odulation ofthe refractiveindex isanalogousto a periodic K ronig-Penney potentialin solid-statephysics,

and leads to an im aginary value for the quasim om entum in certain frequency ranges{ that is,to an exponentially

decaying �eld envelope within the m edium ,and high re
ectivity due to constructive interference (Bragg re
ection).

W e have exploited this analogy to perform the �rstm easurem entofthe single-photon tunneling delay tim e [8{11],

using asourbarrieran 11-layerm irrorofalternating high (n= 2.22)and low (n= 1.41)index quarter-wavelayers,with

m inim um transm ission ofabout1% atthe centerofthe bandgap.W e con�rm ed the striking prediction which drives

the tunneling tim e controversy:in certain lim its,a transm itted wave packetpeak m ay appearon the farside ofthe

barrierfasterthan ifthepeak had traversed thebarrieratthevacuum speed oflightc.M eanwhile,severalm icrowave

experim ents have investigated other instances ofsuperlum inalpropagation including electrom agnetic analogies to

tunneling [12{17].

W hile in itself,this anom alous peak propagation does not constitute a violation ofEinstein causality [18{27],it

certainly leadsoneto ask whethertherem ay existanother,longertim escalein tunneling,with m orephysicalsigni�-

cancethan thegroup (i.e.,peak)delay.Afterall,in a certain sense,thebulk ofthetransm itted waveoriginatesin the

leading edgeoftheincidentwavepacket,notneartheincidentpeak [28,23,29].M any theorieshavebeen propounded

to describetheduration ofthe tunneling interaction,and the leading contendersinvolvestudying oscillating barriers

[1,30]orLarm orprecession ofa tunneling electron in a barrierwith a con�ned m agnetic �eld [31{33]. Itshould be

stressed thatthese theoriesare notintended to describe the propagation ofwave packets,butratherthe dynam ical

tim escaleofthe tunneling process;severalexperim entshavesupported theirpredictions[34].

Nevertheless,there isa popularm isconception thatthese tim es(and in particularthe B�uttiker-Landauertim e in

its\sem iclassical" orW K B lim it{ m d=�h�,where � representsthe evanescentdecay constantinside the barrier,i.e.,

the m agnitudeofthe im aginary wavevector)predictthe arrivaltim e ofwavepackets.In [8],wewereableto exclude

the sem iclassicaltim e,butnotB�uttiker’sversion ofthe Larm ortim e,asdescribing peak propagation.Furtherm ore,

som eworkershaveexpressed concern aboutthepaucity ofdata supporting thesuperlum inality ofthegroup delay,in

spiteofour�nding ofa seven-standard-deviation e�ect.M icrowaveexperim entshavealsotraditionally been m etwith

skepticism (see,forexam ple,[35].) In lightoftheseobjections,wehaveextended the earlierexperim entto study the

delay tim e asa function ofangle-of-incidence.Asthe angleischanged,the frequency and the width ofthe bandgap

changeaswell,so thisisessentially a way to study the energy-dependenceofthe tunneling tim e.

O urapparatusisshown in Fig.1.Asthe technique and the sam plehaveboth been described atlength elsewhere

[36,37,8,38,39],we willcontentourselveswith an abbreviated sketch ofthe m ethod. A crystalwith an optical�(2)

nonlinearity ispum ped by a cw ultravioletlaser,and in theprocessofspontaneousparam etricdown-conversion em its

sim ultaneous pairs ofhorizontally-polarized infrared photons. The two photons in each pair leave the crystalon

oppositesidesofthe ultravioletpum p,conserving m om entum .They arecorrelated in tim eto within theirreciprocal

�
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bandwidth ofabout 15 fs. They are also correlated in energy,their frequencies sum m ing to that ofthe (narrow-

band)351 nm pum p.W hen the two photonsarrivesim ultaneously ata beam splitter,thereisno way to distinguish

the two Feynm an paths leading to coincidences between detectors placed at the beam splitter’s two output ports:

both photonsbeing transm itted,and both photonsbeing re
ected. Thisleadsto an interference e�ectin which the

coincidencerateissuppressed (thetwo photonstending to head o� to thesam edetector).By contrast,ifthephotons

arrive atthe beam splitteratdi�erenttim es(on the scale oftheir15 fscorrelation tim e),coincidence countsoccur

halfthe tim e. Thusby placing a dielectric m irrorin one arm ofthe interferom eterand adjusting the externalpath

length to m inim izethecoincidencerate,wecan m easurethedelay experienced by thephoton wavepacketswhich are

transm itted through thisbarrier.W e�nd thatnearthetransm ission m inim um ,thephotonstravelthrough them irror

fasterthan they travelthrough an equivalentlength ofair,whereaswhen them irrorisangled to bring theband-edge

closerto the photons’wavelength,they travelslowerthan through air,asone would expect. Figure 2 showssam ple

data forthese two situations,wherethe sign changecan be clearly seen.

