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Quantitative identification 
of dynamical transitions in a 
semiconductor laser with optical 
feedback
C. Quintero-Quiroz, J. Tiana-Alsina, J. Romà, M. C. Torrent & C. Masoller

Identifying transitions to complex dynamical regimes is a fundamental open problem with many 
practical applications. Semi- conductor lasers with optical feedback are excellent testbeds for studying 
such transitions, as they can generate a rich variety of output signals. Here we apply three analysis 
tools to quantify various aspects of the dynamical transitions that occur as the laser pump current 
increases. These tools allow to quantitatively detect the onset of two different regimes, low-frequency 
fluctuations and coherence collapse, and can be used for identifying the operating conditions that 
result in specific dynamical properties of the laser output. These tools can also be valuable for analyzing 
regime transitions in other complex systems.

Complex systems often undergo abrupt or gradual transitions to dynamical regimes that can be safe or dangerous 
for the system functionality1. Examples of dangerous transitions include desertification, population extinctions, 
financial crashes, cardiac arrhythmia, epileptic seizures, etc.2. A precise identification of such transitions is impor-
tant for preventing harmful consequences, and a lot of efforts have focused on developing reliable diagnostic tools 
that can be applied to observed time-series which are finite and usually stochastic3–6.

Semiconductor lasers with optical feedback can generate a rich variety of dynamical behaviors7, and thus, 
are ideal testbeds for studying dynamical transitions and testing novel analysis tools8. Semiconductor lasers with 
optical feedback are also important practical devices, because the complex output signals that they generate can 
be exploited for several applications9,10, including sensors11,12, ultra-fast random number generation13,14, reservoir 
computing15–17, etc.

Two well-known dynamical regimes are the low-frequency fluctuations (LFFs) and the coherence collapse 
(CC). The LFF regime is characterized by sudden dropouts of the laser intensity, followed by gradual, step-like 
recoveries. In contrast, the CC regime, which occurs at higher pump currents, is characterized by fast and irregu-
lar intensity fluctuations. Both regimes occur with moderated feedback levels and when the feedback delay time 
is much longer than the relaxations oscillation period of the laser. The intensity dropouts are actually a slow mod-
ulation of a series of fast, picoseconds pulses18, which are well modeled by the Lang-Kobayashi (LK) equations19.

The LFFs and CC regimes have been known for decades and their dynamical origin and statistical proper-
ties have been intensively studied20–58. However, to the best of our knowledge, the transition points from noisy 
emission to LFFs, and from LFFs to CC, occurring as the pump current increases, have not yet been quantified. 
As can be seen in the video included in Supplementary Material, in spite of the fact that the dynamical regimes 
are profoundly different, the transitions are gradual and an objective identification of the transition points is not 
possible by a simple inspection of the time series.

Here we address the following questions: can these regimes be quantitatively distinguished? can the onset of 
each regime be quantitatively identified? We show that, by using three diagnostic tools applied to experimental 
intensity time-series, are able to quantify these transitions. We use these tools to analyze how noisy fluctuations 
(close to threshold) gradually transform into well-defined dropouts (at higher pump currents), which then merge 
into fast and irregular fluctuations (at even higher pump currents). We delimit the coexistence region, where 
the dropouts alternate with stable noisy emission59–61 and find a region of pump currents where occasionally, 
extremely depth dropouts occur. In the SI we demonstrate the robustness of our results by presenting a second set 
of experiments, and interpret our findings in terms of simulations of the LK model.
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Results
The experiments were carried out with a semiconductor laser with optical feedback as in ref. 62 (see Methods). 
In Fig. 1 typical intensity time-series are depicted corresponding to the regimes of noisy fluctuations, LFFs, and 
CC. Recording the intensity dynamics over longer intervals allows to study the alternation of noisy fluctuations 
and LFFs, shown in Fig. 2. The detection system uses an amplifier that removes the mean value of the signal, and 
thus, the zero intensity level is equal to the mean value of the intensity waveform. To quantitatively characterize, 
as the pump current increases, the transitions between these dynamical regimes, we use three diagnostic tools 
that capture different properties of the intensity time-series.

