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Control of dual-wavelength laser emission

via optical feedback phase tuning
Robert Pawlus, Stefan Breuer, and Martin Virte

Abstract—We propose and demonstrate a technique to control
the balance between the two amplitudes of a dual-wavelength
laser based on a phase-controlled optical feedback. The feedback
cavity length is adjusted to achieve a relative phase shift between
the desired emission wavelengths, introducing a boost in gain for
one wavelength while the other wavelength experiences additional
losses. Tuning the optical feedback phase proves to be an effective
way to control the gain & losses, and, thus, to select one or
balance the amplitude of the two emission wavelengths. This
concept can be easily adapted to any platform, wavelength range
and wavelength separations providing that a sufficient carrier
coupling and gain can be obtained for each mode. To demonstrate
the feasibility and to evaluate the performance of this approach,
we have implemented two dual-wavelength lasers with different
spectral separations together with individual optical feedback
loops onto a InP generic foundry platform emitting around
1550 nm. An electro-optical-phase-modulator is used to tune
the feedback phase. With this single control parameter, we
successfully achieved extinction ratios of up to 38.6 dB for a
10 nm wavelength separation and up to 49 dB for a 1 nm
wavelength separation.

Index Terms—Semiconductor Laser, Dual Wavelength, Dual
Wavelength Switching, Dual Wavelength Control, optical feed-
back, photonic integrated circuit, generic foundry platform.

I. INTRODUCTION

LASERS simultaneously emitting at two distinct

wavelengths are promising devices for THz or mm-

wave generation [1], [2] as well as for applications in

telecommunication [3], [4]. While tuning the wavelength

separation and power balance between the different

wavelength is essential for the sake of versatility and

flexibility, the robustness and compactness of the overall laser

system are also essential features. Free space solutions based

on superimposed light beams or laser sources with external

optical feedback are a simple and versatile approach as their

wavelengths and relative optical powers can be controlled

separately but they result in bulky setups, pose challenging

alignment task as well as mechanical and thermal stabilization

issues and are not well suited for mass manufacturing [5],

[6]. Naturally, photonic integrated circuits (PICs) appear

to be the ideal option to overcome these issues, especially
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considering the recent boom of generic foundry platforms

[7], [8], [9]. Integrating distinct lasers on the same chip

and then merging their beams is a straightforward solution

[10], [11], [12], [13], [14] but the absence of coupling

between the different wavelengths prevent their use in some

applications, such as two-color self-mixing velocimetry for

which the mode competition represent a key element [15].

Moreover, the phase noises for each laser are uncorrelated and

therefore adds up which can be an important drawback [16].

An interesting alternative is to use a laser with broadband

emission combined with an external forcing mechanism -

such as filtered optical feedback - to precisely select and

control a few wavelengths. In [17], a discretely tunable

Fabry-Perot laser based on a four channel optical feedback

section to select specific wavelengths was implemented. A

similar external control section was implemented in [18],

[19] to control a ring-laser also capable of emitting on four

wavelengths. All of these integrated laser layouts rely on an

arrayed-waveguide-grating (AWG) as a wavelength selective

element and Semiconductor Optical Amplifier (SOA) gates

to select a wavelength and control their amplitude. The

design of the AWG itself already poses a challenge and has

a large footprint on the PIC. Furthermore, the SOA gates

need to be individually controlled and require a balance of

several gain currents when simultaneous dual wavelength

emission is desired. In short, at least one control parameter

per wavelength is required and careful tuning of multiple

parameters is needed to obtain multi-wavelength emission

[20]. A similar problem is faced with multi-cavity lasers such

as the one proposed in [21] where 16-different cavities have

been coupled using an AWG which also plays the role of

wavelength selective element.

A drawback of the versatile solutions detailed above is that

they typically require an active, precise and simultaneous

adjustment of multiple control parameters such as the

SOA current in each AWG arm in [17], [18], [19], [21]

. On the other hand, using a single gain section with an

intrinsic wavelength selection mechanism tends to improve

the multi-wavelength emission robustness, but at the cost

of the tunability and versatility. For instance, Quantum-Dot

lasers are capable to emit from two separated energy states

i.e. two distinct wavelength regions, the ground-state and

the excited-state [22]. A certain level in control of their

emission states can be obtained by tuning the temperature

or asymmetrical biasing [23], [24], [25], however, these

solutions are either relatively slow or require additional

external biasing. Another drawback of Quantum-Dot lasers

is their replication, as their properties are highly dependent

on the dot size, achieving a reliable manufacturing process

http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.00362v1
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is challenging. Embedded gratings were proposed to advance

towards reliable sources [23] but this appeared to be

insufficient to gain complete control over the dual-wavelength

emission of the laser. Different solutions were proposed

using quantum-well structures including y-shaped cavities

with detuned spectrally selective mirrors [26], [27], [28],

[29], [30], such as Distributed Bragg Refletors (DBRs), or

engineered reflectors to accomodate emission at two distinct

wavelengths [31], [32]. However, these devices somehow

faced similar challenges and limitations in terms of control

mechanism.

