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Theory of the linewidth–power product of
photonic–crystal surface–emitting lasers

Hans Wenzel, Eduard Kuhn, Ben King, Paul Crump, Senior Member, IEEE, and Mindaugas Radziunas

Abstract—A general theory for the intrinsic (Lorentzian)
linewidth of photonic–crystal surface–emitting lasers (PCSELs)
is presented. The effect of spontaneous emission is modeled by
a classical Langevin force entering the equation for the slowly
varying waves. The solution of the coupled–wave equations,
describing the propagation of four basic waves within the plane
of the photonic crystal, is expanded in terms of the solutions of
the associated spectral problem, i.e. the laser modes. Expressions
are given for photon number, rate of spontaneous emission into
the laser mode, Petermann factor and effective Henry factor
entering the general formula for the linewidth. The theoretical
framework is applied to the calculation of the linewidth–power
product of air–hole and all–semiconductor PCSELs. For output
powers in the Watt range, intrinsic linewidths in the kHz range
are obtained in agreement with recent experimental results.

Index Terms—PCSEL, laser, spontaneous emission, spectral
linewidth

I. INTRODUCTION

PHOTONIC–crystal surface–emitting lasers (PCSELs) be-
long to a new class of diode laser distinguished from

edge–emitting lasers (EELs) and vertical–cavity surface–
emitting lasers (VCSELs) [1]. In all of these lasers lasing
is achieved in the same way by applying an electrical bias
between Ohmic contacts deposited at the bottom and top
surfaces. Electrons and holes are injected from the n– and
p–doped layers into an active layer where they recombine.

In EELs the optical waves generated by stimulated re-
combination travel parallel to the epitaxial layers along a
preferred axis and are fed back by the facets normal to,
or by Bragg gratings along, the propagation axis. The light
is coupled out of the facets. Typically the emitted beam is
elliptic and highly divergent along the fast axis (perpendicular
to the layers). Single–transverse–mode continuous-wave (cw)
output powers from single emitters are in the Watt range [2].
Internal wavelength-stabilization can be realized either in a
distributed–feedback (DFB) configuration or by a distributed
Bragg reflector (DBR).

In VCSELs the waves propagate perpendicular to the layers
and are fed back by DBRs. The light is coupled out from
the wafer surface. The emitted beam can be circular but is
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Fig. 1. Cross–sectional view of a PCSEL (left) and top view of the PC layer
(right).

still divergent. The single–mode output powers are in the mW
range [3].

A PCSEL shown schematically in Fig. 1 can be considered
to be in some sense a combination of an EEL and a VCSEL.
As in an EEL, the optical waves generated by stimulated
recombination travel parallel to the layers, but into all in–
plane directions. Feedback is provided by a two–dimensional
photonic crystal (PC) in a plane that is offset near to the
active layer with a periodicity corresponding to second order
Bragg diffraction for wavelengths around the peak of the gain
spectrum. Therefore, a part of the optical field is radiated
vertically. To force the out–coupling from one surface, a single
DBR like in a VCSEL can be implemented, too. A properly
designed PCSEL can emit tens of Watt of optical power in a
circular beam with a very small divergence [4].

Due to the fact that a PCSEL combines large emitting
area, single–transverse mode operation, integrated wavelength
stabilization, and high output power a small spectral linewidth
could be expected. Thus, PCSELs emitting at 1064 nm, for
example, could replace optically pumped Nd:YAG non–planar
ring oscillators (NPROs) used for coherent optical communi-
cation in space [5].

Experimental results published in the past revealed intrinsic
(Lorentzian) linewidths around 70 kHz at output powers of
several tens of mW [6], [7], [8]. Recently, a spectral linewidth
as low as 1.23 kHz at an output power of 3 W was reported
[9].

The calculation of the spectral linewidth of PCSELs was
based until now on the numerical solution of the time–
dependent coupled–wave equations taking into account several
sources of noise leading to a finite linewidth [8]. Note,
however, that for a spectral resolution of 1 kHz a time trace of
1 ms has to be simulated. Such simulations do not allow big
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parameter sweeps because of the large computational time,
albeit it could be reduced to some extent by zero padding
in the discrete Fourier transformation and using large spatial
and temporal simulation steps [10]. The aim of this paper is
to derive an expression for the spectral linewidth of PCSELs
based on an expansion of the solution of the coupled–wave
equations into the modes and performing a single-mode ap-
proximation. The modes can be obtained directly as solutions
of the coupled–wave equations in the frequency domain (i.e.
solutions of the so-called spectral problem) at threshold or by
solving the time–dependent equations together with dynamical
equations for the carrier density to determine the steady–state
above threshold as done in [11]. The corresponding time trace
to be simulated amounts then only several ns (excluding turn-
on behavior).

Spontaneous emission sets the ultimate limit of the intrinsic
linewidth, i.e. the full width at half maximum of the Lorentzian
shape of the power spectral density (PSD) of the optical
field corresponding to a flat PSD of the optical frequency
fluctuations. Although a quantum phenomenon, spontaneous
emission is treated here by a classical Langevin noise source
as appropriate for the calculation of the spectral linewidth
[12]. Other noise sources due to fluctuations of the charged
carriers, injection current, and temperature, partially occurring
on different time scales resulting in 1/f noise and a Gaussian
shape of the field PSD are not considered [13]. Moreover, a
single–mode approximation is employed neglecting the impact
of side modes.

There are several methods to simulate the optical fields
of PCSELs. Among them are the plane wave expansion
(PWE) method, the rigorous coupled–wave analysis (RCWA),
the finite–difference time–domain (FDTD) method, and the
coupled–wave theory (CWT). A detailed comparison of the
pros and cons of the different methods can be found in Ref.
[9]. The PWE method [14] and RCWA [15] work both in the
frequency domain and assume an infinite in-plane periodic
structure. Additionally, the PWE employed to PCSELs has
to assume an infinite thickness of the photonic crystal. The
FDTD method [14] working in the time domain can handle
both infinite and finite in–plane structures as well as finite
thicknesses. However, for the simulation of PCSELs with
a large size FDTD is not feasible in terms of computation
time and is not suited for simulations above laser threshold.
In contrast to the previous methods, which solve Maxwell’s
equations numerically exact in two or three dimensions, CWT
is a semi–analytic method based on a cleverly chosen Ansatz
for the optical fields. The CWT, previously derived in a couple
of papers [16], [17], [18], [19] based on earlier work on DFB
lasers [20], [21], allows a quasi–three dimensional simulation
of the optical fields of finite–sized PCSELs in frequency
and time domains as well as above threshold. In Ref. [22],
CWT and FDTD method were compared and a mutual good
agreement was found.

The content of the paper is as follows. First, the basic
equations for the computation of the optical field taking into
account dispersion and spontaneous emission are presented.
Second, the time–dependent coupled–wave equations are sum-
marized. Third, the spectral problem is considered and a

number of useful characteristics are presented. Fourth, an
expression for the spectral linewidth is derived based on the
model presented in [11] and an orthogonality relation for the
solutions of the spectral problem (the laser modes). Finally,
numerical results including the linewidth power–product are
given for an air–hole PCSEL and an all–semiconductor PC-
SEL.

