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The classic Young’s double-slit experiment exhibits first-order interference, producing alternating
bright and dark fringes modulated by the diffraction effect of the slits. In contrast, here we demon-
strate that its time-reversed configuration produces an ideal, deterministic second-order ’ghost’
interference pattern devoid of diffraction and first-order effect, with the size dependent on the di-
mensions of the ‘effectively extended light source.’ Furthermore, the new system enables a range
of effects and phenomena not available in traditional double-slit interference studies, including the
formation of programmed and digitized interference fringes and the coincidence of the pattern plane
and the source plane. Despite the absence of first-order interference, our proposed experiment
does not rely on nonclassical correlations or quantum entanglement. The elimination of diffraction
through time-reversal symmetry holds promise for advancing superresolution optical imaging and
sensing techniques beyond existing capabilities.

Young’s double-slit experiment stands as a corner-
stone in modern physics, bearing profound implications
for our comprehension of the nature of light and mat-
ter. Originally conducted by Thomas Young [1] in the
early nineteenth century, this seminal experiment pro-
vided compelling evidence for the wave-like attributes
of light through the observation of interference patterns
produced by light traversing two closely spaced slits.
This groundbreaking revelation challenged the prevalent
notion of light solely as a particle and laid the foundation
for the wave-particle duality [2–12] concept—a keystone
principle of quantum mechanics. Moreover, Young’s ex-
periment elucidated the principles of superposition and
coherence, bedrock tenets underpinning various domains
of modern physics, including quantum mechanics and op-
tics. Its significance transcends the realm of light, as
similar interference phenomena have been observed with
matter waves [13–24], reinforcing the unified nature of
physics and complementarity interpretation of quantum
mechanics. Thus, Young’s interference experiment re-
mains indispensable in molding our understanding of the
fundamental principles governing the behavior of light
and matter, with far-reaching implications across diverse
fields of scientific inquiry.

On the other hand, the diffraction effect assumes a
pivotal role in Young’s experiment, broadening our com-
prehension of wave behavior while simultaneously posing
challenges in experimental precision. Positively, diffrac-
tion is intrinsic to the creation of the interference pattern
observed in the experiment. As light passes through an
aperture, it diffracts and spreads out into a succession
of wavefronts. According to the Huygens-Fresnel princi-
ple, these wavefronts superpose and interfere with each
other, engendering regions of constructive and destruc-
tive interference, which form the characteristic bright
and dark fringes on the screen. Meanwhile, diffraction
can present challenges in experimental setup and inter-

pretation. The dispersion of light due to diffraction can
obscure the interference pattern, diminishing the sharp-
ness of the fringes and complicating measurements. Ad-
ditionally, diffraction around the edges of the slits intro-
duces high order maxima and minima, thereby confining
the observable scale of the interference pattern. Despite
these challenges, understanding and accounting for the
diffraction effect are essential for accurate interpretation
and application of the results derived from traditional
Young’s experiment.

Here, we show that by substituting the original point
light source with a position-fixed point (or bucket) de-
tector and replacing the observation plane with a spa-
tially extended point-light-emitter source in the stan-
dard double-slit experiment, a novel time-reversed con-
figuration unveils a variety of peculiar phenomena char-
acterized by counter-intuitive effects unattainable with
the classic Young’s experiment. Notably, one such phe-
nomenon is the emergence of diffractionless determinis-
tic interference fringes, where the lateral dimensions of
the entire light source determine the size of the pattern,
alongside the potential for programmable or digitised in-
terference formation. Another noteworthy aspect is that
the underlying physics of this setup diverges fundamen-
tally from established knowledge, as the phenomenon in-
herently pertains to the two-particle second-order corre-
lation effect, with its interpretations contrasting conven-
tional single-particle picture developed from the statisti-
cal Young’s experiment. We anticipate that our discover-
ies will deepen understanding of the renowned double-slit
experiment and pave the way for the development of new
superresolution imaging and sensing technologies in the
post-diffraction era.

To facilitate our discussion, we begin by standardizing
our notation with a brief overview of Young’s experiment.
In its classic setup, as depicted in Fig. 1(a), two narrow
slits, A and B, each with a width w and separated by
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a distance d, are illuminated by a point monochromatic
light source S (solid circle). This source emanates an op-
tical field E at wavelength λ and wavenumber k = 2π/λ
and is positioned at a distance l along the optical x-axis
from the origin O. The irradiance at point P (L, y) on
the observation screen V , located at a distance L from
the plane containing A and B, is determined by the su-
perposition of the overall fields after two slits,

EP =EA + EB , (1a)

EA =
EeikrSA

rSA

∫ d+w
2

d−w
2

ds
eikrAP

rAP
, (1b)