First diagnostic tool.  The first method is based in the analysis of the standard deviation, σ, of intensity 
time-series recorded with different oscilloscope sampling rate. Figure 3 displays σ vs. the laser pump current, for 
three sampling rates. In panels (a)–(c), for each pump current, ten σ values are displayed, computed from ten time 
series recorded under identical conditions; in panel (d), for each set (pump current, sampling rate), the mean σ 
value is displayed, and in this plot we can identify five behaviors as the pump current increases:

(a)	� Close to the lasing threshold σ is small and shows a low variability. This corresponds to stable noisy emission, 
shown in Fig. 1(a).

(b)	� For higher current σ increases gradually and shows higher variability, capturing the development of intensity 
dropouts (i.e., the onset of the LFF regime). A typical intensity time-trace is shown in Fig. 2(a).

(c)	� For slightly higher current there is a wide spread in the values of σ. This captures the coexistence between 
stable noisy emission and well-defined LFF dropouts59–61. A typical intensity time-trace is shown in Fig. 2(b).

Figure 1.  Typical intensity time-series, normalized to zero mean and unit variance: (a) noisy fluctuations, (b) 
dropouts in the LFF regime and (c) fast fluctuations in the CC regime. The laser pump current, normalized to 
the threshold current of the solitary laser is I/Ith =​ 0.95, 1.02 and 1.20, respectively. The horizontal axis is the 
same in the three panels.

Figure 2.  Intensity time-series (normalized to zero mean and unit variance) for I/Ith =​ 0.97 (a) and 0.98 (b). 
Note the different time-scale with respect to Fig. 1. In panel (a) the depths of the dropouts are heterogeneous 
and there are dropouts below −​9σ. In panel (b) the dropouts are of similar depth and they are less pronounced. 
The panels (c) and (d) display a detail of a single dropout: it is abrupt in (d), while is more gradual in (c). The 
horizontal dashed and solid lines in panels (c) and (d) stand for the 3σ level and the average value respectively.
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(d)	� For higher currents there is an almost linear increase of σ, which captures the increase of the depth and of 
the frequency of the dropouts. A typical intensity time-trace is shown in Fig. 1(b). A similar linear grow was 
reported in ref. 42.

(e)	� Finally, for pump currents above I/Ith ~ 1.08, σ saturates or decreases, depending on the sampling frequency. 
This change, previously unrecognized, captures the fact that the dropouts become irregular and quantitatively 
identifies the onset of coherence collapse. A typical intensity time-trace is shown in Fig. 1(c).

Second diagnostic tool.  The second method is based in the analysis of the number of intensity dropouts. A 
dropout is detected each time the intensity decreases below a preselected threshold (in the following, referred to 
as detection threshold). Because the depth of the dropouts depends on the pump current, in order to be able to use 
a criterion to define a dropout that holds for all pump currents, each intensity time series is normalized to unit 
variance. Then, detection thresholds lower than −​1 are used to detect ‘dropout-like’ events. To avoid detecting as 
events the fluctuations that occur during the recovery process (after a dropout), a second threshold is used: the 
intensity has to grow above the mean value (which is zero due to the amplifier used in the setup), before another 
event can be detected. We use a sampling frequency of 5 GSa/s because it provides a good compromise between a 
precise detection of the individual threshold-crossing events, and detecting a large number of events.

In Fig. 4(a) the number of events (averaged over ten time-series, in logarithmic scale) is plotted vs. the detec-
tion threshold, for different pump currents, which correspond to the different behaviors identified in the previous 
analysis of σ (the corresponding intensity probability distribution functions are shown in the SI):

(a)	� At low pump current [inverted triangles, the time-series was shown in Fig. 1(a)] the number of events de-
creases smoothly with the threshold, which is consistent with Gaussian statistics.

(b)	� At higher pump current [circles, the time-series was shown in Fig. 2(a)] the number of events gradually 
decreases with the detection threshold, capturing the fact that the intensity distribution develops a tail, due to 
the dropouts. While there are about 106 events deeper than −​1, few are deeper than −​9 (~100).

(c)	� At slightly higher pump current [stars, the time-series was shown in Fig. 2(b)] a plateau develops, which indi-
cates that there is a range of thresholds for which the number of events is robust with respect to the threshold 
(thresholds in between −​6 and −​3 detect about 104 events). This plateau captures the fact that many dropouts 
are of similar depth. We note that the dropouts are less pronounced than those occurring at slightly lower 
pump current, because no event crosses the −​8 threshold.