II. BASIC EQUATIONS

Assuming a nearly harmonic dependence on the time t with
a reference frequency ω0 (or vacuum wavelength λ0), the real–
valued electric field strength and polarization of the medium
are given by

E(r, t) = 1

2
E(r, t)eiω0t + c.c. (1)

and

P(r, t) = ε0

∫ ∞

0

χ̂(r, τ)E(r, t− τ) dτ

≈ ε0
2

∫ ∞

0

χ̂(r, τ)
[
E(r, t)

− τ∂tE(r, t)
]
e−iω0τ dτeiω0t + c.c.

=
ε0
2

[
χ(r, ω0)E(r, t)

− i∂ωχ(r, ω)|ω=ω0∂tE(r, t)
]
eiω0t + c.c.

, (2)

respectively, where r = (x, y, z) is the vector of the spa-
tial coordinates x, y (in–plane) and z, c.c. denotes the
complex conjugate, i the imaginary unit, and ∂t, ∂ω the
partial derivatives with respect to t, ω, respectively. The
replacement of E(r, t − τ) by its first order approximation
E(r, t) − ∂tE(r, t)τ bases on the assumptions that E(r, t)
is slowly varying with respect to time and that the real–
valued susceptibility χ̂(r, τ) decays quickly to zero with
increasing τ . The susceptibility depends on temporally slowly
varying variables such as excess carrier density N in the active
layer and temperature T . Note, that the restriction of the τ–
integration to the interval [0,∞] is a consequence of causality,
which implies χ̂(r, τ) = 0 for τ < 0.

After inserting (1), the corresponding expression for the
magnetic field strength, and (2) into Maxwell’s equations and
eliminating the magnetic field strength, the slowly temporally
varying field E obeys the equation

−∇× (∇×E(r, t)) + k20ε(r, N, T )E(r, t)

= 2ik0
n(r)ng(r)

c
∂tE(r, t) +Ddisp(r, t) + F sp(r, t) (3)

in basic agreement with [24], [25]. Here, k0 = ω0/c = 2π/λ0

is the wavevector of free space, c is the vacuum speed of light,

ε(r, N, T ) = 1 + χ(r, ω0, N, T ) (4)

is the relative permittivity, and

ng(r) = n(r) + ω0∂ωn(r, ω)|ω=ω0
(5)

is the group index with n =
√
ε being the refractive index.

Dispersion effects, not included in ng (such as gain dispersion)
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could be modeled by the function Ddisp(r, t) [11]. In this
paper, gain dispersion is neglected and Ddisp = 0 is assumed.

Spontaneous emission in the active layer is described by the
Langevin force

F sp(r, t, N) =
2

ε0c2
∂tJ sp(r, t, N)e−iω0t (6)

with the stochastic current density J sp that is real–valued, has
zero mean and vanishes outside of the active layer. Its spectral
decomposition

J sp(r, ω,N) =

∫ +∞

−∞
J sp(r, t, N)e−iωt dt (7)

has the correlation function [26], [27]

⟨J∗
sp,i(r, ω,N)Jsp,j(r

′, ω′, N)⟩
= 2ε0ℏω2ℑε|cv(r, ω,N)nsp(r, ω,N)

× δijδ(r − r′)2πδ(ω − ω′) (8)

following from the fluctuation–dissipation theorem [28], [29].
Here, ⟨·⟩ denotes the ensemble or temporal average, i and j
are the cartesian components of J sp, ε0 is the permittivity of
free space, ℏ is the reduced Planck’s constant, ℑε|cv is the
imaginary part of the relative permittivity due to transitions
between the conduction and valence bands proportional to
the optical gain in the active layer, and nsp is the population
inversion factor.

In order to determine ⟨F ∗
sp,i(r, t)Fsp,j(r

′, t′)⟩, the corre-
lation function ⟨∂tJsp,i(r, t)∂t′Jsp,j(r′, t′)⟩e−iω0(t

′−t) has to
be calculated. Using (8) and considering that the integrand
is rapidly oscillating except for ω = ω0 as well as that
ω4ℑε|cv(r, ω)nsp(r, ω) is slowly varying with ω compared
to exp(iω(t′ − t)),

⟨∂tJsp,i(r, t, N)∂t′Jsp,j(r′, t′, N)⟩e−iω0(t
′−t)

=
1

4π2

∫∫
ωω′⟨J∗

sp,i(r, ω,N)Jsp,i(r
′, ω′, N)⟩

× e−i(ω−ω0)t+i(ω′−ω0)t
′
dωdω′

=
ε0ℏ
π

∫
ω4ℑε|cv(r, ω,N)nsp(r, ω,N)ei(ω−ω0)(t

′−t) dω

× δijδ(r − r′)

≈ 2ε0ℏω4
0ℑε|cv(r, ω0, N)nsp(r, ω0, N)δijδ(r − r′)δ(t− t′)

(9)
is gained. The imaginary part of the permittivity which enters
(8) and vanishes outside the active layer can be written as

ℑε|cv(r, ω0, N) =
na(r, N)ga(r, N)

k0
(10)

where ga is the local gain in the active layer and na the corre-
sponding refractive index. Due to the fact that nsp approaches
±∞ at transparency where ga vanishes as discussed in [11],
it is advantageous to introduce the spontaneous emission per
unit length

rsp(r, N) = ga(r, N)nsp(r, ω0, N) (11)

which behaves smooth and can be approximated by an analytic
function, see (65). Finally, the correlation function

⟨F ∗
sp,i(r, t, N)Fsp,j(r

′, t′, N)⟩

≈ 8ℏω3
0

ε0c3
na(r)rsp(r, N)δijδ(r − r′)δ(t− t′) (12)

is obtained in basic agreement with Ref. [30].
The complex–valued relative permittivity is written as

ε(r, N, T ) = εs(r) + δεs(r) + δε(r, N, T ) (13)

consisting of a real–valued part εs given by the structure
defined by the compositions of the materials involved, a
small complex–valued correction δεs due to absorption caused
by doping, and the impact of N and T on ε(r). In this
paper, isothermal conditions are considered. The dependence
of δε on N includes carrier induced change of the refractive
index, free–carrier absorption and gain (i.e. ℑε|cv). In the
following, the dependencies on the independent variables are
not explicitly noted unless absolutely necessary.

III. COUPLED-WAVE MODEL

In a PCSEL, εs(r) is periodic in x and y within a finite
domain (x, y) ∈ [0, L]× [0, L]. For a square lattice with lattice
constant a it can be expanded into the Fourier series

εs(r) = εs(z) +
∑

m,n ̸=0

ξm,n(z)e
−imβ0x−inβ0y (14)

where
β0 =

2π

a
(15)

is the Bragg wave number,

ξm,n(z) =
1

a2

∫∫
εs(r)e

imβ0x+inβ0ydxdy (16)

are the Fourier coefficients with m and n being the integer
Fourier indices, and

εs(z) = ξ0,0(z) =
1

a2

∫∫
εs(r)dxdy (17)

is the permittivity averaged in–plane. The correction to the
permittivity in (13) is approximated as

δεs(r) ≈ δεs(z) =
1

a2

∫∫
δεs(r)dxdy (18)

neglecting the Fourier terms m,n ̸= 0. Similarly, δε ≈ δε and
ng ≈ ng holds. In (16) – (18), the integration extends over
one unit cell (x, y) ∈ [−a/2, a/2]× [−a/2, a/2] of the PC.