The use of optical feedback has already been investigated to

overcome this issue but this was only partially successful.

In [23], optical feedback has been used to effectively trigger

emission from the ground state in a Quantum-Dot laser

emitting from the excited state. In [33], a bistable regime

triggered by optical feedback in a dual-wavelength quantum-

well laser has been uncovered but suppression ratios are

not discussed. In [34], a phase sensitive broadband optical

feedback was applied onto such a laser and the length of

the external feedback cavity was tuned in a sub µm range.

This lead to a recurring, but limited exchange in optical

power between the two states. Further studies revealed the

emergence of multiple longitudinal modes within each state

to show energy exchanges between each other, being the

limiting factor for a full switch between both states [35].

Achieving stable and controllable dual-wavelength laser

emission is a challenge, and it seems particularly hard to

overcome all current limitations with a single device. In this

work, we propose and successfully demonstrate a simple and

efficient method to control a dual-wavelength laser by using an

external phase-controlled optical feedback loop. This approach

allows to switch efficiently between multiple wavelengths or

to balance their output power. The concept is based on optical

feedback with the external cavity length adjusted to achieve a

relative phase shift of π between the two wavelengths when

they are coupled back into the laser cavity. This way, we

achieve a boost in gain for one wavelength while the other

experiences additional losses. An integrated electro-optical-

phase-modulator (EOPM) is then used to vary the feedback

phase and to tune the gain and losses induced by the feedback

for each wavelength. We show that precise control of the laser

emission can therefore be achieved using the voltage of the

EOPM as the single control parameter. We experimentally

demonstrate the feasibility and efficiency of this approach in

two different dual-wavelength laser schemes with wavelength

separations of 1 nm and 10 nm.

II. PRINCIPLE OF OPERATION

The technique we present in this work relies on a simple

system, as shown in Fig. 1. Starting with a standalone dual-

wavelength laser, it only requires an external cavity, i.e.

placing a mirror to partially reflect the light back into the

laser cavity. Only part of the emitted light should be fed back

to avoid dynamical instabilities [36], but this is not creating

any difficulty in practical implementations. The essential point
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Fig. 1. Schematic description of the proposed control approach. A reflector
is used to create an external feedback cavity including a component allowing
control of the feedback phase. The key parameter is the length of the external
cavity as the two wavelengths must ideally be in anti-phase after a round
trip in the external cavity. The phase control can then be used to tune the
round-trip time at the wavelength scale to select which of the two wavelength
is resonating. The dashed black (gray) line shows the ideal mirror position to
obtain a resonant blue (red) mode corresponding to λ1 (λ2).

is, however, that the two emitted wavelengths should be in

anti-phase, i.e. with a relative phase-shift of π between the

two fields, when coupled back into the laser cavity. This

feature therefore requires the external cavity length to be

precisely set with respect to the period of the beating between

the two wavelengths. This is crucial as this feature allows

to achieve a wavelength selective resonance in the external

cavity: the resonating mode will experience a significant gain

boost, while the non-resonating mode (in anti-phase) will

experience higher losses. This active gain/loss variation is the

mechanism that will steer the emission of the dual-wavelength

laser towards a balanced or single wavelength output. Finally,

a phase controller or modulator placed in the external cavity

will provide the necessary tunability of the feedback round-trip

time at the wavelength scale. For instance, a phase modulation

of π would shift the black dashed line, shown in Fig. 1, to the

position of the gray dashed line, thus moving from a resonant

wavelength λ1 in blue to a resonant wavelength λ2 in red.

Naturally, the available range of the phase controller must

be sufficient to induce such a shift. A range of 2π would

of course be ideal to compensate any offset that might occur

at the manufacturing stage. It is important to note that, here,

we discuss phase control of an external optical feedback, as

opposed to phase tuning inside the laser cavity which would

impact the longitudinal mode distribution. This is litterally

an add-on to a dual-wavelength laser structure and not a

modification of the laser itself.