(d)	� At higher pump current [squares, the time-series was shown in Fig. 1(b)] the plateau occurs in between −​5 
and −​1 (thresholds in this range detect more than 104 events), capturing the fact that the dropouts become 
more frequent and less depth in units of σ.

(e)	� For the higher pump current [triangles, the time-series was shown in Fig. 1(c)] the plateau disappears and the 
number of events decreases sharply with the threshold, which indicates non-Gaussian statistics.

Figure 3.  Standard deviation of the intensity time series, σ, recorded using three different sampling rates, 
vs the laser pump current, normalized to the threshold value, I/Ith. In panels (a–c), for each pump current 
and sampling rate, ten σ values are shown; in panel (d), the average σ value is plotted vs the normalized laser 
pump current, for the three sampling rates. In this panel the arrows indicate the current values where the 
behaviors discussed in the text occur.
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These findings are summarized in Fig. 4(b) that displays the number of events (in logarithmic color code) vs. 
the pump current and the detection threshold. The plots shown in Fig. 4(a) are obtained by moving along the 
dashed vertical lines in Fig. 4(b). We note that at low pump current there are no events below −​6 threshold (the 
white color indicates that no threshold-crossings are detected), but as the pump current increases, the detection 
threshold ‘grows’ (negatively), due to the fact that dropouts gradually emerge. Then, we observe a narrow region 
of pump currents, 0.96 <​ I/Ith <​ 0.99, where very few events (~100) are detected with thresholds below −​8. Thus, 
this allows delimiting the pump current region where extremely depth dropouts occur. A further increase of the 
pump current results in a gradual increase of the detection threshold that captures the fact that the dropouts 
become less pronounced. We also note that for pump currents above I/Ith ~ 1.08 the number of events increases 
(note the change from dark to lighter color). This captures the fact that the dropouts occur more often, and quan-
titatively identifies the onset of coherence collapse, in good agreement with the analysis of σ. The transitions can 
also be observed when plotting the number of events vs. the pump current, for different detection thresholds. As 
shown in Fig. 4(c), there is a well-defined region where the number of detected events is the same for the different 
thresholds considered. This reveals that in this region the depth of the intensity dropouts is regular, and thus, 
quantitatively identifies the boundaries of the LFF region. In contrast, outside this region the number of detected 
events varies with the threshold, capturing the fact that the depth of the intensity dropouts is irregular.

Third diagnostic tool.  The third method is based in the analysis of the time intervals between consecutive 
threshold crossings (inter-event-intervals, IEIs). We use a symbolic method of time-series analysis known as 
ordinal analysis63, which has proven valuable for studying laser nonlinear dynamics47–49,52–54,62. With this method, 
each sequence of IEIs is transformed into a sequence of ordinal patterns (OPs), defined by considering the rel-
ative length of D consecutive IEIs. For example, if D =​ 2 there are two OPs: Δ​Ti <​ Δ​Ti+1 gives ‘01’ and Δ​Ti >​  
Δ​Ti+1 gives ‘10’; for D =​ 3 there are six OPs: Δ​Ti <​ Δ​Ti+1 <​ Δ​Ti+2 gives ‘012’, Δ​Ti+2 <​ Δ​Ti+1 <​ Δ​Ti gives ‘210’, etc.

The different dynamical regimes and transitions are then characterized in terms of the probabilities of occur-
rence of the OPs in the IEI sequence. This allows detecting temporal correlations in the sequence of events: if 
the OPs are equally probable there is no temporal structure in the IEI sequence, while more probable and/or less 
probable OPs reveal the presence of temporal ordering.

To detect the events we first consider a fixed threshold, equal to −​3 because it provides a good compromise 
between analyzing only the dropouts that are sufficiently depth (filtering noisy fluctuations), while keeping a large 
number of dropouts (needed to compute OP probabilities with good accuracy), in a wide range of pump currents. 
As shown in Fig. 4(b), the detection threshold varies in a nontrivial way with the pump current. With −​3, more 
than 75000 events are detected, for all pump currents.