Typically, the PC layer is composed of two materials,
namely air or another material with relatively low refractive
index within periodically in both lateral directions repeating
features (region I) and the surrounding semiconductor mate-
rial (region II). For perpendicular side walls of the features
forming the PC

ε(r) = εII(z) + ∆ε(z)A(x, y) (19)

holds (similarly for each of the two terms in (13)) where

A(x, y) =

{
1 for x, y ∈ region I
0 for x, y ∈ region II

(20)
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is the shape function dependent only on the in–plane coordi-
nates x and y. The difference

∆ε(z) = εI(z)− εII(z), (21)

with εI(z) and εII(z) being the permittivity in regions I and
II, respectively, is non-vanishing only within a definite range.
If the surface after the regrowth of the PC layer containing the
etched features is planar, ∆ε(z) = constant ̸= 0 only within
the PC layer z ∈ [zmin, zmax]. Otherwise, ∆ε(z) ̸= 0 also in
the region z > zmax above the PC layer (seen from the growth
perspective).

To achieve out–coupling along z, the periodicity has to
enable second order Bragg diffraction. Assuming TE–like
polarization1, the electric field strength E(r,t) can then be
approximated by [18]

Ex(r, t) =
√
NΘ(z)

[
v+(x, y, t)e−iβ0y + v−(x, y, t)eiβ0y

]
+∆Ex(r, t)

+
∑

√
m2+n2>1

Ex,m,n(r, t)e
−imβ0x−inβ0y

Ey(r, t) =
√
NΘ(z)

[
u+(x, y, t)e−iβ0x + u−(x, y, t)eiβ0x

]
+∆Ey(r, t)

+
∑

√
m2+n2>1

Ey,m,n(r, t)e
−imβ0x−inβ0y

Ez(r, t) =0
(22)

consisting of the basic waves due to second order diffraction
(first term), vertically radiated waves ∆Ex,y due to first order
diffraction (second term) and higher order waves (third term).
The first two terms are identical to those of second–order DFB
lasers [20]. The third term is unique to PCSELs.

The vertical mode Θ(z) solves the 1D eigenvalue problem

d2Θ

dz2
+ k20εs(z)Θ(z) = β2Θ(z) (23)

subject to homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions at
z = 0 and z = Lz corresponding to the lower boundary
and upper boundary, respectively, of the vertical waveguide
and continuity for Θ(z) and its derivative at hetero boundaries
appropriate for TE–like polarization. The real–valued propa-
gation constant β being the square root of the eigenvalue of
(23) can be written as

β = neffk0 (24)

defining the effective index neff . The mode profile Θ(z) is
assumed to be normalized according to∫ Lz

0

|Θ|2 dz = 1. (25)

The normalization factor N in (22) is chosen to be

N =
2k0
ε0cβ

=
2

ε0cneff
(26)

so that u± and v± have the unit
√

W/m. However, other
choices are also possible.

1In the PC community this type of polarization is called ‘TM’ sometimes.

Inserting (22) into the (3), making the usual slowly varying
amplitude approximation (SWA) including omission of all
lateral derivatives of Ex|y,m,n, |m| + |n| > 1, neglecting
rapidly varying terms, multiplying with Θ∗, integrating along
z, and assuming that only the basic waves corresponding to
the first term in (22) are important in generating the radiative
and higher order waves, the coupled–wave equations

1

vg


∂tu

+

∂tu
−

∂tv
+

∂tv
−

 =


−∂xu+

+∂xu
−

−∂yv+

+∂yv
−

− [i∆β(x, y)− iC]

×


u+(x, y, t)

u−(x, y, t)

v+(x, y, t)

v−(x, y, t)

+


F+
u (x, y, t)

F−
u (x, y, t)

F+
v (x, y, t)

F−
v (x, y, t)

 (27)

can be derived [19]. Here, ∂x,y denote the partial derivatives
with respect to x, y. The equations are to be solved on a square
(x, y) ∈ [0, L]× [0, L] subject to the boundary conditions

u+(0, y, t) = u−(L, y, t) = v+(x, 0, t) = v−(x, L, t) = 0.
(28)

The complex–valued 4 × 4 field–coupling matrix C is pre-
sented in Appendix A. The relative propagation factor reads

∆β =
β2 − β2

0

2β0
+

k20
2β0

∫ Lz

0

[
δεs(z) + δε(z)

]
|Θ|2 dz. (29)

In general, ∆β can depend on the in-plane coordinates x
and y via the function δϵ(z) in the second term of the
rhs of (29), modeling spatially varying carrier density and
temperature distributions due to non-uniform carrier injection,
spatial holeburning, and heat flow, e.g., similarly as in [31].
In this paper, we assume a constant ∆β within the simulation
domain.

In the what follows, the Bragg condition β0 = β ≡ k0neff

is employed. The factor in front of the time–derivative is the
inverse modal group velocity given by [32]

1

vg
=

1

cneff

∫ Lz

0

ns(z)ng(z)|Θ(z)|2 dz, (30)

assuming n ≈ ns =
√
εs in the integrand. The new Langevin

forces
F+
u

F−
u

F+
v

F−
v

 =
i

2β0

√
N

∫
active
layer

Fsp(r, t)Θ
∗(z) dz


e+iβ0x

e−iβ0x

e+iβ0y

e−iβ0y


(31)

have the correlation functions

⟨F ∗
i (x, y, t)Fj(x

′, y′, t′)⟩
= 2DF∗F δijδ(x− x′)δ(y − y′)δ(t− t′) (32)

with i and j denoting here the different components of (31).
The diffusion coefficient

2DF∗F = ℏω0
na

neff
Γrsp (33)
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follows from (12), the normalization (26), and the confinement
factor

Γ =

∫
active
layer

|Θ(z)|2 dz. (34)

The power emitted at a surface of the PCSEL at z = zout
where zout = 0−δ or zout = Lz+δ (δ small positive number)
with refractive index n(x, y, zout) can be calculated from the
radiating waves as

Pout(zout, t) =
ε0c

2

∫ L

0

∫ L

0

n(x, y, zout)

×
[
|∆Ex(x, y, zout, t)|2 + |∆Ey(x, y, zout, t)|2

]
dxdy.

(35)

According to [33], the radiating waves are the solutions of

∂2∆Ex

∂z2
+ k20

[
εs(z) + δεs(z)

]
∆Ex(r, t)

= −k20
√
N
[
ξ0,−1(z)v

+(x, y, t) + ξ0,1(z)v
−(x, y, t)

]
Θ(z)

∂2∆Ey

∂z2
+ k20

[
εs(z) + δεs(z)

]
∆Ey(r, t)

= −k20
√
N
[
ξ−1,0(z)u

+(x, y, t) + ξ1,0(z)u
−(x, y, t)

]
Θ(z)

(36)
similarly as in a second order DFB laser [20]. These inho-
mogeneous equations can be solved by the Green’s function
approach,

∆Ex(r, t) =k20
√
N v+

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ0,−1(z
′)G(z, z′)Θ(z′) dz′

+ k20
√
N v−

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ0,1(z
′)G(z, z′)Θ(z′) dz′

∆Ey(r, t) =k20
√
Nu+

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ−1,0(z
′)G(z, z′)Θ(z′) dz′

+ k20
√
Nu−

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ1,0(z
′)G(z, z′)Θ(z′) dz′

(37)
where the Green’s function G(z, z′) is the solution of

d2G(z, z′)

dz2
+ k20[εs(z) + δεs(z)]G(z, z′) = −δ(z − z′) (38)

subject to homogeneous Robin boundary conditions. The near
and far field distributions of the emitted beam are given in
Appendix B.

