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The Heisenberg limit to laser coherence C—the number of photons in the maximally populated
mode of the laser beam—is the fourth power of the number of excitations inside the laser. We
generalize the previous proof of this upper bound scaling by dropping the requirement that the beam
photon statistics be Poissonian (i.e., Mandel’s Q = 0). We then show that the relation between
C and sub-Poissonianity (Q < 0) is win-win, not a tradeoff. For both regular (non-Markovian)
pumping with semi-unitary gain (which allows Q −→ −1), and random (Markovian) pumping with
optimized gain, C is maximized when Q is minimized.

Introduction.— The characteristic ability of a laser to
produce optical fields with a high degree of coherence has
led to their widespread application in precision technol-
ogy. This is especially true in the quantum regime, as
the ability to access such fields has directly permitted
quantum optics to flourish [1–5], paving the way for the
advent of quantum technology [6, 7]. This defining fea-
ture of coherence can be quantified for a continuous-wave
laser by C, the mean number of photons in a maximally
populated mode of the beam [8]. For a laser, unlike other
light sources, this number will typically be enormous,
and may be far greater than the number of excitations
stored inside the laser itself. Considering a laser beam
with “ideal” properties—being describable by a coherent
state undergoing pure phase-diffusion [9–11]—C can be
intuitively expressed in terms of the photon flux from
the laser, N , and its linewidth, `, as C = 4N/`.

The foundations of laser theory was the derivation, by
Schawlow and Townes, of the laser linewidth, ` [12]. This
formula sets a bound on `, and hence C in terms of an
energy resource, namely, CSTL = Θ(µ2) [13]. Here, µ
is the mean number of total coherent excitations within
the laser (including photons, atomic excitations, exci-
tons, etc). This limit was long thought to have been
an absolute limit, but recent works have shown that this
may be greatly surpassed [8, 14]. In particular, the au-
thors of Ref. [8] considered the Heisenberg limit (HL) for
C, that is, the ultimate achievable limit that is imposed
by quantum mechanics, rather than by standard tech-
nologies. They proved rigorously, under some natural
conditions, that the HL is

CHL = Θ(µ4). (1)

These conditions conceive of a laser as a device that
produces an output closely approximating an ideal laser
beam without restricting the processes by which it
achieves this, other than that the phase of the beam pro-
ceeds only from the phase of the excitations stored within
the device. The key to attaining this quadratic quantum
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enhancement is to change both the pumping and output
coupling of the laser to be highly nonlinear, a feat that
is potentially achievable in circuit-QED [8, 14].

This letter advances the physics objectives within this
field in two ways. First, we generalize the salient result of
Ref. [8], such that the HL scaling C = O(µ4) is re-derived
under significantly relaxed conditions on the beam. This
is motivated by the prospects of experimental realiza-
tion. The strict conditions placed on the beam given in
Ref. [8] will probably not be satisfied in the most feasible
near-term experimental hardware that would surpass the
standard quantum limit for C [15].

Second, this relaxation permits us study the photon
statistics of Heisenberg-limited lasers (i.e., those achiev-
ing Eq. (1)). This has furnished us with a fundamental
insight to the nature of laser radiation. That is because
the more general HL derived here applies to laser beams
exhibiting sub-Poissonian photon statistics, even allow-
ing the number fluctuations to vanish for long counting
intervals. Interest in the production of sub-Poissonian
light from lasers started in the 1980s and early 1990s [16–
25]. It has remained an active area of research since
then [26–29], due to the foreseeable broad application in
areas such as quantum-enhanced measurement, commu-
nication, sensing and information processing [30–41].

Among the early work within this area, several theo-
retical studies were conducted to determine if a trade-
off existed between the coherence and degree of sub-
Poissonianity in standard laser beams (i.e., those which
achieve C = Θ(µ2) at best). It was shown that for a laser
with standard output coupling, pumping which achieves
a sub-Poissonian output does not necessarily significantly
increase the phase diffusion rate [42–45] (though in other
models it does [22]). In this work, we extend the results
from these early studies to the extreme case, to laser
models which exhibit a phase-diffusion rate that is as
small as permitted by the laws of quantum mechanics.