III. THEORETICAL MODEL AND SIMULATION RESULTS

To determine the optimal operating condition of the feed-

back section to achieve the most efficient control of the

two wavelengths, we have first investigated our system nu-

merically. We use a multi-mode generalization of the Lang-

Kobayashi equations identified as “Model B” in [37] and



3

which reads as follows when considering only two distinct

modes:

dE1

dt
=
1+ iα

2

(

g1N1 −
1− g1

2

)

E1 + κe−iφ1E1 (t− τ)

(1)

dE2

dt
=
1+ iα

2

(

g2N2 −
1− g2

2

)

E2 + κe−iφ2E2 (t− τ)

(2)

T
dN1

dt
= P −N1 − (1 + 2N1)

(

g1|E1|
2 + g2β12|E2|

2
)

(3)

T
dN2

dt
= P −N2 − (1 + 2N2)

(

g1β21|E1|
2 + g2|E2|

2
)

(4)

Equations 1 and 2 describe the evolution of the two electrical

fields E1 and E2 corresponding to the two distinct emission

wavelengths λ1 and λ2, respectively. In both equations,

the last term corresponds to the optical feedback E(t − τ)
with the time-delay τ and feedback rate κ. Even though the

feedback phase φ is intrinsically linked to the time-delay and

the pulsation: φ = ωτ , we use two distinct parameters φ1 and

φ2 that we will set freely to better analyse the impact of the

phase difference. Moreover, it has been already seen that a

phase variation correspond to a change of the time-delay at

such a small scale that the two quantities can, in practice, be

considered independently [36]. Equations 3 and 4 describe

the evolution of the carrier population N1 and N2 with

a cross-saturation parameter βxy , modelling the coupling

strength between the two carrier pools. It can be noted that,

in these equations, the wavelength of each field only appears

in the feedback phase. While the cross-saturation parameters

would certainly partially depend on the wavelength, it is

interesting to note that this model is virtually independent

of the wavelength difference. The model is also normalized

in time by the photon lifetime and the time-scale parameters

are therefore dimensionless. Unless stated otherwise, we

use the following parameters: a symmetrical cross-saturation

parameter β12 = β21 = 0.995, a linewidth enhancement factor

of α = 3 and a normalized carrier lifetime of T = 1000.

A low amount of spontaneous emission noise with a noise

coefficient of 10−20 is included to avoid that the model

remains on an unstable steady-state. The pump parameter is

set at P = 0.5 which corresponds to an injection current of 2

times the laser threshold. The feedback delay is set at τ = 50
which places us in the short-cavity regime corresponding well

to a typical integrated external cavity. The optical feedback

phases φ1 and φ2 for each wavelength are tuned individually

in a range of 0 to 2π when the light is fed back into the laser

cavity which covers all possible configurations. The gain

coefficient will also be slightly varied to evaluate its potential

impact on the proposed control technique.

Last, to evaluate the switching performance, we define a

figure of merit with FoM = tanh(P1

P2

− P2

P1

) with P1 and

P2 being the optical power emitted at each wavelength when

the laser reaches it’s final steady state. This figure gives us a

value ranging from FoM = −1 - corresponding to P2 > 0
and P1 << P2 - to +1 - corresponding to the inverse

situation P1 > 0 and P2 << P1. A value of FoM = 0
correspond to a perfectly balanced output between the two
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Fig. 2. Simulated mappings of the laser behaviour depending on the feedback
phase φ1,2. An identical gain g1 = g2 = 1 for both wavelengths with a
feedback rate of κ = 4 · 10

−4 is considered in (a). The switching behavior
induced by the phase change highlighted by the white arrow is given (b),
where the vertical dashed line indicate the occurrence of the phase change.
The effect of a gain difference g1 = 0.998, g2 = 1 for a feedback rate
of κ = 4 · 10−4 and 10−3 is shown in (c) and (d) respectively. The color
scale indicate the FoM value: a dominant λ1 being displayed in red while a
dominant λ2 appears in blue. An equal output power correspond to FoM =

0 and appears in green. Configurations leading to dynamical behaviour are
shown in white.

wavelengths, i.e. P1 = P2. A difference of 3 dB corresponds

to FoM = ±0.9. This figure of merit is only computed when

the laser is on a steady-state and not as a time-dependent value.

For a perfectly symmetrical case without feedback, i.e. with

g1 = g2 = 1 and κ = 0, we obtain a balanced simultaneous

emission of both modes with P1 = P2. However, as soon as

optical feedback is considered, the equilibrium is perturbed.