IV. SPECTRAL PROBLEM

The spectral problem to calculate the laser modes is ob-
tained from (27) by setting Fi = 0 (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) and inserting
the Ansatz 

u+(x, y, t)

u−(x, y, t)

v+(x, y, t)

v−(x, y, t)

 = eiΩt


Φ+

u (x, y)

Φ−
u (x, y)

Φ+
v (x, y)

Φ−
v (x, y)

 (39)

where Ω is the complex–valued relative frequency serving as
eigenvalue. Let the solutions (modes) of the spectral problem
(see Appendix C, equation (92)) be distinguished by the index

µ and let the mode µ = 1 be the lasing mode for which
Im(Ωµ=1) = 0 holds. This threshold condition can be fulfilled
by varying some parameter, such as the modal gain

g =
na

neff
Γga, (40)

yielding the threshold gain gth. This relation follows from (10)
and (29). Another parameter of interest is the additional gain

∆gµ =
2

vg
ℑ(Ωµ̸=1) (41)

needed by the other modes to reach threshold. The relative
wavelengths of the modes including the threshold wavelength
are given by

∆λµ =
dλ

dω

∣∣∣∣
λ0

ℜ(Ωµ). (42)

For spatially uniform ∆β = ∆β as assumed here a new
eigenvalue

β̃µ =

(
∆β +

Ωµ

vg

)
(43)

can be introduced. The imaginary part of the eigenvalue β̃
delivers the out–coupling loss (due to out–coupled radiation
at the edges and towards the surfaces). The threshold gain is
then obtained from

gth = 2ℑβ̃µ=1 + α (44)

where α summarizes all internal modal losses.
Besides the threshold gain from which the threshold current

Ith can be determined, the laser characteristics involves also
the slope efficiency [34]

S =
Pout

I − Ith
=

ℏω
q
ηiηd. (45)

Here, I is the injection current, ω is the lasing (angular)
frequency, q is the elementary charge,

ηi =
q

ℏω
Pst

I − Ith
(46)

is the internal efficiency to be determined above threshold, and

ηd =
Pout

Pst
(47)

is the external differential efficiency which can be calculated
at threshold, c.f [35]. The power generated by stimulated
emission within the cavity entering (47) is given by

Pst =

∫
active
layer

∫ L

0

∫ L

0

Qst(r) dxdydz (48)

with the power density [23]

Qst =
εω0

2
ℑε|cvEE∗ (49)

where E(r, t) is the complex–valued slowly temporally–
varying field strength defined in (1).
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In what follows, the single–mode approximation
u+(x, y, t)

u−(x, y, t)

v+(x, y, t)

v−(x, y, t)

 = f(t)


Φ+

u (x, y)

Φ−
u (x, y)

Φ+
v (x, y)

Φ−
v (x, y)

 (50)

is employed where f(t) is the mode amplitude and Φ±
u|v is

a solution of the spectral problem (92). Inserting (10) and
the first term of (22) into (49), considering (50) and the
normalization (26) yields

Qst =
na

neff
ga|Θ|2⟨|f |2⟩|Φ|2 (51)

where rapidly varying terms were neglected, ⟨|f |2⟩ denotes
the mean intensity of the lasing mode, and

|Φ|2 = |Φ+
u |2 + |Φ+

v |2 + |Φ−
u |2 + |Φ−

v |2. (52)

Inserting (51) into (48), employing (40) , and the definition of
the confinement factor (34) yields

Pst = ⟨|f |2⟩
∫∫

g|Φ|2 dxdy (53)

where the integration extends over (x, y) ∈ [0, L] × [0, L].
Finally, the external differential efficiency is obtained by
inserting (53) and (35) into (47) accounting for (50) which
allows eliminating ⟨|f |2⟩. The modal gain has to be taken at
threshold.

V. SPECTRAL LINEWIDTH

The spectral linewidth of a semiconductor laser is given by
[36], [37]

∆ν =
KRsp

4πIph

(
1 + α2

H,eff

)
. (54)

Using the inner product (106) derived in the Appendix C
and making the single mode approximation (50), the results
of Ref. [11] can be adopted to a PCSEL to calculate the
different quantities entering (54). After assuming constant
vg and neglecting gain dispersion and compression, we can
write the intra–cavity photon number, the rate of spontaneous
emission into the lasing mode, and the longitudinal excess
factor of spontaneous emission (Petermann factor) as

Iph =
⟨|f |2⟩
ℏωvg

∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy, (55)

Rsp =
2vg
ℏω

∫∫
|Φ|2DF∗F dxdy∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy

=
vgna

neff

∫∫
|Φ|2Γrsp dxdy∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy

,

(56)

and

K =

(∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy

)2
|(Φ,Φ)|2

(57)

with (Φ,Φ) given in (106), respectively. The rate of stimu-
lated recombination needed to calculate the effective linewidth
enhancement (Henry) factor αH,eff by the expression given in
[11] (equation (78) there) is obtained from the power density

(51) divided by the energy ℏω = ℏ[ω0+Re(Ω] exchanged per
recombination event,

Rst =
Qst

ℏω
. (58)

In order to use the expression for αH,eff given in [11], Rst has
to be averaged over the active layer with thickness d,

Rst =
1

d

∫
active
layer

Rst(z) dz =
g⟨|f |2⟩|Φ|2

dℏω
(59)

with the modal gain (40), so that the derivative

∂Rst

∂⟨|f |2⟩
=

g|Φ|2

dℏω
(60)

is obtained. Assuming a constant differential carrier lifetime,
it follows that

αH,eff = −ℜ(hα)

ℑ(hα)
(61)

with

hα =

(
Φ, ∂∆β

∂N g|Φ|2Φ
)

(Φ,Φ)
(62)

holds. Equation (54) has to be evaluated above threshold
together with the governing equations for the averaged carrier
density in order to determine ⟨|f |2⟩ as done in [11] by solving
the time–dependent coupled wave equations for a DBR laser.