Figure 5(a) displays the six OP probabilities vs. the pump current. At low pump current the OPs are equally 
probably, which is consistent with uncorrelated intensity fluctuations. At higher pump currents, large and abrupt 

Figure 4.  (a) Number of events (in logarithmic scale) as a function of the detection threshold (in units of σ), for 
different pump currents. (b) Number of events in color code (logarithmic scale) vs. the pump current and the 
detection threshold. The white color indicates that no events are detected. (c) Number of events in color code 
(logarithmic scale) vs. the pump current for three detection thresholds. The arrow indicates the boundaries of 
the LFF region, where the depth of the intensity dropouts is regular and thus, the number of events is the same 
for the three thresholds.
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variations of the OP probabilities are seen. This is the pump current region where the dropouts develop, they are 
heterogeneous and few of them are very depth. The OP probabilities uncover temporal correlations which are due 
to the fact that, in this current region, the −​3 threshold detects events during the recovery process. It is worth-
while to note that the shape of the dropout waveform changes in this current region [see the panels (c) and (d) in 
Fig. 2], and the OP probabilities capture this change.

At higher pump currents the OP probabilities vary smoothly and pattern ‘210’ becomes the most probable pat-
tern. We note that the value of the pump current at which the probability of pattern ‘210’ is maximum, I/Ith =​ 1.08, 
is also the one where the onset of coherence collapse occurs, as identified by the other two diagnostic tools. For 
higher pump currents the OP probabilities detect additional changes in the temporal correlations among con-
secutive events, as pattern ‘012’ becomes the most probable one, and then, for even higher pump currents, all 
patterns become about equally probable (consistent with no temporal correlations among consecutive events).

Next, we analyze the influence of the detection threshold. Figure 5(b) displays in color code the most probable 
OP vs. the pump current and the detection threshold. It can be observed that there is a range of pump currents 
where the most probable pattern does not vary with the detection threshold (0.96 <​ I/Ith <​ 1.11). In this region 
the depth of the dropouts is regular; in contrast, for other pump currents the most probable OP either varies 
with the detection threshold (because the depth of the dropouts is irregular), or it is not defined (because the OP 
probabilities are very similar).

Lastly, we analyze the influence of the length of the ordinal pattern, D. Figure 6(a) displays the probability 
of the “decreasing trend” pattern of length D with D =​ 2 …​ 7 (i.e., the probability of pattern 10, 210, 3210, …​,  
6543210) vs. the normalized pump current. For easy comparison, each probability is normalized to the value 
expected if the patterns are equally probable, 1/D!. In this plot, the regime transition points that were identified 
with D =​ 3 in Fig. 5 are also observed for the other values of D considered. Moreover, the entropy of the proba-
bilities of the ordinal patterns (known as permutation entropy63,64), normalised to its maximum value, is another 
diagnostic tool that also allows to identify the regime transition points, as shown in Fig. 6(b).

Discussion
To summarize, we have used three analysis tools to identify and characterize transitions between different dynam-
ical regimes displayed by semiconductor lasers with optical feedback, as the laser pump current increases. These 
tools capture different properties of these regimes and quantitatively distinguish among stable noisy emission, 
coexistence between stable noisy emission and low-frequency fluctuations (LFFs), LFFs, and coherence collapse 
(CC).

Previous statistical studies have focused on the properties of the intensity distribution or on the timing of the 
intensity dropouts. While the statistical tools we have used are standard, taken together they have allowed us to 
simultaneously quantify the properties of both, the timing and the depth of the dropouts. A main conclusion of 
our analysis is that the change in the shape of the curve of the standard deviation vs. the pump current (shown in 

Figure 5.  (a) Probabilities of the six D =​ 3 ordinal patterns vs. the normalized pump current, I/Ith. The gray 
region indicates the range of probability values that is consistent with the uniform distribution, which is 
estimated with a binomial test: considering a confidence level of 95%, if all the OP probabilities are within the 
range, p ±​ 3σp, where p =​ 1/6 and σ = −p p N(1 )/p  (with N being the length of the dataset), the OP are 
equally probable; in contrast, if at least one probability value is above p +​ 3σp or below p −​ 3σp, the OPs are not 
equally probable, with 95% confidence level. (b) Most probable OP [in the same color code as panel (a)] vs. the 
normalized pump current and the detection threshold. In the gray regions, either the six OPs are equally 
probable, or the number of detected events is not enough to compute the OP probabilities with robust statistics; 
the white color indicates that no events are detected.
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Fig. 3), which is accompanied by a maximum in the probability of pattern 210 (shown in Fig. 5 and occurring at 
the same value of the laser pump current), quantitatively determine the transition from LFFs to CC regime. We 
also found that at the onset of LFFs, rare and extremely depth dropouts occur. These analysis tools also provide 
objective measures for delimiting the borders of the pump current region where stable emission and the LFF 
regime coexist. In the Supplementary Information we demonstrate the robustness of these observations with 
experiments performed with a different laser and feedback conditions, and we also provide an interpretation of 
our findings in terms of simulations of the LK model.