EB =
EeikrSB

rSB

∫ − d−w
2

− d+w
2

ds
eikrBP

rBP
. (1c)

To simplify the discussion, hereafter we will concentrate
on the case of the paraxial approximation with rSA =
rSB ≃ l and rAP = rBP ≃ L+ d2/8L− ys/L. Note that
the optical path differentiation ys/L is much smaller than
L, so it can be disregarded in the amplitude factors in
Eqs. (1b) and (1c) to the lowest order. However, this
path difference cannot be neglected in the phase factors.
Consequently, the irradiance at P (L, y) is computed by

I(y) =
ϵ0c

2
|EP |2 = 4I0sinc

2
(πw
λL

y
)
cos2

(
πd

λL
y

)
, (2)

where I0 = ϵ0cw
2|E|2/2l2L2 with c being the speed of

light in vacuum and ϵ0 the permittivity of vacuum. This
characteristic shape of Young’s diffraction-interference
intensity profile is illustrated in Fig. 1(b), using a 500-nm
cw laser to illuminate a double-slit with w = 0.15 mm,
d = 0.5 mm, and L = 0.8 m as an example. However,
when an extended light source (dashed hollow circles)
with a lateral dimension of σ is introduced, the distinct
interference fringes tend to blur and becomes diffused if
dσ/l > λ/2, thereby establishing the spatial coherence
criteria for an extended light source [25].

Several critical conclusions can be readily drawn from
Eq. (2): (i) The resulting interference-diffraction struc-
ture, I(y), is distributed ‘locally’ on the observation
screen V and depends on the geometrical parameters
(L, y) extending from the double-slit plane to V , while re-
maining unaffected by the geometrical parameter l from
the source S to the origin O. (ii) The extent of observable
interference fringes is controlled by the diffraction effect
originating from the slit aperture. (iii) The source S and
the observation screen V are situated on opposite sides of
the double-slit plane. (iv) Each point on the interference
pattern emerges probabilistically or statistically from slit
diffraction and cannot be chosen at will, making it unre-
alistic to have a one-to-one correspondence between the
source and the observation. (v) The fundamental physics
behind this phenomenon can be attributed to the behav-
ior of individual particles (i.e., the single-particle effect),
as verified by feeble light illumination [2].

V

FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of the standard Young’s experi-
ment, showing that the diffraction-interference fringes and the
source plane must be located on opposite sides of the double-
slit plane. (b) Illustration of a typical first-order diffraction-
interference pattern non-deterministically formed on the de-
tection y-plane.

However, as we delve into the analysis below, we find
that each of the aforementioned conclusions can be sys-
tematically challenged through a time-reversal config-
uration of the typical Young’s experiment, since this
time-reversed operation leads to totally nonreciprocal
physics. Also in sharp contrast, in the time-reversed
scheme, there is no spatial coherence requirement on
the lateral scale of the source whatsoever. Specifically,
we are intrigued by a new rendition of Young’s double-
slit experiment, wherein we replace the original point
source S with a position-fixed point or bucket detector
D, while concurrently substituting the observation screen
V with a laterally extended light source S′, as schematic
in Fig. 2(a). Through our forthcoming demonstration,
we aim to highlight that despite both setups (Fig. 1(a)
versus Fig. 2(a)) adhering to time-symmetry operations,
they inherently diverge and engender asymmetric, non-
reciprocal physical effects. Unlike the first-order ‘local’
diffraction-interference pattern on V (Fig. 1(b)), this
time-reversed system invariably produces a second-order
‘nonlocal’ diffraction-free, perfect interference pattern
(Fig. 2(b)) determined by the information of both source
and detection, devoid of the first-order interference.

To clarify this concept, let us examine the new system
schematic in Fig. 2(a) more carefully. Imagine a scenario
with only one photo-detector, denoted as D, positioned
at a fixed location (L, 0). In this scheme, D only regis-
ters fluctuating light intensities or powers over time but
lack the capability to discern the light’s origin. Even
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when the recorded irradiance originates from two distin-
guishable paths, D cannot differentiate between them.
As a result, generating any meaningful pattern, includ-
ing interference fringes, becomes unfeasible regardless of
the spatial coherence of the light source. This obser-
vation highlights the necessity of extracting positional
information from the light source to derive meaningful
patterns. One potential solution is to ensure that only a
single point emitter within the light source emits light at
any moment, with its emission position being uniquely
identifiable. How then, could we practically achieve such
precise specifications?