At threshold, a useful quantity that can be calculated is the
slope of the dependence of the linewidth on the inverse output
power, i.e. the linewidth–power product

∆νPout =
ηdℏωvgKRspG

4π

(
1 + α2

H,eff

)
(63)

which is independent of ⟨|f |2⟩ if spatial holeburing effects are
ignored. Here,

G =

∫∫
g|Φ|2 dxdy∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy

=
na

neff

∫∫
Γga|Φ|2 dxdy∫∫
|Φ|2 dxdy

(64)

is the in–plane averaged gain and (47) and (53) was used.
For a computation of ∆νPout expressions for the de-

pendence of rsp, ga and ∂∆β/∂N on N are needed. For
simplicity, analytic expressions are used. The relation between
the carriers injected into the active layer (responsible for
stimulated emission) and the carrier densities in the barriers
and bulk regions as studied in [38] is not addressed here. The
spontaneous emission per length introduced in (11) is given
by [11]

rsp(N) = g′NNtr ln

√
1 +

(
N

Ntr

)2

(65)

and the local gain in the active layer by

ga(N) = g′NNtr ln

[
max(N,Ncl,g)

Ntr

]
. (66)

Here, g′N is the differential gain, Ntr the transparency car-
rier density, and Ncl,g the gain clamping carrier density.
At limit cases, equation (65) exhibits the correct behavior
limN→0 rsp(N) ∝ N2 and limN→∞ rsp(N) = g(N). The
relative propagation factor ∆β which is used when calculating
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TABLE I
INDEX (#), THICKNESS (d) AND PERMITTIVITY IN REGIONS I AND II OF

THE DIFFERENT LAYERS

# d εs,I ℑδϵs,I εs,II ℑδϵs,II

(µm)

1 0.1 12.065 −1.066 · 10−3 12.065 −1.066 · 10−3

2 0.5 10.184 −4.348 · 10−4 10.184 −4.348 · 10−4

3 1.0 10.186 −2.174 · 10−4 10.186 −2.174 · 10−4

4 1.0 10.186 −1.087 · 10−4 10.186 −1.087 · 10−4

5 0.3 10.187 −4.348 · 10−5 10.187 −4.348 · 10−5

6 0.2 10.187 −2.174 · 10−5 10.187 −2.174 · 10−5

7 0.075 12.096 −2.369 · 10−6 12.096 −2.369 · 10−6

8 0.005 13.490 −2.502 · 10−6 13.490 −2.502 · 10−6

9 0.05 12.096 −7.111 · 10−6 12.096 −7.111 · 10−6

10 0.1 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5

air–hole

11 0.15 1.0 0.0 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5

InGaP

11 0.15 10.115 −6.500 · 10−4 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5

12 0.1 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5 12.096 −7.107 · 10−5

13 0.1 10.187 −6.522 · 10−5 10.187 −6.522 · 10−5

14 0.1 10.187 −1.304 · 10−4 10.187 −1.304 · 10−4

15 0.1 10.186 −3.261 · 10−4 10.186 −3.261 · 10−4

16 0.1 10.185 −6.522 · 10−4 10.185 −6.522 · 10−4

17 0.7 10.183 −1.304 · 10−3 10.183 −1.304 · 10−3

18 0.1 12.053 −1.421 · 10−2 12.053 −1.421 · 10−2

∂∆β/∂N and when determining the threshold carrier density
Nth is modeled by

∆β(N) = k0∆nN (N)

+
i

2
[g(N)− α0 − αWG − αN (N)] (67)

with the carrier–induced index change

∆nN = − na

neff
Γα̃Hg

′
N

√
max(N,Ncl,i)

Ntr
, (68)

with the scattering loss α0, the modal waveguide absorption
loss

αWG = − k0
neff

∫ Lz

0

ℑδεs(z)|Θ(z)|2dz, (69)

and the modal loss due to free–carrier absorption in the active
layer

αN (N) =
na

neff
ΓfNN. (70)

Here, α̃H is a prefactor, Ncl,i the index clamping carrier
density, and fN the cross–section of free–carrier absorption.
Note, that sometimes the ratio na/neff is included in Γ.
Equations (65)–(66) and ∂∆β/∂N have to be computed at
the threshold carrier density Nth which is the solution of

ℑβ̃ = ℑ∆β(Nth). (71)

Finally, the threshold current is

Ith = qdL2

(
Nth

τSRH
+BN2

th + CN3
th

)
(72)

TABLE II
GLOBAL PARAMETERS

parameter value unit

λ0 1.07 · 10−6 m

β0 k0neff

ng,eff = c/vg 3.8

d 5 · 10−9 m

na 3.673

α̃H 1

g′ 1.7 · 10−19 m2

Ntr 1.7 · 1024 m−3

Ncl,g = Ncl,g 1022 m−3

α0 0 m−1

fN 16 · 10−22 m2

τSRH 1.5 · 10−9 s

B 1.6 · 10−16 m3s−1

C 4 · 10−42 m6s−1

where τSRH is the carrier lifetime due to Shockley–Read–
Hall recombination and B and C are the coefficients for
spontaneous radiative and Auger recombination, respectively.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The unit cell of the PCSELs under investigation is schemat-
ically shown in Fig. 1b). It comprises a right–angled isosceles
triangle (RIT) with reflection symmetry along x = y chosen
here as an example as this simple unit cell has been used to
realize Watt class PCSELs [39]. The RITs consists of air–
holes or InGaP and are surrounded by GaAs. The length l of
the legs of the RITs in units of the lattice constant a is varied.
The thickness and the permittivity of each layer is given in
Tab. I where layer #11 contains the etched RITs . The active
layer is layer #8. Note that the p-DBR depicted in Fig. 1a is
not considered and that the layers #1 and #18 corresponding
to the n–substrate and the p–contact layer, respectively, are
assumed to be infinitely extended to avoid interference effects
caused by reflections from semiconductor/air or semiconduc-
tor/metal interfaces. Regions I and II are defined in (20).

The global parameters which are identical for both PCSEL
types can be found in Tab. II. It could be suspected that the
effective recombination lifetime τSRH of an air–hole PCSEL
is reduced due to additional non–radiative recombination at
the air–semiconductor interface. The dependence of gain and
refractive index on the carrier density was obtained from a
microscopic model for the permittivity [40]. Note, that by
setting α0 = 0 any additional losses such as from etching
and regrowth, or scattering losses (possibly crucial for air–
hole PCSELs due to the high index contrast between air and
semiconductor) are not considered. The lengths of the sides
of the square active region equal to the simulation domain
are varied within the range 150 µm ≤ L ≤ 800 µm. For
smaller lengths L, the mode intensity |Φ|2 of the InGaP–based
PCSEL is concentrated at the lateral borders of the domain
resulting in high threshold gain and low external differential
efficiency because most of the radiation escapes through the
lateral borders [41].
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Fig. 3. Out–coupling loss of air–hole (violet) and InGaP (green) based
PCSELS with L = 500 µm versus the lengths of the legs of the RIT in
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The numerical solution of (23), the computation of the
coupling matrix C and the numerical solution of the spectral
problem (92) with a finite–difference method based on a 4th-
order scheme is detailed in [41], [42]. The sum in (22) is
restricted by

√
m2 + n2 ≤ 200. The simulation domain is

discretized into 20× 20 equal cells.
Fig. 2 shows the vertical profiles of the in-plane averaged

structural permittivity and of the mode intensity of air–hole
(l = 0.6a) and InGaP (l = 0.8a) based PCSELs. Further
results of the solution of (23) are summarized in Tab. III. The
InGaP–PCSEL is distinguished by a smaller overlap of the
optical field with the active layer, due to the higher permittivity
of InGaP compared to air which implies less steep gradient
of |Θ|2 within the PC layer and, thus, a broader and less high
peak of the vertical mode, and by larger modal waveguide
absorption loss αWG due to the large value of ℑδϵs,I in layer
#11.