We show that there is no tradeoff between coherence
and the degree of sub-Poissonianity (quantified by the
Mandel-Q parameter [46]) in Heisenberg-limited laser
beams. Moreover, a “win-win situation” occurs in both
of the families of laser models we introduce. These mod-
els exhibit Heisenberg-limited coherence as well as sub-
Poissonian beam photon statistics in certain parameter
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regimes, and there is a perfect correlation between an in-
crease in the coherence and a decrease in the Mandel-Q
parameter of the beam. An important point to stress
here is that “external squeezing” is not an alternative to
our models. The conception of a “laser” in Refs. [8, 14]
and this work means considering the whole device, en-
compassing all processes that give rise to both the coher-
ence and the sub-Poissonianity in the beam, as a laser.
Throughout, we refer to the Companion Paper [15] for
details of proofs and much more.

Beam Coherence and Sub-Poissonianity.— We start
with the two quantities relating to a laser beam that are
the focus of this Letter. The first of these is laser co-
herence, C, which relates to the phase fluctuations of the
beam. A unidirectional beam of light produced by a laser
can be aptly described as a scalar quantum field with the

single-parameter field annihilation operator, b̂(t). For
such a field, C is defined as the maximally populated
mode (within some frequency band, if required) [8],

C := max
u∈u
〈b̂†ub̂u〉. (2)

Here, b̂u = (1/
√
Iu)
∫∞
−∞ dtu(t)b̂(t) defines the annihila-

tion operator for mode u, which is normalized such that
Iu =

∫∞
−∞ dt|u(t)|2.

We can gain intuition about this quantity by analyz-
ing Eq. (2) under some additional assumptions that are
characteristic of an ‘ideal’ laser beam. First, for a beam
with translationally invariant statistics, C/2π is simply
the peak of the power spectrum P (ω), the Fourier trans-

form of the correlation function 〈b̂†(t+ τ)b̂(t)〉 [8]. Addi-
tionally, the early work on laser theory during the 1960’s
and 70’s [9, 10] showed that, when technical noise is negli-
gible, the state of a laser beam can be well-approximated
by the eigenstate

|β(t)〉 =
∣∣∣√N ei√`W (t)

〉
, (3)

of b̂(t) for each t, where W (t) represents a Wiener pro-
cess. That is, it is a coherent state undergoing pure
phase-diffusion at rate `. For such a state, the photon
statistics are Poissonian [9, 47] and the power spectrum
is Lorentzian,

P (ω) =
C

2π

(`/2)2

(ω − ω0)2 + (`/2)2
, (4)

where ω0 is the central frequency. Since the linewidth
of this ideal beam is entirely due to phase-diffusion, the
coherence time, 1/`, can be thought of as the time for
the phase of the laser to become fairly randomized. Mul-
tiplying this by the photon flux, N =

∫
dωP (ω), one

has N/` = C/4. In the context of such an ideal laser,
C may therefore be interpreted roughly as the number of
photons emitted into the beam with a well-defined phase
relationship.

Second, to characterize the intensity fluctuations in the
beam, we employ the Mandel-Q parameter [46] defined

on the output field over the duration T :

QT :=
〈(∆n̂T )2〉 − 〈n̂T 〉

〈n̂T 〉
, (5)

with n̂T ≡
∫ T0+T

T0
dsb̂†(s)b̂(s) as the number operator for

the section of the beam over the interval (T0, T0 + T ].
Note that QT does not depend on T0 for a stationary
field. This is an affine function of the variance in the
number of photon detections made by an ideal detector
monitoring the beam. It is defined so that Q ∈ [−1, 0)
implies sub-Poissonian photon statistics (a variance less
than the mean) in the beam over the interval (T0, T0+T ].
Here we consider the limit of long counting intervals, T −→
∞. That is, the measure of beam intensity fluctuations
we seek to minimize is Q ≡ QT−→∞.

Generalizing the Heisenberg Limit for C.— In Ref. [8]
four conditions were considered for a laser and the beam
it produces. For a device satisfying these conditions, it
was shown that C . 2.9748µ4, representing a Heisen-
berg limit for the coherence of its beam. One of these
conditions implies a beam that exhibits QT ≈ 0. Here
we summarize these four conditions and the motivation
behind them, before showing how they can be modified
such that a more general Heisenberg limit for C can be
derived. This generalized limit applies to lasers that pro-
duce a beam for which its photon statistics can have a
significant degree of sub-Poissonianity. The original four
conditions are as follows:

Condition 1, or One Dimensional Beam, states that the
beam propagates away from the laser in one direction at
a constant speed, occupying a single transverse mode and
polarization. This allows the output of the device to be
described by a scalar quantum field with the annihilation

operator b̂(t) satisfying [b̂(s), b̂†(t)] = δ(s− t).
Condition 2, or Endogenous Phase, requires that co-

herence in the beam proceeds only from within the laser.
This is satisfied if a phase shift imposed on the laser state
at some time T0 will lead, in the future, to the same
phase shift on the beam emitted after time T0, as well as
on the laser state. When considering specific laser mod-
els in practice, this follows naturally if the mechanisms
of gain and loss of excitations in the laser correspond to
U(1)-covariant processes [8, 48].