These analysis tools can be used for identifying the optimal operating conditions that result in specific prop-
erties of the laser intensity, and thus, we expect that they will be valuable for applications that exploit the complex 
output signals generated by semiconductor lasers with optical feedback. These tools can also be valuable for char-
acterizing transitions in other complex systems.

Methods
In the experiments we used a 658 nm AlGaInP semiconductor laser (Hitachi HL6501MG, threshold cur-
rent Ith,sol =​ 43.14 mA) with optical feedback as in ref. 62. The feedback-induced threshold reduction and the 
feedback delay time are 7% and 4.7 ns respectively. The laser temperature and current were stabilized using a 
combi-controller (Thorlabs ITC501) with an accuracy of 0.01 C and 0.01 mA, respectively. During the experi-
ments the temperature was set to T =​ 18 C. The output intensity was detected with a photo detector (Thorlabs 
DET210) connected to an amplifier (FEMTO HSA-Y-2-40) and recorded with an oscilloscope (Agilent Infiniium 
DSO9104A) using different sampling frequencies. A LabVIEW program was used to control the experiment. For 
each set of (pump current, sampling frequency), 10 time series with 107 intensity data points each were recorded.

References
1.	 Turitsyna, E. G. et al. The laminar-turbulent transition in a fibre laser. Nat. Phot. 7, 783–786 (2013).
2.	 Scheffer, M. et al. Anticipating critical transitions. Science 338, 344–348 (2012).
3.	 Dammig, M. & Mitschke, F. Estimation of Lyapunov exponents from time series: the stochastic case. Phys. Lett. A 178, 385–394 

(1993).
4.	 Elger, C. E. & Lehnertz, K. Seizure prediction by non-linear time series analysis of brain electrical activity. Eur. J. Neuro. 10, 786–789 

(1998).
5.	 Cao, Y. H., Tung, W. W., Gao, J. B., Protopopescu, V. A. & Hively, L. M. Detecting dynamical changes in time series using the 

permutation entropy. Phys. Rev. E 70, 046217 (2004).
6.	 Scheffer et al. Early-warning signals for critical transitions. Nature 461, 53–59 (2009).
7.	 Ohtsubo, J. Semiconductor lasers: stability, instability and chaos Springer, 2012).
8.	 Masoller, C. et al. Quantifying sudden changes in dynamical systems using symbolic networks. New J. Phys. 17, 023068 (2015).
9.	 Luedge, K. Nonlinear Laser Dynamics: From Quantum Dots to Cryptography Wiley-VCH, 2011).

10.	 Sciamanna, M. & Shore, K. A. Physics and applications of laser diode chaos. Nat. Phot. 9, 151 (2015).
11.	 Donati, S. Developing self-mixing interferometry for instrumentation and measurements. Laser & Phot. Rev. 6, 393–417 (2012).
12.	 Perchoux, J. et al. Current developments on optical feedback interferometry as an all-optical Sensor for biomedical applications. 

Sensors 16, 694 (2016).
13.	 Uchida, A. et al. Fast physical random bit generation with chaotic semiconductor lasers. Nat. Phot. 2, 728–732 (2008).
14.	 Kanter, K., Aviad, Y., Reidler, I., Cohen, E. & Rosenbluh, M. An optical ultrafast random bit generator. Nat. Phot. 4, 58–61 (2010).
15.	 Brunner, D., Soriano, M. C., Mirasso, C. R. & Fischer, I. Parallel photonic information processing at gigabyte per second data rates 

using transient states. Nat. Comm. 4, 1364 (2013).
16.	 Nguimdo, R. M., Verschaffelt, G., Danckaert, J. & Van der Sande, G. Reducing the phase sensitivity of laser-based optical reservoir 

computing systems. Opt. Express 24, 1238–1252 (2016).
17.	 Nakayama, J., Kanno, K. & Uchida, A. Laser dynamical reservoir computing with consistency: an approach of a chaos mask signal 

Opt. Express 24, 8679–8692 (2016).
18.	 Fischer, I. et al. Fast pulsing and chaotic itinerancy with a drift in the coherence collapse of semiconductor lasers. Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 

220–223 (1996).
19.	 Lang, R. & Kobayashi, K. External optical feedback effects on semiconductor injection laser properties. IEEE J. Quantum Electron. 