The elements of the coupling matrices C for the air–hole
PCSEL (l = 0.6a) and for the InGaP PCSEL (l = 0.8a) are
collected in Tab. IV. Due to the reduced permittivity contrast

TABLE III
RESULTS OF THE SOLUTION OF THE VERTICAL WAVEGUIDE EQUATION

AND THE SPECTRAL PROBLEM FOR L = 500 µM

parameter air–hole InGaP unit
l 0.6 0.8 a

neff 3.328 3.374

Γ 0.014 0.0099

αWG 0.75 1.85 cm−1

αN 0.62 0.64 cm−1

gth 22.3 27.1 cm−1

∆λth = λ1 − λ0 −1.53 1.60 nm
Nth 2.8 4.1 1018cm−3

Ith 0.65 1.12 A
θx,FWHM 0.15 0.15 degr.
θy,FWHM 0.15 0.15 degr.

∆g2 = g2 − gth 2.3 1.5 cm−1

∆λ2 = λ2 − λ0 −1.51 1.45 nm

TABLE IV
COUPLING MATRIX C (CM−1)

air–hole l = 0.6a

776 + 206i −604 + 768i 245− 0i 286− 47i

−197− 704i 776 + 206i 286 + 47i 245 + 0i

245 + 0i 286− 47i 774 + 207i −605 + 773i

286 + 47i 245− 0i −197− 711i 774 + 207i

InGaP l = 0.8a

50 + 14i −330− 147i 10− 0i 27− 9i

−306 + 133i 50 + 14i 27 + 9i 10 + 0i

10 + 0i 27− 9i 50 + 14i −330− 147i

27 + 9i 10− 0i −306 + 132i 50 + 14i

between InGaP and GaAs, the 2D coupling coefficients such
as C13 and C14 of the InGaP PCSEL are by one order of
magnitude smaller than those of the air–hole PCSEL. Con-
tributions of the 1D coupling matrices C1D to total coupling
matrices C, however, remain of the same order.

The optimal values of the lengths of the legs of the RIT were
determined by calculating the dependence of the out–coupling
loss 2ℑβ̃ on the lengths l of the RIT legs, the results of which
are shown in Fig. 3 for L = 500 µm. The out–coupling loss of
the air–hole PCSEL reaches very high values 2ℑβ̃> 200 cm−1

with a maximum around l = 0.75a. In contrast, 2ℑβ̃ of the
InGaP PCSEL rises only moderately with increasing values of
l.

In what follows, l = 0.6a for the air–hole PCSEL and
l = 0.8a for the InGaP PCSEL is chosen. Further results for
these lengths of the legs and L = 500 µm are summarized
in Tab. III. Threshold carrier density Nth and current Ith of
the air–hole PCSEL are lower because of the lower threshold
gain gth and the higher confinement factor Γ. The far–field
divergence angles θx,FWHM and θy,FWHM (full width at half
maximum, FWHM) for radiating into air (nout = 1) are nearly
identical for both PCSEL types and for both directions, the
latter indicating a circular far–field distribution. The lower
threshold gain difference ∆g1 for the InGaP PCSEL can be
improved through unit cell design, e.g. with a double lattice
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as in [43], which is, however, not in the scope of this paper.
In Fig. 4 the complex–valued eigenvalues of the spectral

problem and the coupling matrix are plotted in terms of out–
coupling loss versus relative wavelength. In Refs. [16], [39]
the 4 photonic bands in the vicinity of the second order Γ
point of the Brillouin zone of the PC (corresponding to the
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Fig. 7. Threshold gain (top) and total external differential efficiency (bottom)
of air–hole (violet) and InGaP (green) based PCSELS versus the lengths of
the sides of the active area. Lengths of RIT legs are 0.6a and 0.8a for air–
hole and InGaP features, respectively.

4 eigenvalues of the coupling matrix) are referred to as A–
D with increasing frequency (decreasing wavelength). It can
be seen that the lasing modes, i.e. the modes with the lowest
losses, correspond to photonic bands B and A for the air–
hole PCSEL and the InGaP PCSEL, respectively. This holds
for the chosen lengths of the legs within the complete range
150 ≤ L/µm ≤ 800 investigated. The intensity distributions,
normalized to maximum equals one, of the fundamental modes
of both PCSEL types shown in Figs. 5 and 6 are nearly
circular with a central peak. The first higher order mode of
the air–hole PCSEL correspond to the photonic band B, too,
and therefore its intensity distribution is different from that
of the fundamental mode distinguished by two peaks and a
zero between them. In contrast, the first higher order mode
of the InGaP PCSEL belongs to another photonic band than
the fundamental mode, namely B (c.f. the relative wavelength
∆λ2 for the first higher order mode in Tab. III). Therefore, the
first higher order mode has also a circular intensity distribution
albeit the field is polarized differently (not shown here).

Figure 7 shows the dependence of threshold gain and total
external differential efficiency (sum of efficiencies at bottom
and top surfaces zout = 0−δ and zout = Lz+δ, respectively)
on the lengths of the sides of the active area. With rising L, gth
decreases and ηd increases first rapidly but change slowly for
L > 400 µm. The smaller value of the efficiency of the InGaP
PCSEL compared to the air–hole PCSEL at larger values of L
can be mainly attributed to the higher waveguide loss αWG.

The linewidth–power product and contributing quantities are
plotted in Figs. 8 – 10. The decrease of ∆νPout is mainly
caused by the decrease of threshold gain gth and the rate of
spontaneous emission Rsp with rising L, albeit the inversion
factor nsp = rsp(Nth)/ga(Nth) increases with rising L, in
particular for the air–hole PCSEL (see Fig. 9). The air–hole
PCSEL is distinguished by a larger value of nsp which is the
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TABLE V
LINEWIDTH POWER PRODUCTS AROUND 1064 NM

laser type ∆νPout(sim) ∆νPout(exp) reference
(kHz·W) (kHz·W)

DFB 1.3...3 3.3 [44]
DBR 0.044 0.36 [45]

mECDL 0.009 0.058 [46]

reason that Rsp is similar for both PCSEL types despite the
lower threshold carrier density of the air–hole PCSEL (see
Tab. III).

The decrease of the Petermann factor and the effective
Henry factor for smaller values of L contribute to the decrease
of ∆νPout, too. For both types of PCSELs, ∆νPout has a
similar magnitude in the range between 10 and 2 kHz·W
depending on L. Note, however, that a larger current has to
be injected into the InGaP PCSEL to obtain the same output
power as an air–hole PCSEL because of the lower efficiency
and higher threshold current (see Tab. III).