Condition 3, or Stationarity, requires the laser and the
beam it produces to have a long time limit that is unique
and invariant under time translation. This means that
the mean excitation number within the laser, 〈n̂c〉, has a
unique stationary value µ.

Condition 4, or Ideal Glauber(1),(2)-Coherence, states
that the stationary first- and second-order Glauber co-

herence functions [49] of the laser beam—g
(1)
laser(s, t) and

g
(2)
laser(s, s

′, t′, t), respectively—well-approximate those of
an ideal standard laser beam state given by Eq. (3). The
motivation for this condition is that it allows the beam
to exhibit the typical properties of an ideal laser beam to
a good approximation (such as a Lorentzian power spec-
trum and Poissonian beam statistics), while also allow-
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ing the upper bound on C to be obtained by the specific
method of proof used in Ref [8].

In this work, we adopt Conditions 1–3 outright as re-
quirements for a laser to satisfy, however Condition 4 is
significantly relaxed to encompass a much more general
range of laser models. The new Condition 4 that we con-
sider, Passably Ideal Glauber(1),(2) Coherence, requires
bounding the differences between the Glauber coherence
functions (first- and second-order) for the laser beam in
question and an ideal beam as follows:

|g(1)laser(s, t)− g
(1)
ideal(s, t)| = O(1), (6a)

|g(2)laser(s, s
′, t′, t)− g(2)ideal(s, s

′, t′, t)| = O(C−1/2), (6b)

for all values of the time arguments such that the differ-
ence between any two times is O(

√
C/N ).

The original Condition 4 of Ref. [8] is the same as
the one above, except for having o in place of O in
Eqs. (6a) and (6b). As we will show, this revised con-
dition now allows for models that produce highly sub-
Poissonian beams, where Q approaches its minimum of
−1, corresponding to vanishing photon noise in the beam
for long counting intervals. Specifically, this is permitted

because of the weaker constraint on g
(2)
laser(s, s

′, t′, t).

We note here that because g
(1)
laser(s, t) is relatively un-

constrained by Eq. (6a), the interpretation provided for C
below Eq. (4) would not generally be vaild for a laser de-
vice satisfying this criteria. However, for the laser models
presented in this work, g(1)(s, t) does exhibit an exponen-
tial decay characteristic of an ideal beam to a very good
approximation [15]. Thus we can still think of C as the
number of photons emitted in a coherence time.

A proof for the upper bound on C for a beam satisfying
these more relaxed conditions is now outlined; for details,
see Ref. [15].

Theorem 1: (Generalisation of the upper bound on
C for sub-Poissonian lasers). For a laser which satisfies
Conditions 1–3, along with the new Condition 4, stated
above, the coherence is bounded from above:

C = O(µ4), (7)

with µ, the mean number of excitations within the laser.
The methodology applied to show this follows closely

that of Ref. [8], which boils down to comparing the pre-
cision between different methods of estimating the opti-
cal phase of a laser. In particular, we consider a laser
model satisfying Conditions 1–3, and the Passably Ideal
Glauber Coherence Condition, operating at steady state.
One observer, Effie, then encodes a random phase, φF ,
onto the laser state by performing a filtering heterodyne
measurement on its beam over the time interval [T−τ, T ).

It is the job of a second observer, Rod, to estimate
this encoded optical phase. we consider two methods to
achieve this. The first is a retrofiltering heterodyne mea-
surement of the beam over the interval (T, T + τ ]. From
the theory of heterodyne detection [50], it is possible to

quantify how correlated Rod’s retrofiltering measurement
outcome, φR, is with Effie’s result, φF . Considering the
relative difference, in the deviations of the estimates, be-
tween the laser model and that of an ideal beam [15], we
arrive at the expression

1− |〈ei(φR−φF )〉|2 = O(C−1/2), (8)

for the choice τ = Θ(
√
C/N ), which minimizes the scal-

ing of the mean-square error (MSE) in Rod’s measure-
ment [8]. It should be recognized that the LHS of this
equation provides a measure of phase spread, as for small
errors θ, 1− |〈eiθ〉| ≈ 〈θ2〉 − 〈θ〉2 represents the MSE.