We observe the emergence of the pattern shown in Fig. 2(a)

which immediately confirms the significant influence of the

feedback phase on the laser emission even at weak feedback

levels (here, κ = 4 · 10−4). While balanced simultaneous

emission is maintained when the feedback phase is identical

for both modes φ1 = φ2 or inverse φ1 = −φ2 (modulo

2π; this case corresponds to the decreasing diagonal line),

one mode becomes dominant when a phase difference is

observed. The extreme case appearing when one mode is

resonant in the feedback cavity whereas the other is anti-

resonant, i.e. (φ1, φ2) = (0, π) or (φ1, φ2) = (π, 0): it is in

these configurations that we observe the strongest imbalance

between the two modes, with the resonant mode being strongly

dominant. A sudden change of the phase configuration -

illustrated by the white arrow in Fig. 2(a) - leads to a quick

switching between the modes as shown in (b). At time t = 0,

the phase configuration is changed leading to the rise of λ1 in

red accompanied by the suppression of λ2 in blue.

More realistically, a perfect symmetry between the two wave-

lengths cannot be expected as the two modes will, at the
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very least, experience different gains. As could be expected,

taking a gain asymmetry into account breaks the symmetry

of the pattern observed in the feedback phase mapping. Fig.

2(c) shows the map evolution for g1 = 0.998 and g2 = 1.

Though the gain difference is relatively small, we see that

the FoM remains well into the negative range meaning that

λ2 is the dominant mode for all possible configurations. For

(φ1, φ2) = (0, π), we see a slight increase of FoM which

confirm that the feedback still has an influence even though it

cannot induce a full switch to λ1 any longer.

Intuitively, the use of a stronger feedback can be expected

to amplify the feedback forcing and eventually out balance

the gain difference. This assumption is verified in Fig. 2(d)

which shows the same map but with a higher feedback rate

of κ = 0.001. As expected, with the higher feedback rate,

a FoM close to 1 can be obtained around the position

(φ1, φ2) = (0, π), which means that a full switch between

the two wavelengths can again be achieved. However, this

is at the cost of significant dynamical instabilities induced

by the feedback and displayed in white. Although optical

feedback from short-external cavities are known to induce less

instabilities, it is not entirely surprising that, combined with the

internal mode competition, it triggers dynamical behaviour. On

the bright side, we see that the region where dynamics emerge

is rather well circumscribed. On the other hand, we observe

that the transition between the two regions showing dominant

λ1 and λ2 emission respectively is narrower. Though it might

be an advantage for switching between the two wavelengths,

this feature also means that achieving a balanced emission

will be more difficult as the feedback phase will need to be

adjusted more precisely.

Though a detailed investigation of the influence of the different

parameters such as the feedback rate, the time-delay or the

cross-saturation coefficient on the switching performances is

out of the scope of this paper and is left for future work, these

simulation results provide key information in the context of

controlling dual-wavelength lasers. First, it appears that tuning

the feedback phase could indeed be a suitable mean to control

the emission of a dual-wavelength laser. Second, we can see

that (φ1, φ2) = (0, π) and (π, 0) are the two configurations

for which the strongest forcing can be achieved for λ1 and λ2,

respectively. But, the maps shown in Fig. 2 also suggest that

this setting does not need to be perfectly accurate to achieve

good forcing. Third, it is clear that the emergence of undesired

dynamical behaviour due to feedback will be a main concern

and will have to be carefully monitored.

In practice, adding a phase control in the external feedback

cavity will change both φ1 and φ2 simultaneously. We can rea-

sonably assume that both wavelength will experience a similar

phase shift. Thus, experimentally, we will only be able to travel

in the phase maps along one diagonal line parallel to the white

arrow in Fig. 2(a). The position of this line being fixed by the

phase difference between the two wavelength emission after a

round trip in the external cavity. To achieve both optimal phase

configurations highlighted above and move along the white

arrow shown in Fig. 2, we should therefore design the external

cavity such that λ1 and λ2 are in an anti-phase configuration

after a round-trip in the external cavity. This is exactly the

reasoning we will implement experimentally on PICs in the

next section.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION ON PHOTONIC ICS

As discussed in the previous section, to implement a demon-

strator onto a PIC, the optical feedback cavity needs to be

tailored to ideally induce a π phase shift between the two

wavelengths of the dual-wavelength laser, i.e. the length of

the feedback cavity must be set, so that a relative phase

shift of π between the two wavelengths is achieved after

one round trip. To determine this suitable cavity length, we

need to know the two emission wavelengths λ1 and λ2 at the

design stage with a good precision. In an external cavity of

length L, the total round trip length being LFB = 2L. With

effective index neff , the amplitude envelope of the beat-note

of the two different wavelengths after a round-trip is given by

2cos(πLFBneff (1/λ1 − 1/λ2)). λ1 and λ2 will be in anti-

phase when this envelope is reaching zero. As a result, we

obtain that the feedback length L should ideally be equal to:

LFB = (m+ 1/2)
λ1λ2

neff (λ1 − λ2)
(5)

with m a positive integer. Besides the need for good estimates

of the effective index and the wavelengths, we can see from

this equation that shorter cavities will have an improved

robustness against wavelength and index estimation errors.