In [8],ourresultswereconsistentwith thegroup delay predictions,and also with B�uttiker’sproposed Larm ortim e

[33],butnotwith the\sem iclassical"tim e.Them easured tim esexceeded thepredictionsby approxim ately 0.5fs,but

thisresultwasattheborderlineofstatisticalsigni�cance,and notdiscussed.Sincethen,furtherdatataken atvarious

anglesofincidencehavecontinued to show a discrepancy,ranging from an excessof0.5 fsnearnorm alincidenceto a

de�citofover1 fsatlargeanglesofincidence.Atthesam etim e,thedata o�ercloseagreem entwith thegroup delay,

and appearto ruleoutidenti�cation ofthe Larm ortheory with a peak propagation tim e.O urattem ptsto elim inate

system atic e�ects and characterize those which rem ain were described in [8]. Since then,unable to �nd any other

sourcesoferrortoexplain thediscrepancy,weareconvinced thatitisaproperty ofthesam pleunderstudy,and notof

theinterferom eterused forthem easurem ents.W ethereforeobtained a second dielectricm irrorofdesign param eters

identicalto the �rst,to see whether the errorscould be attributed to deviationsfrom the idealquarter-wave-stack

structure. Ascan be seen from Figure 3,both m irrorsshow quite sim ilarbehavior. Both are 11-layerquarter-wave

stacksasdescribed above.M irror1showsam inim um transm ission at692nm ,whilem irror2’sm inim um isat688nm ;

thisdi�erence isinsigni�canton the scaleofthe bandgap,which extendsfrom 600 nm to 800 nm .W e concludethat

som ereale�ectisatwork,m odifying thestationary-phaseprediction.In principle,frequency-dependenttransm ission

could lead to such an e�ect,asdoessecond-ordergroup-velocity dispersion;both e�ectsarem uch too sm allto explain

the presentdiscrepancy. As discussed in [40],attem pts to num erically m odeldielectric m irrorswith sm all,random


uctuationsin layerthicknesseswere able to produce deviationson the rightorder,butin generalthey did notlead

to deviationsofthe form we observed experim entally.Itisconceivablethatlossorscattering in thedielectricscould

also help explain the e�ect,and wearebeginning to investigatethispossibility [41];see also [42,43].

Theoreticalcurvesareplotted along with thedata in �gures3 and 4.Thegroup delay iscalculated by them ethod

ofstationary phase. The transm ission phase ofthe 11-layerstructure is calculated num erically,and di�erentiated

�rst with respect to angle of incidence to give the transverse shift and then with respect to incident frequency

to give the tim e delay,according to the form ulas �y = � @� T =@ky = � @�T =@(ksin�) = � (kcos�)@�T =@� and

�g = @�T =@! + (�y=c)sin�,where � T is the transm ission phase [44]. B�uttiker’s Larm ortim e [33]is equalto the

m agnitude ofthe com plex tim e [45,46]�c = i@(ln t)=@
L,where tis the com plex transm ission am plitude,and 
L

the Larm orfrequency. Forouropticalstructure,an e�ective Larm orfrequency 
 L correspondsto a uniform (over

the barrierregion)scaling ofthe localindex ofrefraction by a factorof1+ 
L =!.Since in the lim itofinterest,the

\in-planeportion" ofthe Larm ortim e (i.e.,the realpartofthe com plex tim e)di�erslittle from the group delay,we

take them to be equalin orderto include the e�ectsofthe transverseshiftin the Larm ortheory.The \out-of-plane

portion"(orim aginarypart)iscalculated num erically,and added in quadraturetothegroup delayin ordertogenerate

the Larm ortim e. Since ourm easurem entscom pare the transittim e through the barrierwith thatthrough air,we

subtractthetim eparallelwavefrontspropagating atcwould taketo reach a pointon thefarsideofthebarrier(with

a transverse shift of�y) from both the group delay and the Larm ortim e,so as to facilitate com parison with the

experim entaldata.

Atthe m om ent,m ore work (both experim entaland theoretical)isneeded to understand the discrepancy.W e are

therefore planning to repeatthisexperim entwith s-polarized light(by introducing half-waveplatesbefore and after

the sam ple being studied),which hasvery di�erenttransm ission characteristicsasa function ofangle (also leading

to a largerdi�erencebetween thegroup delay and the Larm ortheories).Asshown in Figure4,ourprelim inary data

are again consistentwith the group delay and notwith the Larm ortim e,butdue to the lowertransm ission forthis

polarization,weneed to im proveoursignal-to-noiseratio before reaching any de�nitiveconclusions.

The superlum inality ofthe barriertraversalnearm id-gap isnow wellsupported by the data,and the group delay

(stationary-phase) theory can be seen to be relatively accurate for a variety ofangles ofincidence,but there is a

residualdiscrepancy on the orderof0.5 fem toseconds,which isnotyetfully understood.
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Notes added during revision: Since the subm ission ofthis m anuscript,a paper has appeared [47]extending our

previous experim entalresults to barriers ofvarying thicknesses (and transm ission as low as 0:01% ) near norm al

incidence,using classicalfem tosecond pulses.Itreportsgeneralagreem entwith the group delay theory,asidefrom a

discrepancy on the orderof1.5 fs. Two papershave also appeared discussing the e�ectsofdissipation on tunneling

tim es[48,49].
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Figure C aptions

1.Experim entalsetup fordeterm ining single-photon propagation tim esthrough a m ultilayerdielectricm irror.By

translating the sam ple,we can observe the intereference dip forphotonstunneling through the 1:1�m barrier

orforphotonstraversing an equalthicknessofair.W e can thuscom parearrivaltim esfortunneling and freely

propagating wavepackets.

2.Coincidence rate versus trom bone prism position (see Fig. 1) for p-polarized photons travelling through the

re
ectivecoating aswellasforthose travelling through an equalthicknessofair,for(a)norm alincidence and

(b)55-degreeincidence.

3.Leftaxis:m easured delay form irrorone (squares)and m irrortwo (circles)asa function ofangleofincidence,

to be com pared with thetheoreticalgroup delay and the Larm orinteraction tim e proposed by B�uttiker.Right

axis:transm ission versusangleofincidence.Allcurvesareforp-polarization.

4.Sam easFig.3,butfors-polarization.Due to the m uch lowertransm ission,only oneprelim inary data pointis

shown,butthe di�erentcharacteristicsofthe theoreticalcurvesforboth transm ission and delay suggestthat

upon im provem entofoursignal-to-noiseratio,furtherwork in thisdirection m ay help elucidatethediscrepancy

between experim entand theory.
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