Several strategies offer promise in this regard, provid-
ing avenues for experimenting the proposed concept:

Solution I (Sol-I): One possible way involves leveraging
an ensemble of identical point light emitters, each capa-
ble of two-photon fluorescence. By ensuring that only
one emitter fluoresces at any given moment, a photon
from the emitted light can be directed to illuminate the
double-slit aperture, while the other photon is utilized
to map the emitter’s position. This positional mapping
could be achieved through a Gaussian thin lens imag-
ing process, for example. Subsequently, by analyzing the
photon trigger events detected by D, a nontrivial event
distribution map can be generated, correlating with the
positions of the individual point emitters.

Solution II (Sol-II): Another more practical approach
involves the development of a programmable light source.
This entails the artificial construction of a uniform array
of chromatic point light sources, where each emitter can
be selectively activated to radiate light onto the double
slits within a synchronized timeframe. Such on-demand
activation may be realizable via different means. For
instance, integrated electric fields can be utilized to se-
quentially excite each point source, with its spatial coor-
dinate being simultaneously recorded. Alternatively, one
can employ chemical markers or electro-optical effect to
excite point emitters while simultaneously labelling their
coordinate positions.

Solution III (Sol-III): The third practical route is to
fabricate a point source capable of precise spatial move-
ment. To achieve this, for instance, one could affix a
stable point light emitter, such as a quantum dot or
an nitrogen-vacancy center in diamond, to the tip of a
position-movable cantilever in such as atomic force mi-
croscopy. Then, the emitter can be laterally positioned
with precision, maintaining a stationary position for an
equal duration of emission at each point. As a con-
sequence, the light intensities detected by the detector
D accurately mirror the spatial dynamics of the light
source’s movement.

It is evident that the essential objective across these
three method categories is to establish a one-to-one cor-
respondence between the captured light and the emitting
source’s precise spatial coordinates at that particular in-
stance. This bit of spatial data information, crucial for

the proposed time-reversed Young’s experiment, enables
the demonstration of diffractionless second-order inter-
ference by simply sorting the sequence of intensities or
trigger events recorded on detector D. To facilitate this,
we consider a point source S′ positioned at coordinates
(−l, y′) in Fig. 2(a), emitting light onto the double slits.
Subsequently, as the light traverses the double slits, it
is intercepted by D stationed at coordinates (L, 0). The
total electric field ED at D now takes the form of

ED =EA + EB , (3a)

EA =
EeikrS′A

rS′A

∫ d+w
2

d−w
2

ds
eikrAD

rAD
, (3b)

EB =
EeikrS′B

rS′B

∫ − d−w
2

− d+w
2

ds
eikrBD

rBD
. (3c)

Again, under the paraxial approximation, we have rS′A ≃
l + d2/8l − dy′/2l, rS′B ≃ l + d2/8l + dy′/2l, and
rAD = rBD ≃ L. Similarly, the optical path difference
dy′/l is negligible in the amplitude factors in Eqs. (3b)
and (3c) but cannot be neglected in the phase factors.
The irradiance recorded at D then assumes the following
simpler result,

I(y′) =
ϵ0c

2
|ED|2 = 4I0 cos

2

(
πd

λl
y′
)
, (4)

deterministic and ideal interference fringes that depend
on the y′-position of the emitting light source and re-
main unaffected by diffraction at all! It is intriguing how
Eq. (4) appears impervious to the diffraction effect, even
with the slit apertures in place. In addition, this intensity
distribution is unequivocally dictated by the overall size
σ′ of the light source. Thanks to the position-fixed de-
tector D, measurements are effectively unaffected by slit
diffraction–a challenge commonly encountered in previ-
ous studies where fields diffract after passing through the
aperture.
In contrast to I(y), I(y′) hinges on having instan-

taneous positional information of a point emitter, rep-
resented by a spatial correlation δ(y′′ − y′) across the
source plane. It is this spatial correlation in emission
that distinguishes the second-order correlation (or effec-
tive ‘two-particle’) effect, signaling a radical departure
from the single-particle perspective illustrated in stan-
dard Young’s experiment. Alternatively, the I(y′) con-
tour depends solely on the geometric properties from the
source plane to the double-slit plane. Without the emit-
ter’s coordinate information, detector D simply records
a temporal sequence of light intensities or photon trigger
events, lacking the first-order interference phenomenon.
The construction of the interference fringes (4) is built

upon organizing the recording data from D according to
the positions of point emitters. This one-to-one corre-
spondence enables a unique way of programming inter-
ference patterns using a programmable source like Sol-
II and Sol-III as proposed above. Note that the ability
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FIG. 2. (a) Schematic of the time-reversed Young’s experi-
ment, demonstrating that the nonlocal, nondiffractive inter-
ference fringes (dashed) and the source plane overlap and are
located on the same side of the double-slit plane. (b) Illustra-
tion of a second-order diffractionless interference pattern de-
terministically formed by organizing the recorded data from
a fixed-position detector D based on the position coordinates
of each individual point light emitter on the y′-plane.

to form such programmable interference fringes is exclu-
sive to the time-reversed design is beyond the capabilities
of traditional double-slit setups, regardless of whether
classical or quantum light sources are considered. The
emitter’s spatial correlation within the source plane ac-
tually erases the probabilistic relationship between emis-
sion and detection, which is however inherent in tradi-
tional arrangements due to the unavoidable diffraction
effects behind the slits. From this viewpoint, the non-
diffractive interference fringes (4) resemble a spatial ver-
sion of a Mach-Zehnder interferometer [26–30] with sin-
gle photons to some extent, but with seemingly distinct
underlying physics.