Equation (8) highlights a key difference here with the
result of Ref. [8]; there, a specific prefactor was able to be
obtained in Eq. (8). Because of our relaxed constraints
imposed on the beam by our fourth Condition, a prefac-
tor for this quantity, and hence for the upper bound on
C, is no longer able to be attained. Regardless of this, we
are still able to derive a limit for the scaling of C with µ,
which is sufficient to talk of a Heisenberg limit.

To derive this, consider Rod’s second method for ob-
taining an estimate for φF : performing a direct phase
measurement on the laser device at time T . It is a known
result [51] that the MSE of such an estimate, φD, is
bounded below, asymptotically,

1− |〈ei(φD−φF )〉|2 = Ω(µ−2). (9)

Finally, φR obtained via the retrofiltering measurement
outlined above cannot outperform φD as an estimate of
the encoded laser phase φF [8]. It therefore follows from
Eqs. (8) and (9) that C = O(µ4) represents the Heisen-
berg limit for any laser satisfying the stated conditions.
From our adopted method of proof, these are the loosest
requirements on the laser for which this µ4 scaling can
be proven to be the HL.

Sub-Poissonian, Heisenberg-Limited Laser Models.—
We now present two families of laser models, both sat-
isfying our four conditions [15], and both exhibiting
Heisenberg-limited coherence with C = Θ(µ4). Fig. 1
shows the key components of these: the laser “cavity” (a
D-level system with the non-degenerate number operator

n̂c =
∑D−1
n=0 n |n〉〈n|) storing an average of µ excitations

at steady state, a pump that adds incoherent excitations
into the cavity, a vacuum input, which, upon reflection,
becomes the beam, and finally a sink for all excitations
that leave the cavity but not in the beam.

The two families have been developed by making gen-
eralizations to the original laser model of Ref. [8], with
particular regard to the pumping mechanisms. In a frame
rotating at cavity resonance, the dynamics of the laser
cavity for this original model can be written in terms of
a master equation in Lindblad form ρ̇ = D[Ĝ]ρ+D[L̂]ρ,
where D[ĉ]• := ĉ • ĉ† − (1/2){ĉ†ĉ, •} is the usual Lind-

blad superoperator [50]. Here, Ĝ and L̂ are the single-
excitation gain and loss operators, which, in the number
basis, have non-zero matrix elements Ĝn,n−1 ∝ 1 and
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L̂n−1,n ∝ (ρn−1/ρn)1/2. Here ρn = 〈n| ρss |n〉 are the
non-zero elements of the cavity steady state,

ρn ∝ sin4

(
π
n+ 1

D + 1

)
, 0 ≤ n ≤ D − 1. (10)

In this scenario, we say that the gain operator is quasi-
isometric (Ĝ†Ĝ = 1 − |D − 1〉 〈D − 1|). This laser
model produces a beam that exhibits Poissonian beam
photon statistics, in accordance with the strict Ideal
Glauber(1),(2)-Coherence condition of Ref. [8]. The
ansatz for the cavity steady state (10) was suggested
by numerical optimization of C based on infinite matrix
product state (iMPS) techniques [8, 52].

FIG. 1. Basic schematic of a laser showing the key compo-
nents of the two families of models discussed in the text. Top
green box depicts different statistics for the pump, applica-
ble to the q-family, while the λ-family is constrained to have
Poissonian pumping statistics.

The first family of models that we introduce can be
described with a master equation in the same form as
that described above, while making the substitutions
Ĝ −→ Ĝ(λ) and L̂ −→ L̂(λ). Here, the parameter λ ∈ R
generalizes the gain and loss operators according to

G
(λ)
n,n−1 ∝ (ρn/ρn−1)

λ/2
, L

(λ)
n−1,n ∝ (ρn−1/ρn)

(1−λ)/2
.

(11)

This preserves the same ansatz for the cavity steady
state (10) as in Ref. [8], and the original model corre-
sponds to λ = 0 (flat gain [13]). This “λ-family” of
laser models generally describes a randomly-pumped gain
mechanism, which, for λ 6= 0, is non-isometric (Ĝ†Ĝ is
far from the identity 1) [15].