Combined with the improved robustness of semiconductor

laser against short-external cavity feedback, one should try to

use the shortest external cavity possible.

For the experimental demonstration of our approach,

we have designed two dual-wavelength lasers, shown

schematically in Fig. 3 (I) & (II), with two sequentially

arranged Distributed Bragg Reflectors (DBRs) to select the

emission wavelengths. These two designs are build using

only the building blocks provided in the SMART Photonics

library: each element is therefore almost entirely predefined

with only a few parameters which can be adjusted. All

accessible parameters are provided in the text. Since the

grating coefficients were fixed by the foundry process, only

the length of the DBRs were adjusted. We therefore had to

make a trade-off between DBR bandwidth and reflectivity,

for which we used the INTERCONNECT software from

LUMERICAL to fine tune our design. In practice, we made

DBR1 shorter - as detailed below - to ensure that the laser

cavity formed by DBR2 would also lead to single mode

emission. The Semiconductor Optical Amplifier (SOA) used

as gain medium is 500 µm long in both cases and is followed

by a mode filter.

To close the laser cavity, we either used a Multimode

Interference Reflector (MIR) or a third DBR; both options

exhibiti different constraints and advantages. Closing the laser

cavity with a MIR, as shown in Fig. 3 (I), does not constrain

the wavelength separations. Although it is ultimately limited

by the width of the gain spectrum provided by the SOA used

as gain medium, the MIR has a relatively flat reflectivity

over a large bandwidth which is not a limiting factor in this

case. Our design considered a 10 nm splitting between the
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Fig. 3. Schematic of the two dual-wavelength lasers. Layout I: (a)
schematic of the laser design composed of two sequentially placed DBRs
combined with a broadband MIR and coupled to an external cavity via a
1x2 MMI splitter. (b) wavelength resolved LI curve of the laser with λ1

(λ2) shown in blue (orange) and total power showed as a black dotted
line. (c) Optical spectrum of the laser for an injection current of 30 mA.
Layout II: (d) schematic of the laser design composed of a combination of
three distinct DBRs as described in the text, again coupled to an external
cavity via a 1x2 MMI splitter. (e) wavelength resolved LI curve with the
same color code than for layout I. (f) Optical spectra at 81 (top) and 82 mA
(bottom) showing emission at λ1 and λ2 respectively.

two wavelengths of our dual-wavelength laser defined by the

Bragg Wavelength of each DBR with λ1 = 1545nm and

λ2 = 1535nm. Their lengths have been set at 250µm and

500µm for DBR 1 and 2, respectively. Taking the effective

DBR lengths into account, the laser cavity formed by the

MIR and DBR1 is 1080µm while the cavity formed between

the MIR and DBR2 is 1400µm.

Alternatively, closing the laser cavity with a third DBR, as

shown in Fig. 3 (II), limits the wavelength separation to the

width of its reflection spectrum, typically of a few nanometers.

Indeed, both wavelengths needs to be reflected enough by

DBR3, but with the grating coefficient being fixed, we

only have a marginal tunability of the DBR bandwidth. One

advantage, however, is that the reflectivity can be adjusted

to a lower reflectivity than the MIR, leading to an increase

in the output power of the laser. In addition, the DBRs

can be slightly tuned via current injection towards shorter

wavelengths, and thus it gives some flexibility to adjust the

relative reflectivity between the two wavelengths. Although

limited, this degree of freedom can be used to improve dual-

wavelength emission properties and compensate, to some

extent, design errors or manufacturing defects. It should be

noted that the tunability of the DBRs is not sufficient to gain

full control over the emission of the dual-wavelength laser

unlike the phase-controlled feedback technique we propose.