In Table V experimental linewidth–power products (3rd
column) are summarized for reported state–of–the–art EELs
emitting around 1064 nm. The lowest value of ∆νPout was
achieved with a monolithically integrated external cavity diode
laser (mECDL). Simulated values of ∆νPout using the same
theoretical model and global parameters as presented here are
given in column 2 of Tab. V. For the DFB laser a range is
given because of the dependence of the linewidth on the phase
of the non-vanishing rear facet reflectivity [47]. Although the
trend is predicted correctly, the simulated values of ∆νPout are
smaller than the measured ones, in particular for the DBR laser
and the mECDL. There are several reasons that could explain
the deviation. First, the global parameters given in Tab. II
could not be appropriate for these devices because of differing
active layers. Second, there a additional contributions to the
intrinsic linewidth besides spontaneous emission as noted in
the Introduction, in particular above threshold. Finally, the
experimental values might be limited by the experimental
setups so that they represent an upper limit. From Table V, it
can be concluded that the linewidth–product of the PCSELs
studied here is similar to that of the DFB laser. However,
the output power of a high–power DFB laser is of the order
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Fig. 9. Rate of spontaneous emission into the lasing mode (top) and
population inversion factor (bottom) of air–hole (violet) and InGaP (green)
based PCSELs versus the lengths of the sides of the active area. Lengths of
RIT legs are 0.6a and 0.8a for air–hole and InGaP features, respectively.

0.1 W so that the minimum intrinsic linewidth is of the order
10 kHz. In contrast, a PCSEL could emit tens of Watt resulting
in intrinsic linewidths in the sub-kHz range.

VII. SUMMARY

A general theory for the calculation of the intrinsic spectral
linewidth of photonic–crystal surface–emitting lasers has been
presented. The analysis is based by treating spontaneous
emission as a classical Langevin-type of noise source and
by expanding the solution of the coupled–wave equations in
terms of the solutions of the spectral problem. The general
expression of the linewidth includes the effective linewidth
enhancement factor and the longitudinal excess factor of
spontaneous emission.

The theoretical framework is used to compare air–hole
and all-semiconductor PCSELs regarding their performance.
Although the air–hole PCSEL has a lower threshold gain and
a higher external efficiency, the difference diminishes for large
active regions. The calculated linewidth–power product is of
the order of several kHz·W, with the prospect of very narrow
linewidths being sustainable to Watt-class emission levels, in
a narrow beam. Together with their high–power capabilities,
PCSELs emitting at 1064 nm are therefore suited, e.g., for
optical communication in space or non–linear frequency con-
version.
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APPENDIX A
COUPLING MATRIX C

According to (22), the coupling matrix can be written as
the sum of three matrices,

C = C1D +Crad +C2D. (73)

The matrix C1D describes the coupling of the forward and
backward propagating waves like in a conventional DFB laser
[21]. The matrix Crad originates from the coupling via the
out–of–plane (vertical) radiation fields and results in self and
mutual coupling coefficients similar as originating in higher
(> 1) order Bragg gratings [20]. The matrix C2D is due to
the 2D in–plane coupling of the higher–order partial waves
[16]. Whereas the matrices C1D and C2D are Hermitian if
only the real part of the permittivity is taken into account
in their computation, Crad is not Hermitian. In particular,
the imaginary part of the diagonal of Crad (self–coupling
coefficients) yields the surface radiation loss. In what follows,
the notation of [18] is partially adopted and results presented
in [17] are utilized.

The 1D coupling matrix is given by

C1D =


0 κ2,0 0 0

κ−2,0 0 0 0

0 0 0 κ0,2

0 0 κ0,−2 0

 (74)

with the coupling coefficents

κ±2,0 = − k20
2β0

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ±2,0(z)|Θ(z)|2dz,

κ0,±2 = − k20
2β0

∫ zmax

zmin

ξ0,±2(z)|Θ(z)|2dz.
(75)

The radiation coupling matrix reads

Crad =


ζ
(1,0)
1,0 ζ

(−1,0)
1,0 0 0

ζ
(1,0)
−1,0 ζ

(−1,0)
−1,0 0 0

0 0 ζ
(0,1)
0,1 ζ

(0,−1)
0,1

0 0 ζ
(0,1)
0,−1 ζ

(0,−1)
0,−1

 (76)

with

ζ(r,s)p,q = − k40
2β0

∫ zmax

zmin

ξp,q(z)

×
∫ zmax

zmin

ξ−r,−s(z
′)G(z, z′)Θ(z′)dz′Θ∗(z)dz (77)

where G(z, z′) is the solution of (38). It can be shown that
the relations

ζ
(−1,0)
−1,0 = ζ

(1,0)
1,0 and ζ

(0,−1)
0,−1 = ζ

(0,1)
0,1 (78)

hold. The 2D coupling matrix is given by

C2D =


χ
(1,0)
y,1,0 χ

(−1,0)
y,1,0 χ

(0,1)
y,1,0 χ

(0,−1)
y,1,0

χ
(1,0)
y,−1,0 χ

(−1,0)
y,−1,0 χ

(0,1)
y,−1,0 χ

(0,−1)
y,−1,0

χ
(1,0)
x,0,1 χ

(−1,0)
x,0,1 χ

(0,1)
x,0,1 χ

(0,−1)
x,0,1

χ
(1,0)
x,0,−1 χ

(−1,0)
x,0,−1 χ

(0,1)
x,0,−1 χ

(0,−1)
x,0,−1

 (79)

with

χ
(r,s)
j,p,q = − k20

2β0

∑
√
m2+n2>1

ς
(r,s)(p,q)
j,m,n , j = x, y, (80)

(
ς
(1,0)
x,m,n ς

(−1,0)
x,m,n ς

(0,1)
x,m,n ς

(0,−1)
x,m,n

ς
(1,0)
y,m,n ς

(−1,0)
y,m,n ς

(0,1)
y,m,n ς

(0,−1)
y,m,n

)(p,q)

=
1

m2 + n2

(
n m

−m n

)

×

(
−mµ

(1,0)
m,n −mµ

(−1,0)
m,n nµ

(0,1)
m,n nµ

(0,−1)
m,n

nν
(1,0)
m,n nν

(−1,0)
m,n mν

(0,1)
m,n mν

(0,−1)
m,n

)(p,q)

,

(81)

µ(r,s)(p,q)
m,n = k20

∫ zmax

zmin

ξp−m,q−n(z)

×
∫ zmax

zmin

ξm−r,n−s(z
′)Gm,n(z, z

′)Θ(z′)dz′Θ∗(z)dz, (82)

ν(r,s)(p,q)m,n = −
∫ zmax

zmin

1

εs(z)
ξp−m,q−n(z)

× ξm−r,n−s(z)|Θ(z)|2dz. (83)

The following relations hold:

χ
( 1,0)

y, 1,0 = χ
(−1, 0)

y,−1, 0 , χ
( 0, 1)

x, 0, 1 = χ
(0,−1)

x,0,−1 ,

χ
( 0,1)

y,−1,0 = χ
( 1, 0)

x, 0,−1, χ
( 0,−1)

y,−1, 0 = χ
(1, 0)

x,0, 1 ,

χ
(−1,0)

x, 0,1 = χ
( 0,−1)

y, 1, 0 , χ
(−1,0)

x, 0,−1 = χ
(0, 1)

y,1, 0 .

(84)

Note that, if C1D and C2D are Hermitian (as it is the case here)
and if A(x, y) = A(y, x) (reflection symmetry) hold, further
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relations between the elements of the coupling matrices can
be derived, c.f. Ref. [43].