16, 347–355 (1980).

Figure 6.  (a) Probability of the “decreasing trend” pattern of length D with D =​ 2 …​ 7 (i.e., patterns 10, 210, 
3210, …​, 6543210) vs. the normalized pump current, I/Ith. For easy comparison, each probability is normalized 
to the value expected if the patterns are equally probable, 1/D!. (b) Normalised permutation entropy computed 
from the probabilities of the patterns of length D (with D =​ 2 …​ 7) vs. the normalized pump current. In both 
panels (a) and (b) regime transition points are clearly identified, which are consistent with the transition points 
that were detected in Fig. 5 with D =​ 3.



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7Scientific Reports | 6:37510 | DOI: 10.1038/srep37510

20.	 Lenstra, D., Verbeek, B. & Den Boef, A. Coherence collapse in single-mode semiconductor-lasers due to optical feedback. IEEE J. 
Quantum Electron. 21, 674–679 (1985).

21.	 Henry, C. H. & Kazarinov, R. F. Instability of semiconductor-lasers due to optical feedback from distant reflectors. IEEE J. Quantum 
Electron. 22, 294–301 (1986).

22.	 Sacher, J., Elsasser, W. & Gobel, E. O. Intermittency in the coherence collapse of a semiconductor-laser with external feedback. Phys. 
Rev. Lett. 63, 2224–2227 (1989).

23.	 Mork, J., Tromborg, B. & Mark, J. Chaos in semiconductor lasers with optical feedback: theory and experiments. IEEE J. Quantum 
Electron. 28, 93 (1992).

24.	 Sano, T. Antimode dynamics and chaotic itinerancy in the coherence collapse of semiconductor lasers with optical feedback. Phys. 
Rev. A 50, 2719–2726 (1994).

25.	 Levine, A. M., Vantartwijk, G. H. M., Lenstra, D. & Erneux, T. Diode-lasers with optical feedback - stability of the maximum gain 
mode. Phys. Rev. A 52, R3436–R3439 (1995).

26.	 Hohl, A., Vanderlinden, H. J. C. & Roy, R. Determinism and stochasticity of power-dropout events in semiconductor-lasers with 
optical feedback. Opt. Lett. 20, 2396–2398 (1995).

27.	 Sukow, D. W., Gardner, J. R. & Gauthier, D. J. Statistics of power-dropout events in semiconductor lasers with time-delayed optical 
feedback. Phys. Rev. A 56, R3370–R3373 (1997).

28.	 Huyet, G., Hegarty, S., Giudici, M., de Bruyn, B. & McInerney, J. G. Statistical properties of the dynamics of semiconductor lasers 
with optical feedback. Europhys. Lett. 40, 619–624 (1997).

29.	 Giudici, M., Green, C., Giacomelli, G., Nespolo, U. & Tredicce, J. Andronov bifurcation and excitability in semiconductor lasers with 
optical feedback. Phys. Rev. E 55, 6414–6418 (1997).

30.	 Vaschenko, G. et al. Temporal dynamics of semiconductor lasers with optical feedback. Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 5536–5539 (1998).
31.	 Ahlers, V., Parlitz, U. & Lauterborn, W. Hyperchaotic dynamics and synchronization of external-cavity semiconductor lasers. Phys. 

Rev. E 58, 7208–7213 (1998).
32.	 Huyet, G. et al. Low frequency fluctuations and multimode operation of a semiconductor laser with optical feedback. Opt. Comm. 

149, 341–347 (1998).
33.	 Heil, T., Fischer, I., Elsasser, W., Mulet, J. & Mirasso, C. R. Statistical properties of low-frequency fluctuations during single-mode 

operation in distributed-feedback lasers: experiments and modeling. Opt. Lett. 24, 1275–1277 (1999).
34.	 Sukow, D. W. et al. Picosecond intensity statistics of semiconductor lasers operating in the low-frequency fluctuation regime. Phys. 