In this work, we fixed the wavelengths of DBR1 and DBR2

to 1539.3nm and 1541.3nm with lengths of 200µm and

350µm respectively. DBR3 has a length of 250µm and its

wavelength is set at 1540nm, 0.3 nm shorter then the average

between λ1 and λ2 to fully benefit from the tuning flexibility

mentioned earlier. The laser cavity lengths are 880µm and

1150µm respectively when taking the effective DBR lengths

into account. With these settings, we determined, based

on Lumerical INTERCONNECT simulations, that a 1 nm

separation between the two emitted wavelength could be

expected with λ1 = 1539.8nm and λ2 = 1540.8nm .

In both cases, the light emitted by the lasers is split into

two parts via a 2x2 85:15 multimode interference (MMI)

splitter, 85% are guided to the edge of the chip to couple

the light out for measurements while 15% are guided to the

feedback section. To avoid reflections from the edge of the

PIC, an angled facet of 7◦ is implemented together with an

anti-reflection coating to reduce the reflections below -40 dB.

The feedback sections are similar in both designs and only

differ in the length of the external cavity to match the phase

condition discussed earlier. Each feedback section consists

of a SOA with a length of 300 µm and an EOPM with

a length of 1200 µm to control the feedback strength and

the optical feedback phase respectively. The EOPM is long

enough to provide a phase shift of up to 2π one way, thus

corresponding to a feedback phase shift of up to 4π. The light

is reflected back towards the laser cavity via a single port

MIR. At this stage, we assume that the MIR will reflect both

wavelengths in the same manner. The MIR has a reflectivity

of approximately 40 %. Thus, when the SOA amplification

compensates exactly the waveguide and EOPM losses and

including the 15 % transmission of the coupler, about 1 % of

the light is reflected back towards the laser cavity.

With all these elements combined and the necessary curved

waveguides to make the design fit on a single chip, the

smallest implemented external cavity has a length of 2.4 mm.

Although critical, the ideal cavity length is difficult to

estimate: for a wavelength separation of 10 nm (resp. 1 nm)

the beating period is about 70 µm (resp. 700 µm) for

the feedback length, i.e. the distance between two suitable

feedback lengths. The manufacturing precision is of the order

of nanometers and should therefore be largely sufficient in

practice, but the effective refractive index for the external

cavity can hardly be estimated. The refractive index in the

EOPM and the SOA is not directly accessible, will vary

when the EOPM and SOA are operated, and are highly

subject to manufacturing variabilities. With a cavity of 2.4

mm, for a 10 nm separation (resp. 1 nm separation), an error

of 1.5 % (resp. 7 %) on the index covers a full beating

period. With this uncertainty, we had to take an arbitrary

decision at the design stage: we took a refractive index of

3.36 - corresponding to a typical value of the index of the

waveguide material - and used it to estimate suitable feedback

lengths. Based on previous insights on multimode dual-state

emitting QD lasers, we know that the impact of longitudinal
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modes can be particularly detrimental [34], [35], we therefore

also include longitudinal modes in our analysis to ensure that

they remain approximately all in phase with the main mode.

Since the wavelength separation between longitudinal modes

is small, this part is expected to be quite robust against any

estimation error. In the end, the total cavity lengths have then

been set at 2500 µm and 2400 µm for laser layout I and II

respectively and including the effective propagation length

inside DBR3 for the latter.

After manufacturing, the PIC has been glued on a peltier

element including a thermistor and all metal pads on chip

have been wafer bonded to a PCB board. A lensed fiber is

used to couple the light out of the chip towards instruments.

A Thorlabs Pro8 system is used to control the laser SOAs, the

DBRs and the feedback SOA as well as to set the temperature

of the PIC to 20 ◦C. The EOPM voltage was set by an

independent DC source (Agilent E3648A). The optical spectra

and optical power are measured by a high-resolution optical

spectrum analyzer (Apex AP2083A, resolution down to 5 MHz

/ 40 fm).

V. PROOF-OF-CONCEPT DEMONSTRATION

The PIC manufacturing is not (yet) a perfect process and

some unavoidable manufacturing variations or defects can

lead to significant changes of the laser behaviour. Although

we successfully obtained dual-wavelength emission with

both designs, we slightly tuned some DBR wavelengths to

optimize the operating point to achieve best performances.

However, as discussed in the following section, the proposed

scheme is overall quite robust against parameter variations.

Layout I: The laser has a threshold of 22 mA and

starts lasing on the shorter wavelength λ2 = 1537.3 nm.

Higher currents - starting from 24 mA and above - quickly

lead to dual-wavelength emission with multiple switches

between the two emission wavelengths as shown in Fig.

