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The Siegert relation connects the first- and second-order coherence properties of light. While strictly valid only in the
thermal regime and in the absence of correlations, this relation is routinely extended to the partially coherent regime in
the study of high-β nanolasers, where it aids in the identification of the lasing threshold. We re-evaluate the use of a
generalized Siegert relation in different device regimes. A full two-time quantum-optical theory is derived as a reference
for obtaining first- and second-order correlation functions g(1)(τ) and g(2)(τ) in the steady state. We find that even in
the partially coherent regime the generalized Siegert relation is well suited as an approximation to g(2)(τ) as long as
emitter correlation are negligible, but does not apply well in the quantum regime of few-emitter nanolasers, or to devices
featuring sub- and superradiant emission.

Photon-correlation functions are a powerful tool in the anal-
ysis of light, as they carry signatures of the light’s photon
statistics, its spatial and temporal coherence, and they contain
information on the emission process itself1. In particular, the
first-order coherence function g(1)(τ) is related to temporal
fluctuations in the electric field and the spectral properties of
the light, while the second-order coherence function g(2)(τ)
contains information on intensity fluctuations2. These coher-
ence functions are generally an accepted measure of the coher-
ence properties in the emission of nanolaser devices. Never-
theless, it should be said that small lasers may exhibit peculiar
properties that arise from many-body effects, correlations, and
fluctuations that go beyond what is commonly captured in the
first and second moments of the photon statistics3–5. Analysis
of second-order correlations is used in cavity quantum electro-
dynamics (cQED)6,7 and for the study of emission characteris-
tics and noise spectra of LED and laser light sources8–12. In the
study of high-β nanolasers, measurements of first- and second-
order coherence are commonly used to reveal the transition
from thermal to coherent emission as they carry fingerprints of
the corresponding photon statistics13–18.

The Siegert relation19 relates field and intensity correlations
for light that exhibit a Gaussian field-amplitude distribution
via

g(2)(τ) = 1+ |g(1)(τ)|2. (1)

Its classical derivation assumes a large ensemble of emitters
and uncorrelated emission events20,21. However, a quantum
mechanical treatment relies on the Wick’s theorem for systems
in thermal equilibrium and weak interaction between light and
matter22 (see supplementary material). The Siegert relation has
been employed to analyze experiments in astronomy23, molec-
ular physics24, biology25, and quantum optics26. In particular,
it has become an established tool in the characterization of the
laser threshold in nanolasers16,27.

a)http://www.itp.uni-bremen.de/ag-gies/

In studies of high-β semiconductor nanolasers, the transi-
tion from thermal to coherent emission is commonly detected
by measurements of the second-order correlation function
g(2)(τ) with a Hanbury-Brown and Twiss (HBT) setup that
uses avalanche photo diodes or superconducting single-photon
detectors (SSPD) for recording correlated photon-emission
events15,17,28–30. The temporal detector resolution in such ex-
periments is insufficient to resolve photon bunching peaks
in g(2)(τ) due to small coherence times of thermal and only
partially coherent light. To address this issue, a generalized
Siegert relation (GSR) is assumed to hold in the partially co-
herent regime, which is characterized by g(2)(0)< 2, yet not
coherent emission with g(2)(0) = 111

g(2)(τ) = 1+a|g(1)(τ)|2. (2)

It asserts that intensity correlations captured by g(2)(τ) are
directly related to first-order correlations and decay on a
timescale given by the coherence time

τc =
∫

∞

−∞

|g(1)(τ)|2dτ, (3)

which defines the timescale on which g(1)(τ) vanishes, e.g. in
weakly interacting systems we have |g(1)(τ)|= exp(−|τ|/τc)

1.
The factor a = g(2)(0)− 1 accounts for the reduced value of
g(2)(0)11. Using this relation allows to reconstruct the zero-
delay two-photon correlation g(2)(0) from detector-limited
HBT measurements. In this letter we investigate under which
conditions the GSR is applicable and where it might fail. For
this purpose we employ a fully quantum-optical laser model
and calculate the two-time coherence functions microscopi-
cally, allowing us to explicitly verify the validity of the GSR
for different classes of nanolasers. Finally, we discuss the use
of the GSR in the analysis of semiconductor nanolaser emis-
sion and its implications for the interpretation of experimental
results.

