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Abstract: We analyse the performance limits of coherent modulation based on lossless
unitary transformations, demonstrating that they can achieve high (>30 dB) SINAD and
outperform conventional IQ modulators at equivalent transmitter laser powers. © 2024
The Author(s)

1. Introduction

Conventional coherent modulation is based on amplitude modulation via Mach-Zehnder modulators (MZMs)
which is inherently lossy since it is based on switching. Excess light is discarded via the unused output port of
the optical coupler that combines the two arms of an MZM and the optical coupler that combines the in-phase (I)
and quadrature (Q) parts of the optical field, as shown in Fig. 1(a). MZM-based coherent transmitters often have
modulation losses on the order of 20 dB. Such significant loss is detrimental for power-efficiency and may become
prohibitive for future transceivers with THz level bandwidths, such as highly parallel or frequency-comb-based
transceivers, where the available power on the photonic integrated circuit is limited.

An alternative modulation scheme based on multiple stages of alternating phase modulators and dispersive ele-
ments (Fig. 1(b)) has been proposed and demonstrated [1, 2], inspired by its spatial analog: the multi-planar light
converter (MPLC) [3]. Conceptually, the scheme achieves amplitude modulation by redistributing light temporally
rather than switching. This scheme is known as a spectro-temporal unitary transformation or all-pass modulation,
as the relation between the output target optical waveform (e.g. a Nyquist-pulse-shaped N-QAM waveform) and
the input CW light can be viewed as a unitary transformation on the spectro-temporal modes. Since it uses only
phase modulators and dispersive elements, it is theoretically lossless. It has been recently shown that this modu-
lation scheme can be operated in real time [4] and can modulate the different wavelengths of a frequency comb
independently without any wavelength mux/demux [5]. Besides classical optical communications, the lossless
nature of these transformations also make them highly attractive for quantum information processing [2, 6].

Though experimentally demonstrated, there has been little to no discussion on the performance limits of this
modulation scheme. Here, we examine how the key design factors, including number of stages, amount of dis-
persion, and phase modulator bandwidth impact the accuracy of these spectro-temporal unitary transformations.
Using root-raised-cosine (RRC) shaped 16-QAM as an example, we show that high (> 30 dB) signal-to-noise-and-
distortion ratio (SINAD) is achievable if the bandwidth of the phase modulator is sufficient. We also reveal that
the digital-to-analog converter quantization noise can cause an nonlinear increase in the overall system noise and
distortion. Finally, by calculating the shot noise limited transmitter SINAD of the unitary transformation scheme,
we show that the phase modulation scheme can substantially outperform the lossy conventional approach at the
same transmitter laser power.

ϕ(t) H(ω)CW 

Input

Arbitrary 

waveform 

output
ϕ(t) H(ω) ϕ(t) H(ω)

(a) Conventional IQ modulation

(b) Spectro-temporal unitary transformation

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage N

CW 

input
Arbitrary waveform 

output

a(t)
π/2

a(t)

Discarded 

light Discarded light

Discarded 

light

Dispersion Dispersion DispersionPhase mod. Phase mod.Phase mod.

Fig. 1. (a) Conventional IQ modulation based on amplitude modulation, a(t). (b) Lossless spectro-temporal unitary transform
based arbitrary waveform modulation based on cascaded phase modulators φ(t) and dispersive elements H(ω).
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Fig. 2. (a) SDR v. dispersion per stage (D) for a BPM = 0.55 fs, and varying number of stages, N. The dispersion is normalised
to the symbol period squared (T 2

s ), and so has units ps−1nm−1. (b) SDR v. phase modulator bandwidth (BPM), for D =
10 ps−1nm−1, and varying number of stages, N. The phase modulator bandwidth is plotted in units of symbol rate, fs.

2. Distortions from finite stage spectro-temporal unitary transformations

To understand the performance of the spectro-temporal unitary transformation method scheme without loss of
generality, we use an RRC (β = 0.1) 16-QAM signal to study the signal-to-distortion ratio (SDR). Here, the ‘dis-
tortions’ are those introduced by the imperfect transformation matrix as limited by design constraints. We simulate
10 independent sets of 512 symbols, as 512 symbols is a suitable block length for real-time continuous operation
when considering the computational complexity in solving the transformation matrix [4]. The required electrical
waveforms for driving the phase modulations are calculated using a modified wavefront matching algorithm [7],
in which the initial CW wave is propagated back and forth through the system model while minimising the phase
difference at each stage. The phase update for the n-th phase modulator at iteration k+1 is given by

φn,k+1(t) = φn,k(t)−µ arg
[
h(t)∗Fn(t)B∗

n(t)e
−iφn,k(t)

]
(1)

where Bn(t) is the backwards propagating wave, Fn(t) the forward propagating wave, h(t) is the impulse repsonse
of the phase modulator, and µ is the update step size. The algorithm is iterated until no improvements in SDR are
seen. Although this not necessarily the computationally efficient algorithm [4], it offers the most stable conver-
gence to the target waveform [8] and so is useful for examining limits. The simulation is oversampled by a factor
of eight (i.e. 8 fs) which ensures stable convergence. Fig. 2 shows the average converged symbol SDRs for the
number of stages N (N = 1,2, ...,6) while varying the dispersion per stage D (Fig. 2(a)) and the phase modulator
bandwidth BPM (Fig. 2(b)). Shaded regions indicate the minimum and maximum SDRs of the 10 sequences.