Rev. A 60, 667–673 (1999).
35.	 Masoller, C. & Abraham, N. B. Low-frequency fluctuations in vertical-cavity surface-emitting semiconductor lasers with optical 

feedback. Phys. Rev. A 59, 3021–3031 (1999).
36.	 Liu, Y., Davis, P. & Takiguchi, Y. Recovery process of low-frequency fluctuations in laser diodes with external optical feedback. Phys. 

Rev. E 60, 6595–6601 (1999).
37.	 Hohl, A. & Gavrielides, A. Bifurcation cascade in a semiconductor laser subject to optical feedback. Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 1148–1151 

(1999).
38.	 Sukow, D. W. & Gauthier, D. J. Entraining power-dropout events in an external-cavity semiconductor laser using weak modulation 

of the injection current. IEEE J. Quantum Electron. 36, 175–183 (2000).
39.	 Lam, W. S., Guzdar, P. N. & Roy, R. Effect of spontaneous emission noise and modulation on semiconductor lasers near threshold 

with optical feedback. Int. J. Mod. Phys. B 17, 4123–4138 (2003).
40.	 Avila, J. F. M., Cavalcante, H. L. d. S. & Leite, J. R. Experimental deterministic coherence resonance. Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 144101 

(2004).
41.	 Lam, W. S., Ray, W., Guzdar, P. N. & Roy, R. Measurement of Hurst exponents for semiconductor laser phase dynamics. Phys. Rev. 

Lett. 94, 010602 (2005).
42.	 Hong, Y. & Shore, K. A. Statistical measures of the power dropout ratio in semiconductor lasers subject to optical feedback. Opt. Lett. 

30, 3332–3334 (2005).
43.	 Mendez, J. M., Aliaga, J. & Mindlin, G. B. Limits on the excitable behavior of a semiconductor laser with optical feedback. Phys. Rev. 

E 71, 026231 (2005).
44.	 Vicente, R., Dauden, J., Colet, P. & Toral, R. Analysis and characterization of the hyperchaos generated by a semiconductor laser 

subject to a delayed feedback loop. IEEE J. Quantum Electron. 41, 541–548 (2005).
45.	 Torcini, A., Barland, S., Giacomelli, G. & Marin, F. Low-frequency fluctuations in vertical cavity lasers: Experiments versus Lang-

Kobayashi dynamics. Phys. Rev. A 74, 063801 (2006).
46.	 Zamora-Munt, J., Masoller, C. & García-Ojalvo, J. Transient low-frequency fluctuations in semiconductor lasers with optical 

feedback. Phys. Rev. A 81, 033820 (2010).
47.	 Tiana-Alsina, J., Torrent, M. C., Rosso, O. A., Masoller, C. & García-Ojalvo, J. Quantifying the statistical complexity of low-frequency 

fluctuations in semiconductor lasers with optical feedback. Phys. Rev. A 82, 013819 (2010).
48.	 Soriano, M. C., Zunino, L., Rosso, O. A., Fischer, I. & Mirasso, C. R. Time scales of a chaotic semiconductor laser with optical 

feedback under the lens of a permutation information analysis. IEEE J. Quantum Electron. 47, 252–261 (2011).
49.	 Rubido, N., Tiana-Alsina, J., Torrent, M. C., García-Ojalvo, J. & Masoller, C. Language organization and temporal correlations in the 

spiking activity of an excitable laser: Experiments and model comparison. Phys. Rev. E 84, 026202 (2011).
50.	 Brunner, D., Porte, X., Soriano, M. C. & Fischer, I. Real-time frequency dynamics and high-resolution spectra of a semiconductor 

laser with delayed feedback. Sci. Rep. 2, 732 (2012).
51.	 Hicke, H., Porte, X. & Fischer, I. Characterizing the deterministic nature of individual power dropouts in semiconductor lasers 

subject to delayed feedback. Phys. Rev. E 88, 052904 (2013).
52.	 Aragoneses, A., Rubido, N., Tiana-Alsina, J., Torrent, M. C. & Masoller, C. Distinguishing signatures of determinism and 

stochasticity in spiking complex systems. Sci. Rep. 3, 1778 (2013).
53.	 Aragoneses, A., Perrone, S., Sorrentino, T., Torrent, M. C. & Masoller, C. Unveiling the complex organization of recurrent patterns 

in spiking dynamical systems. Sci. Rep. 4, 4696 (2014).
54.	 Toomey, J. P. & Kane, D. M. Mapping the dynamic complexity of a semiconductor laser with optical feedback using permutation 

entropy. Opt. Express 22, 1713–1725 (2014).
55.	 Li, N. Q., Pan, W., Locquet, A., Chizhevsky, V. N. & Citrin, D. S. Statistical properties of an external-cavity semiconductor laser: 

Experiment and theory. IEEE J. Sel. Top. Quantum Electron. 21, 1–8 (2015).
56.	 Oliver, N., Juengling, T. & Fischer, I. Consistency properties of a chaotic semiconductor laser driven by optical feedback. Phys. Rev. 