The Greens’s functions Gm,n fulfill [16]

d2Gm,n(z, z
′)

dz2
+
[
k20εs(z)− β2(m2 + n2)

]
×Gm,n(z, z

′) = −δ(z − z′) (85)

supplemented with homogeneous Robin boundary conditions.
Eqs. (38) and (85) are solved by a transfer matrix method
taking into account that the derivative of the Green’s function
jumps by one at z = z′. Integrals (75) and, especially, (77),
(82), (83) are evaluated using analytic formulas for integrals
of exponential functions, which compose Θ(z), G(z, z′), and
Gm,n(z, z

′). Note that for m2 + n2 ≫ 1 special care must be
taken to avoid numerical overflow and underflow. For more
details, see [41] and [42].

APPENDIX B
NEAR AND FAR FIELD DISTRIBUTIONS

The intensity distribution of the near field is given by

|ENF|2(x, y, t) = |Ex,out(x, y, t)|2 + |Ey,out(x, y, t)|2 (86)

where Ex|y,out(x, y, t) = ∆Ex|y(x, y, zout, t). The far field
distribution can be obtained in non-paraxial approximation by
expressing the field in the outer region z = zout in terms of a
2D Fourier integral, introducing spherical coordinates (radial
distance r, azimuthal angle ϕ, polar angle θ), and employing
the stationary phase method for large values of r [48]. The
result is [49]

EFF(r, ϕ, θ, t) =
e−ikr

ik2r
kz e(kx, ky, t) (87)

where

ex(kx, ky, t) =
1

2π

∫∫ +∞

−∞
Ex,out(x, y, t)e

i(kxx+kyy) dxdy

ey(kx, ky, t) =
1

2π

∫∫ +∞

−∞
Ey,out(x, y, t)e

i(kxx+kyy) dxdy

ez(kx, ky, t) = −
kxex(kx, ky, t) + kyey(kx, ky, t)

kz
,

(88)
kx = k sin θ cosϕ = k

x

r

ky = k sin θ sinϕ = k
y

r

kz =
√
k2 − k2x − k2y = k cos θ = k

z

r
,

(89)

and k = k0nout with nout being the index of the outer region.
The intensity distribution of the far field at a fixed distance r
is

|EFF|2(ϕ, θ) ∝ (k2x + k2z)⟨|ex(kx, ky, t)|2⟩
+ (k2y + k2z)⟨|ey(kx, ky, t)|2⟩ (90)

omitting unnecessary prefactors. Note that a two–dimensional
plot of the far field is usually done in terms of the deflection
angles

θx = atan
(x
z

)
= atan

[
tan(θ) cos(ϕ)

]
θy = atan

(y
z

)
= atan

[
tan(θ) sin(ϕ)

]
.

(91)

The deflection angles equal the polar angle, θx = θ or θy = θ,
for ϕ = 0 or ϕ = π/2, respectively.

APPENDIX C
ADJOINT OPERATOR AND MODE ORTHOGONALITY

The spectral problem can be written as

LΦ
def
= vg [−∆β +C− iD]Φ = ΩΦ (92)

where L is a linear operator,

Φ(x, y) =
(
Φ+

u (x, y) Φ
−
u (x, y) Φ

+
v (x, y) Φ

−
v (x, y)

)T
, (93)

D =


−∂x 0 0 0

0 +∂x 0 0

0 0 −∂y 0

0 0 0 +∂y

 (94)

is a diagonal first–order differential operator, T denotes the
transpose, and Φ satisfies the boundary conditions

Φ+
u (0, y) = Φ−

u (L, y) = Φ+
v (x, 0) = Φ−

v (x, L) = 0. (95)

An adjoint operator L† can be defined via the integral relation∫∫
ΨT (x, y)L(x, y)Φ(x, y) dxdy

=

∫∫ [
L†(x, y)Ψ(x, y)

]T
Φ(x, y) dxdy

(96)

where the spatial integration is made over the square [0, L]×
[0, L]. The adjoint operator L† is obtained by multiplying (92)
from the left with

ΨT(x, y) =
(
Ψ+

u (x, y) Ψ
−
u (x, y) Ψ

+
v (x, y) Ψ

−
v (x, y)

)
, (97)

integrating and transposing,[∫∫
ΨT [−∆β +C]Φ dxdy

]T
=

∫∫
ΦT

[
−∆β +CT

]
Ψ dxdy (98)

and

−i
[∫∫

ΨTDΦ dxdy

]T
= −i

∫∫
(DΦ)TΨ dxdy

= −i
∫∫

ΦT←−DΨ dxdy

= i

∫∫
ΦTDΨ dxdy

+ boundary term︸ ︷︷ ︸
to be zero

(99)

where the arrow directed to the left means that the differential
operator DT acts on ΦT. Therefore, the adjoint operator is
given by

L†Ψ = vg

[
−∆β +CT + iD

]
Ψ (100)

once Ψ fulfills the boundary conditions

Ψ+
u (L, y) = Ψ−

u (0, y) = Ψ+
v (x, L) = Ψ−

v (x, 0) = 0 (101)
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obtained from the requirement of the vanishing boundary term∫ [
Φ+

uΨ
+
u |x=L − Φ+

uΨ
+
u |x=0

]
dy

−
∫ [

Φ−
uΨ

−
u |x=L − Φ−

uΨ
−
u |x=0

]
dy

+

∫ [
Φ+

v Ψ
+
v |y=L − Φ+

v Ψ
+
v |y=0

]
dx

−
∫ [

Φ−
v Ψ

−
v |y=L − Φ−

v Ψ
−
v |y=0

]
dx = 0,

originating from the partial integration.
From definition (96), it follows that both operators L and

L† share the same eigenvalue spectrum, i.e.

L†Ψ = ΩΨ. (102)

Considering an eigenfunction Φµ and an adjoint eigenfunction
Ψν with eigenvalues Ωµ ̸= Ων , respectively, it can be easily
shown that the orthogonality equation∫∫

ΨT
µΦν dxdy = 0 for µ ̸= ν (103)

holds. Instead to solve (102), the adjoint eigenfunction Ψ can
be directly determined from Φ because of the general form

C =


C11 C12 C13 C14

C21 C11 C41 C31

C31 C14 C33 C34

C41 C13 C43 C33

 (104)

of the coupling matrix due to the structure of the matrices
C1D, Crad, and C2D. Therefore, Ψ+

u = Φ−
u , Ψ−

u = Φ+
u , Ψ+

v =
Φ−

v , and Ψ−
v = Φ+

v hold. Note, that these relations can be
considered to be a consequence of time–reversal symmetry
[28]. The orthogonality relation (103) can be written as

(Φµ,Φν) = 0 for µ ̸= ν (105)

with the inner product

(Φµ,Φν) =

∫∫ (
Φ−

u,µΦ
+
u,ν +Φ+

u,µΦ
−
u,ν

+Φ−
v,µΦ

+
v,ν +Φ+

v,µΦ
−
v,ν

)
dxdy. (106)

Note that at an exceptional point (Φµ,Φν) = 0 for µ = ν
[50], [51]. The orthogonality relation of edge–emitting lasers
is recovered if Φ−

v = Φ+
v = 0 is set.
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