Fig. 2(a) shows that, in general, the more number of stages available, the higher SDR can be achieved. At
any given number of stages N, there is a maximum SDR even if D can be increased indefinitely. This is because
the function of the dispersive element is to provide sufficient temporal mode mixing to approximate the required
non-monomial matrix operation [9], which is achieved at a finite amount of dispersion. Overall, the distortion
level can be very low (e.g. -35 dB) if a few (e.g. 4) stages with a small amount of dispersion per stage (e.g.
0.3 ps−1nm−1) can be implemented. For instance, at 200 GBd, 0.3 ps−1nm−1 is a dispersion of 7.5 ps/nm, which
can easily be achieved on chip in standard silicon photonics [10]. In the extreme case of N = 1, the SDR does not
change with dispersion since in this case the dispersive efficiency of a single element is defined purely by the target
waveform [8]. Our simulations showed that varying the block length, β , or QAM order does not substantially affect
the converged SDR. This is expected since the dispersive efficiency of a single element is determined by the ratio
⟨|Φ(t)|⟩2/⟨|Φ(t)|2⟩ for target waveform Φ(t) [8], which does not vary substantially between these waveform types.
The inset constellations highlight that when the amount of dispersion for a given N is sub-optimal (Fig. 2(a)(i)),
the main source of noise is amplitude error, as is intuitive. On the contrary, when the SDR is limited by the number
of stages (Fig. 2(b)(i)), the noise appears equally distributed between phase and amplitude.

Fig. 2(b) shows that increasing the phase modulator bandwidth allows for more accurate modulation, even
for the case of N = 1 which saturates at the dispersive limit for a single phase only element [8]. Excess phase
modulator bandwidth therefore allows access to high (e.g. > 30 dB) SDRs even with lower (e.g. N = 3) modulator
counts. The inset diagrams also plot some example spectrums of the converged phase modulations next to their
corresponding constellations. One interesting observation is that the frequency content of the converged phase
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Fig. 3. (a) SINAD v. resolution of the DACs used to drive the phase modulators, for BPM = 0.55 fs and D = 0.3 ps−1nm−1.
(b) SINAD v laser power for 200 GBd, assuming a modulation loss per stage of 2 dB, BPM = 110 GHz, 7.5 ps/nm dispersion.
For the IQ mod. case, we assume a modulation depth of Vpeak/Vπ = 0.3.

instructions in the two high SDR cases (Fig. 2(a)(ii) and Fig. 2(b)(ii)) shows a strong roll off, reaching around
-20 dB at the maximum frequency. Therefore, increasing the bandwidth of the phase instructions may not actually
significantly increase the 3 dB bandwidth requirements of the DAC/driver/modulator.

3. Transmitter signal-to-noise-and-distortion ratio (SINAD)

Due to the nonlinear relationship between the successive phase modulation stages, the impact of the quantization
noise from the digital-to-analog converters (DACs) is not as straightforward as MZM-based modulations. There-
fore, we quantize the previously calculated phase profiles to add quantization noise and examine the impact of
DAC resolution. We use an example of BPM = 0.55 fs, D = 0.3 ps−1nm−1 and plot the overall SINAD in Fig. 3(a).
At high resolution, the SINAD simply saturates at the transform limited SDRs presented in Fig. 2. However, at low
resolution, the SINAD is substantially lower than the theoretical limit (6.02M+1.76, for M bits), which is a result
of the nonlinear relationship between the successive phase modulation stages. Nevertheless, Fig. 3(a), shows that
a practical DAC resolution of 5 or 6 bits would offer a sufficiently low noise/distortion floor (e.g. <−30 dB).

Although the spectro-temporal unitary transformation is theoretically lossless, the phase modulators and disper-
sive elements will in practice have insertion loss. Therefore, in Fig. 3(b) we calculate the transmitter SINAD vs.
on-chip laser power at the modulator input for a given number of stages, N, considering shot noise (i.e. optical sig-
nal to noise ratio) and the previously calculated transformation distortions. We use a practical example of 200 GBd
symbol rate (i.e. 200 GHz transmitter optical bandwidth), with BPM = 110 GHz, 7.5 ps/nm dispersion and assume
each stage has a realistic 2-dB insertion loss [10]. We also calculate modulation loss for the conventional IQ case
from the actual Nyquist-shaped 16-QAM electrical waveform driving the sinusoidal MZM transfer function with
a modulation depth of Vpeak/Vπ = 0.3. The modulation depth is chosen for linear operation [11], resulting in an
average modulation loss of 21 dB. At all laser powers, Fig. 3(b) shows that the the low loss nature of the transfor-
mation allows it to achieve higher SINADs than the conventional IQ modulation case, provided enough stages are
implemented. Since fewer stages results in lower modulation loss, the performance gain is most dramatic at low
laser powers, highlighting the potential for low power or high bandwidth (> 500 GHz) transmitters.

4. Conclusion

We have analysed the performance limits of spectro-temporal unitary transformations for coherent modulation
and shown that they can achieve high signal-to-noise-and-distortion ratios with a low, practical number of phase
modulators and a dispersion that is achievable on chip. We also highlight that they can substantially outperform
conventional IQ modulation in terms of achievable SINAD for a given laser power due to their low loss nature.
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