Lett. 114, 123902 (2015).
57.	 Choi, D. et al. Low-frequency fluctuations in an external-cavity laser leading to extreme events Phys. Rev. E 93, 042216 (2016).
58.	 Jumpertz, L., Schires, K., Carras, M., Sciamanna, M. & Grillot, F. Chaotic light at mid-infrared wavelength. Light -Science & Appl. 5, 

e16088 (2016).
59.	 Heil, T., Fischer, I. & Elssaber, W. Coexistence of low-frequency fluctuations and stable emission on a single high-gain mode in 

semiconductor lasers with external optical feedback. Phys. Rev. A 58, R2672–R2675 (1998).
60.	 Davidchack, R. L., Lai, Y. C., Gavrielides, A. & Kovanis, V. Dynamical origin of low frequency fluctuations in external cavity 

semiconductor lasers. Phys. Lett. A 267, 350–356 (2000).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

8Scientific Reports | 6:37510 | DOI: 10.1038/srep37510

61.	 Davidchack, R. L., Lai, Y. C., Gavrielides, A. & Kovanis, V. Chaotic transitions and low-frequency fluctuations in semiconductor 
lasers with optical feedback. Physica D 145, 130–143 (2000).

62.	 Sorrentino, T., Quintero-Quiroz, C., Aragoneses, A., Torrent, M. C. & Masoller, C. Effects of periodic forcing on the temporally 
correlated spikes of a semiconductor laser with feedback. Opt. Express 23, 5571–5581 (2015).

63.	 Bandt, C. & Pompe, B. Permutation entropy: a natural complexity measure for time series. Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 174102 (2002).
64.	 Quintero-Quiroz, C., Pigolotti, S., Torrent, M. C. & Masoller, C. Numerical and experimental study of the effects of noise on the 

permutation entropy New J. Phys. 17, 093002 (2015).

Acknowledgements
This work was supported in part by Spanish MINECO (FIS2015-66503-C3-2-P) and ITN NETT (FP7 289146).  
C. M. also acknowledges partial support from ICREA ACADEMIA.

Author Contributions
C.Q., J.T. and J.R. conducted the experiments, C.Q. and J.T. analysed the results. All authors reviewed the 
manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Quintero-Quiroz, C. et al. Quantitative identification of dynamical transitions in a 
semiconductor laser with optical feedback. Sci. Rep. 6, 37510; doi: 10.1038/srep37510 (2016).
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2016

http://www.nature.com/srep
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Quantitative identification of dynamical transitions in a semiconductor laser with optical feedback

	Results

	First diagnostic tool. 
	Second diagnostic tool. 
	Third diagnostic tool. 

	Discussion

	Methods

	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	﻿Figure 1﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Typical intensity time-series, normalized to zero mean and unit variance: (a) noisy fluctuations, (b) dropouts in the LFF regime and (c) fast fluctuations in the CC regime.
	﻿Figure 2﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Intensity time-series (normalized to zero mean and unit variance) for I/Ith =​ 0.
	﻿Figure 3﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Standard deviation of the intensity time series, σ, recorded using three different sampling rates, vs the laser pump current, normalized to the threshold value, I/Ith.
	﻿Figure 4﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Number of events (in logarithmic scale) as a function of the detection threshold (in units of σ), for different pump currents.
	﻿Figure 5﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Probabilities of the six D =​ 3 ordinal patterns vs.
	﻿Figure 6﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Probability of the “decreasing trend” pattern of length D with D =​ 2 …​ 7 (i.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Quantitative identification of dynamical transitions in a semiconductor laser with optical feedback
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep37510
            
         
          
             
                C. Quintero-Quiroz
                J. Tiana-Alsina
                J. Romà
                M. C. Torrent
                C. Masoller
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep37510
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 The Author(s)
          10.1038/srep37510
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep37510
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep37510
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep37510
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