The second family that we introduce instead describes
a regularly pumped (non-Markovian) gain mechanism,
which is quasi-isometric. The cavity dynamics for this
“q-family” can be approximated as

ρ̇ =
(
D[Ĝ(0)] +

q

2
D[Ĝ(0)]2 +D[L̂(−q/2)]

)
ρ, (12)

where q ∈ (−1,∞] represents the Mandel-Q parameter
of the pumping statistics (see Fig. 1). This also has the
steady state (10) in the limit D −→ ∞ [15] and the loss

operator in Eq. (12) is as defined in Eq. (11). Setting q =
0 thus reduces Eq. (12) to the model presented in Ref. [8].
This master equation is only an approximation because
it is a Markovian equation describing a generally non-
Markovian process. Regardless of this, master equations
of this form have long been employed to model regularly-
pumped lasers [16, 36, 42, 44, 53] and the results that it
yields are physically reasonable. For details, see Ref. [15].

Figures 2a–b show the scaling of C, for members of
both the above families, with the mean photon number
µ = (D − 1)/2. These quantities were numerically com-
puted by discretizing the output beam and treating the
laser as an iMPS sequential quantum factory [54, 55]; see
also Refs. [8, 15]. Fitting a power law to each of these
curves reveals C = Θ(µ4) for every choice of λ and q, thus
saturating the upper bound scaling of Eq. (7). These
plots also indicate that the prefactor of these power laws
are optimized by the choice λ = 0.5 in the λ-family, and
q = −1 in the q-family. These prefactors are roughly,
respectively, a factor of 2 and 4 larger than that of the
model from Ref. [8].

300 400
µ

109

1010 (a) ∝µ4

300 400
µ

(b)

0.5 0.5 1.5
λ

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
4.0

/
0

(c)

1 0 1
q

(d)

1.0
0.5

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5

Q

FIG. 2. (a): iMPS calculations of beam coherence C for
the λ-family of laser models as a function of average cavity
excitation number µ. Circles, dots, and crosses correspond to
λ = 0.0, 0.25, and 0.5, respectively. Solid lines depict fitted
power laws to the data, indicating a scaling of C = Θ(µ4). (b):
Same as (a), but for the q-family of laser models, with q = 0.0,
−0.5, and −1.0, respectively. (c,d): iMPS calculations of C
(normalized to C0 = Cλ=0 = Cq=0) and Q-parameter for the
λ- and q-families, respectively, for a fixed µ = 499.5. White
overlapped curves (often appearing centered over the numer-
ics) are analytical formulae discussed in the text. Vertical
grey lines highlight the model parameter values which give
rise to Poissonian beam photon statistics.

This interesting detail is investigated in more depth
in Figures 2d–e, plotting C and Q for both families of
laser models as functions of λ and q, for fixed D = 1000.
We find that increasing beam coherence is perfectly cor-
related with a reduction in beam photon noise. For
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the λ-family, Cλ ≈ Cλ=0/[2(λ − 1/2)2 + 1/2], while
Qλ ≈ 2λ(λ− 1). For the q-family, Cq ≈ Cq=0/(1 + q/2)2,
while Qq ≈ q, mirroring the Mandel-Q parameter of the
pumping mechanism. These formulae are indicated by
the overlapped white curves and can be derived in the
asymptotic limit, where D −→∞ [15].

Within the λ-family, a minimum value of Q = −0.5
is attained when λ = 0.5, which defines the matrix el-
ements of the gain and loss operators as reciprocals to
one another. This value for Q corresponds to a 50% re-
duction below the shot noise limit. With the q-family,
we instead find that 100% noise reduction in the beam is
achievable by imposing a completely regular pump with
q −→ −1. Creating a sub-Poissonian beam in this man-
ner, by means of subjecting the laser to a pump which
itself is sub-Poissonian, is well known [36, 45]; it is also
known that imposing such a pump in an otherwise stan-
dard laser has no effect on the rate of phase diffusion
(and hence coherence) [42–45]. What is interesting about
the results at hand is that the models we study exhibit a
phase diffusion vastly smaller than standard, and for both
families, sub-Poissonian statistics in the output field en-
sue when measures are taken to increase the coherence.

In other words, we find that there is a “win-win rela-
tionship” between coherence and sub-Poissonianity for
optimized Heisenberg-limited lasers.

In this Letter we have shown how the Heisenberg limit
for laser coherence may be generalized to encompass
beams that may be highly sub-Poissonian. From this
result, we have found that reducing the photon noise for
such a beam can in fact be advantageous for a reduction
in the phase noise. This marks a generalization of past
studies into sub-Poissonian lasers with standard (linear)
photon loss, to beams which exhibit phase noise that is
as small as permitted by the laws of quantum mechanics.
This work could have applications in technologies requir-
ing minimized noise in both intensity and phase, such as
quantum information processing.
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[3] S. Deléglise, I. Dotsenko, C. Sayrin, J. Bernu, M. Brune,
J.-M. Raimond, and S. Haroche, Reconstruction of non-
classical cavity field states with snapshots of their deco-
herence, Nature (London) 455, 510 (2008).