3 (b-c). A current of 11 mA is injected into DBR1 to

shift the reflection spectrum to shorter wavelengths and to

achieve a wavelength separation of 10.3nm with the longer

wavelengths λ1 = 1547.6nm. Tuning DBR1 does not

lead to other visible changes in the solitary laser behavior.

The longitudinal mode separation for λ1 is 0.27nm and

0.22nm for λ2. Only a single mode contributes to the

emission for each wavelength region while the side modes

are well suppressed, typically by at least 30 dB when the

corresponding wavelength is dominant. In the following, we

use a current of 30 mA for the SOA in the laser cavity as our

operating point. The laser spectra without feedback is given

in Fig. 3 (c) and a well-balanced simultaneous emission can

be observed.

When injecting a current of up to 5 mA to the feedback

SOA, the laser emission remains unaltered. Above this level,

one wavelength starts being favoured with its output power

increasing while the other is being suppressed. Although

we did not observe dynamics at large currents, stronger

feedback did not appear to correlate with a better wavelength
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Fig. 4. Effect of variations of the EOPM voltage on the laser emission for
layout I. (a) Output power evolution for λ1 in red line and gray circles and
λ2 in blue line and black squares for increasing EOPM voltage. (b-c) Optical
Spectra for an EOPM voltage of 0V (b) and 4.5V (c) obtained in the same
measurement than the data shown in panel (a). Different colors are used only
to highlight that the two spectra correspond to different voltages. Experimental
conditions are detailed in the text.

selectivity. We actually achieved the best extinction ratio for

a rather weak feedback SOA current of 10 mA as shown in

Fig.4: λ1 is suppressed by 37.3 dB compared to λ2 at 0 V,

while λ2 is suppressed by 34.9 dB compared to λ1 at 4.8 V,

see panels (b) and (c) respectively. The recorded switching

behaviour shows a periodicity consistent with the expected

EOPM tuning range of 4π as two full switching cycles

appear. We can however note that at 15 V, which is close

to the breakdown voltage and well above the recommended

operating condition of 8 to 10 V, we can observe a mild

degradation of the λ1 suppression. Finally, it is interesting

to remark that a variation of the EOPM voltage of only a

few volts is sufficient to trigger a full switching. Around

7V, the transition is rather smooth, thus suggesting that

the same feedback configuration might potentially be used

both for switching or adjusting the balance between the two

wavelength emissions. Alternatively, using a lower feedback

rate by reducing the feedback SOA current reduces the

switching amplitude and allows to finely balance the power

ratio between the wavelengths.

Layout II: The laser has a lower threshold at 16 mA and

starts to emit on the shorter wavelength λ2 = 1542.4nm
which is 1.6nm longer than the wavelength expected from

our simulations. As discussed in the design section, DBR3

has been detuned by 0.3 nm towards shorter wavelength

which is consistent with this mode being the first to reach

threshold. Tuning DBR3 via injection current appears to be
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Fig. 5. Effect of variations of the EOPM voltage on the laser emission for
layout II. (a) Output power evolution for λ1 in red line and gray circles and
λ2 in blue line and black squares for increasing EOPM voltage. (b-c) Optical
Spectra for an EOPM voltage of 0 V (b) and 4.5 V (c) obtained in the same
measurement than the data shown in panel (a). Different colors are used only
to highlight that the two spectra correspond to different voltages. Experimental
conditions are detailed in the text.

required to achieve emission from the longer wavelength. With

a current of 1.7mA applied to DBR3, a sudden switching

to the longer wavelength with λ1 = 1543.5nm occurs for

a laser current around 85.5 mA as shown in Fig. 3 (e-f).

This gives a wavelength separation of 1.1nm which is well

in line with the targeted 1nm separation. Increasing current

level in DBR3 does not allow to push this switching point

to lower laser currents or λ1 to higher wavelengths. With this

laser, no simultaneous emission is achieved but only sequential

emission at the two different wavelengths.

Layout II is more responsive to optical feedback due to the

lower reflectivity of DBR3 and a feedback current of 6.9mA
serves as operating point. Turning the optical feedback also

seems to induce a shift of the switching point between the

two wavelength with respect to the laser current. Thus, we

use a laser current of 76.8 mA as operating point for testing

the feedback control. The evolution of the output power of λ1

and λ2 when varying the EOPM voltage is shown in Fig. 5.