On the other hand, the proposed time-reversed version
must display some level of complementarity with the con-
ventional setup. Indeed, this is evident when considering
that I(y) and I(y′) share the same intensity normaliza-
tion constant I0. Upon comparing Eqs. (1b) and (1c)
with Eqs. (3b) and (3c), it is apparent that while the
spherical wavelets before the slits in Young’s experiment
do not directly contribute to interference formation, they
are nonetheless essential for the emergence of interfer-
ence patterns in the time-reversed setup. Additionally, in
traditional Young’s experiment (Fig. 1), the diffraction-
interference effect arises precisely from the light beyond
the slits, presenting a stark contrast to our time-reversed
configuration where it remains constant. This further

underscores the complementary nature between the two
systems, as expected.

For a deeper understanding of the process, we intro-
duce here an advanced-wave pictorial description. In this
conceptual depiction of time-reversal, a photon originates
at detector D, travels back to the source, and conveys its
propagation details to ‘another (virtual) photon.’ This
‘second photon’ is then ‘locally detected at that position,’
effectively tracing all possible trajectories of the initially
transmitted photon. Alternatively, the picture implies
that the source plane and the pattern plane now align
with each other, marking a radical departure from prior
research. The spatial correlation at the source position
is instrumental in mitigating the diffraction effect dur-
ing measurement. In our system, the resolution of the
resultant pattern is not contingent upon light diffraction
but rather relies on the precise acquisition of the posi-
tion of the luminous point at the source. This feature al-
lows us to fundamentally surpass the Rayleigh diffraction
limit, offering a compelling approach to super-resolution
optical imaging and sensing in biological and medical ap-
plications compared to existing methodologies based on
near-field techniques (such as photon scanning tunneling
microscopy [31] and superlens [32]) or on far-field meth-
ods (such as confocal microscopy [33], 4Pi microscope
[34], structured-illumination microscopy [35, 36], fluores-
cence microscopy [37–41], and quantum optics [42–44]).

One might wonder whether our time-reversed double-
slit experiment bears resemblance to the famous ghost
diffraction-interference experiment [45, 46], wherein one
photon from a pair of entangled photons illuminates
the double-slit while being detected by a position-fixed,
pointlike photon counting detector. Simultaneously, the
other photon freely propagates to a spatially scanning
photon counting detector, leading to the creation of non-
local two-photon diffraction-interference fringes via coin-
cidence counts. Despite both experiments falling under
second-order correlation and lacking first-order interfer-
ence, they are completely nonequivalent. The latter re-
lies on quantum entanglement, particularly momentum
correlation, between paired photons, whereas the former
depends on spatial correlation in photon emission. Fur-
thermore, according to Klyshko’s advanced-wave picture
[47], the ghost interference experiment can be interpreted
as one photon being generated at a detector, traveling
backward to pass through the slits and the source, where
it becomes the second photon, before moving forward in
time to reach the second detector. This interpretation
contrasts with our explanation of the latter setup, where
the ‘second (virtual) photon’ does not necessitate prop-
agation to generate the pattern. Moreover, while the
diffraction effect persists in the former experiment, it is
entirely absent in the latter. All in all, the two experi-
ments obey distinctive physical principles.

To summarize, the time-reversed double-slit experi-
ment intrinsically involves a second-order correlation ef-
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fect, enabling the formation of programmable [48] and
deterministic interference fringes with a span determined
by the lateral dimensions of an array of point emitters.
Although we used light as an example to illustrate this
concept, we believe that a similar setup could be ex-
tended to other substances such as electrons, atoms, and
molecules. Given the numerous applications of super-
resolution imaging and sensing in contemporary science,
we anticipate that our diffractionless scheme, with its
one-to-one correspondence between source and detection
enforced by time-reversal symmetry, could inspire inno-
vative technological developments across various disci-
plines.

We are grateful to Min Xiao, Fengnian Xia, Qing
Gu, Jiazhen Li, Shengwang Du, Yanhua Zhai, and
Saeid Vashahri Ghamsari for helpful discussions. This
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