[4] B. Hensen i.e., Loophole-free Bell inequality violation us-
ing electron spins separated by 1.3 kilometres, Nature
(London) 526, 682 (2015).

[5] Z. K. Minev, S. O. Mundhada, S. Shankar, P. Reinhold,
R. Gutierrez-Jauregui, R. J. Schoelkopf, M. Mirrahimi,
H. J. Carmichael, and M. H. Devoret, To Catch and
Reverse a Quantum Jump Mid-Flight, Nature (London)
570, 200 (2019).

[6] J. I. Cirac and P. Zoller, Quantum Computations with
Cold Trapped Ions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 4091 (1995).

[7] D. Browne, S. Bose, F. Mintert and M.S. Kim, From
quantum optics to quantum technologies, Progress in
Quantum Electronics 54, 2 (2017).

[8] T. Baker, S. Saadatmand, D. Berry and H. Wiseman,
The Heisenberg Limit for Laser Coherence, Nat. Phys.
17, 179 (2021).

[9] M. Sargent, M. O. Scully, and W. Lamb, Laser Physics
(Addison-Wesley, Reading Mass., 1974).

[10] W. H. Louisell, Quantum Statistical Properties of Radi-
ation (John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1973).

[11] H. Carmichael, Statistical Methods in Quantum Op-
tics 1: Master Equations and Fokker-Planck Equations
(Springer, Berlin, 1999).

[12] A. Schawlow and C. Townes, Infrared and Optical
Masers, Phys. Rev. 112, 1940 (1958).

[13] H. Wiseman, Light Amplification without Stimulated
Emission: Beyond the Standard Quantum Limit to the
Laser Linewidth, Phys. Rev. A 60, 4083 (1999).

[14] C. Liu, M. Mucci, X. Cao, G. Dutt, M. Hatridge and
D. Pekker, Proposal for a Continuous Wave Laser with
Linewidth Well Below the Standard Quantum Limit,
Nat. Commun. 12, 5620 (2021).

[15] L. A. Ostrowski, T. J. Baker, S. N. Saadatmand, and H.
M. Wiseman, arXiv:2208.14082 [quant-ph] (2022).

[16] Y. M. Golubev and I. V. Sokolov, Photon antibunching
in a coherent light source and suppression of the pho-
torecording noise, Sov. Phys. JETP 60, 234 (1984).

[17] Y. Yamamoto, S. Machida and O. Nilsson, Amplitude
squeezing in a pump-noise-suppressed laser oscillator,
Phys. Rev. A 34, 4025 (1986).

[18] S. Machida, Y. Yamamoto and Y. Itaya, Observation
of Amplitude Squeezing in a Constant-Current-Driven
Semiconductor Laser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 1000 (1987).

[19] J. Bergou, L. Davidovitch, M. Orszag, C. Benkert, M.
Hillery and M. Scully, Influence of the Pumping Statistics
in Lasers and Masers, Opt. Commun. 72, 82 (1989).

[20] W. Richardson and R. Shelby, Nonclassical Light from a
Semiconductor Laser Operating at 4K, Phys. Rev. Lett.
64, 400 (1990).

[21] D. Walls, M. Collett and A. Lane, Amplitude-Noise Re-
duction in Lasers with Intracavity Nonlinear Elements,
Phys. Rev. A 42, 4366 (1990).

[22] H. M. Wiseman, and G. J. Milburn, Noise reduction in
a laser by nonlinear damping, Phys. Rev. A 44, 7815
(1991).

[23] T. Ralph and C. Savage, Squeezed Light from Conven-



6

tionally Pumped Multilevel Lasers, Opt. Lett. 16, 1113
(1991).

[24] T. Ralph and C. Savage, Squeezed Light a Coherently
Pumped Four-Level Laser, Phys. Rev. A 44, 7809 (1991).

[25] Y. Yamamoto, S. Machida and W. Richardson, Photon
Number Squeezed States in Semiconductor Lasers, Sci-
ence 255, 1219 (1992).

[26] W. Choi, J. Lee, K. An, C. Fang-Yen, R. Dasari and M.
Feld, Observation of Sub-Poissonian Photon Statistics in
the Cavity-QED Microlaser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 093603
(2006).
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