Here, as for layout I, we observe that varying the feedback

phase - through the EOPM voltage - allows to effectively

select the emitted wavelength. With an EOPM voltage of 0V ,

λ1 is emitting while λ2 is suppressed by 49.7 dB, whereas

a voltage of 4.8V gives λ2 emitting with λ2 suppressed by

46.0 dB. Similar to layout I, we observe a degradation of

the switching performances for high voltages close to the

breakdown voltage: a last switch would have been expected to

be consistent with the 4π phase change, but only a small bump

of λ1 around 14 V is visible. In addition, we only obtain sharp

jumps between the two wavelengths when the EOPM voltage

is varied as opposed to the rather smooth transitions obtained

for layout I. Surprisingly, we made the same observation even

when reducing the feedback strength. Comparison with the

results of layout I strongly suggests that this is a device-related

issue rather than an issue linked with the optical feedback

itself, especially as the same sudden switching is also observed

when varying the laser current with feedback.

VI. ROBUSTNESS OF THE PROPOSED TECHNIQUE

In this paper, we proposed and made a proof-of-concept

demonstration of a novel technique to control dual-wavelength

lasers via optical feedback. We showed that this approach

could be efficiently used to select one emission wavelength

with an excellent suppression of the other one or, in some

devices, to precisely balance the dual-wavelength emission of

the laser. However, the question of the robustness remains to

be addressed.

Dependence on the laser design / type of laser: In the ex-

perimental results shown in the previous section, we observed

that the effect of phase-controlled feedback was significantly

different between the two type of lasers we considered. The

most striking evidence being that with layout II only sudden

switching could be achieved while with layout I it was clearly

possible to fine tune the power balance between the two

wavelengths from equal amplitudes to maximum suppression.

Such difference is consistent with the behavior of the two

lasers without feedback: layout I showing a smooth transition

while only sudden jumps could be recorded with layout II.

Yet, it also confirms that the performance of the proposed

approach cannot fully overcome all intrinsic limitations of the

laser itself.

Robustness against other control parameters: For the

demonstration, we carefully chose the operating current to

be as close as possible to a tipping point between the two

wavelengths of the laser. We can naturally assume that this

configuration would be the easiest to control. Though a de-

tailed investigation of the robustness of the proposed approach

is out of the scope of this paper, our preliminary investigations

on this topic tend to confirm that the maximum suppression

ratio is reduced when going away from this ideal operating

point. Good control - i.e. 10 dB suppression both ways - could

still be achieve when the laser injection current was varied by

± 10 % of the selected operating point. In theory, a stronger

feedback might increase the operation range but we did not

check this assumption experimentally yet. Alternatively, with

the objective of balancing the dual-wavelength emission the

operating range will be significantly larger as the required

external forcing is much weaker. In this case, however, a

weaker feedback might be preferred as it would reduce the

switching amplitude and thus improve the control precision

though at the cost of reducing the operating range.

Influence of the external cavity length: Although, as men-

tioned several times in this manuscript, the feedback phase

difference between the two wavelengths - and therefore the

external cavity length - is the cornerstone of the proposed

technique, it is particularly hard to evaluate experimentally
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the impact of a possible mismatch. The cavity length simply

cannot be adjusted on chip and further investigations will

require new PICs. However, despite some uncertainty on the

selected parameters, convincing experimental results have been

achieved. This positive outcome suggests that the external

cavity length requirement might not be as stringent as expected

and that control of multi-wavelength laser - with more than

two distinct wavelengths - could be envisaged, even though

further work will still be required to fully confirm this point.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have proposed and experimentally demonstrated a

technique to control the amplitude of dual-wavelength lasers

using phase-controlled optical feedback. We have shown that

this approach offers a simple and effective control mechanism

leading to complete switching from one wavelength to the

other with a suppression ratio above 30 dB and up to 49 dB.

The concept is not limited to a specific wavelength region or

platform and can be, in theory, adapted for any wavelengths

and wavelength separations meeting the requirements of a

similar gain and a sufficient carrier coupling.

We have implemented two different demonstrators on

a generic foundry platform including two distinct dual-

wavelength laser designs with 1 and 10 nm wavelength

separation. Although emission from either wavelength could

be achieved without external forcing, we were able to gain

control of both devices with the proposed phase-controlled

optical feedback technique. We showed that varying the

EOPM voltage led to repetable switching. The proposed

technique is also useful to balance the power ratio between

the two wavelengths though it cannot overcome device

limitations as could be seen from the impossibility to reach

simultaneous emission in devices with layout II.

Last, from a theoretical point of view, we obtain a good

quantitative agreement with an extended version of the

Lang-Kobayashi model with two coupled emission processes.

This suggests that further numerical investigations could

provide an important insight to further optimize the proposed

approach.
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