We begin by deriving equations of motion for the two-time
correlation functions g(1)(τ) and g(2)(τ) directly from a mi-
croscopic Hamiltonian. For small systems the full dynamics
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can be calculated with the Lindblad-von Neumann equation.
For many emitters this is not feasible, and we use an approach
based on the Heisenberg equation of motion for operators to-
gether with the cluster expansion approximation22,31–33. We
consider a system of N individual two-level emitters that couple
uniformly to a single mode of the electromagnetic field. The
light-matter interaction is described in dipole approximation
and the corresponding Hamilton operator is given by

H =
ε

2

N

∑
i

σ
(i)+ h̄ωb†b+

N

∑
j

(
gb†

σ
( j)
− +g∗bσ

( j)
+

)
, (4)

where b and b† are photon annihilation and creation opera-
tors, and σ (i) denote spin- 1

2 particle operators acting on the
Hilbert space of the two-level system i. The ε denotes the
transition energy of a single two-level system, ω is the fre-
quency of the cavity mode, and g is the light-matter coupling
strength. Resonator losses, relaxation, and the pump processes
are considered using Lindblad terms with constant rates κ , γ

and P, respectively. Similar models have been used to describe
nanolasers with many15, few34 and even single emitters in a
microcavity35–38. The equation-of-motion approach couples
quantities that account for correlations between particles up to
arbitrary order in the interaction strength. The arising hierar-
chy of coupled equations is truncated in the cluster-expansion
approximation39 by neglecting correlations of five or more par-
ticles, which gives rise to a closed set of equations (see supple-
mentary material). We use the quantum regression theorem40

to derive equations of motion for two-time photon-correlation
functions using the cluster-expansion. From this we obtain a
relation between g(1)(τ) and g(2)(τ) that contains the Siegert
relation (1) and a correction term

g(2)(τ) = 1+ |g(1)(τ)|2 +δg(2)(τ). (5)

Eq. (5) is a key finding of our work and twofold important.
First, we can show that it recovers the Siegert relation (1) in
thermal equilibrium using Wick’s theorem for the Matsub-
ara Green function41. For a non-interacting system in ther-
mal equilibrium, all pure correlations involving three or more
one-particle operators vanish and, in this case, δg(2)(τ) = 0.
Second, our ansatz enables us to numerically evaluate photon-
correlation functions to show that under certain conditions
corrections δg(2)(τ) can become sizeable.

In the following, we consider three specific parameter
regimes. The first regime represents a class of nanolasers
with many emitters subjected to fast dephasing (regime A),
such as quantum-well nanolasers as considered in [15]. Sec-
ond, we investigate a regime with fewer emitters, in which
correlations between individual emitters can form due to their
interaction with a common cavity mode (regime B)42,43. Fi-
nally, we consider the limiting regime of cQED (regime C),
in which very few emitters couple strongly to a single laser
mode as in [36]. We use our quantum optical model to analyze
the behavior of g(1)(τ) and δg(2)(τ) in all three regimes and
subsequently test the validity of the GSR and its applicability
for the characterization of nanolasers.

For regime A, Fig. 1(a) displays input-output characteristics
and the steady state value of g(2)(0) as a function of pump
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FIG. 1. Laser with many emitters subjected to fast dephasing (regime
A): N = 500, g = 0.03 1

ps , κ = 0.04 1
ps , Γ = 3 1

ps and β = 0.1. (a)

Intracavity photon number and second-order correlation g(2)(0) as
function of pump power. The orange dashed line shows the recon-
structed g(2)(0) calculated according to Eq. (8). Colored markers
indicate pump rates at which g(2)(τ) evaluated in panels below. (b)-
(d) Two-time values g(2)(τ) at fixed pump rates. Dashed lines show
predictions by the GSR according to Eq. (2). The inset in (b) high-
lights small differences between g(2)(τ) and Eq. (2) due to residual
emitter correlations.

power. It shows the threshold jump in the photon number (gray)
and the transition of the two-photon correlations (black) from
the thermal to the coherent regime13,27. Fig 1(b)–(d) show the
correlation function g(2)(τ) (solid lines) calculated by solving
the equations-of-motion for the correlations in Eq. (5). For
comparison, we plot the result obtained from the GSR in Eq. (2)
(dashed lines), which allows comparing the time scales on
which first- and second-order correlations decay. We observe
that in regime A the GSR gives a good approximation at all
pump rates, and in particular in the partially coherent regime
for g(2)(0) > 1.3. As we observe in the inset of Fig. 1(b),
there are small deviations from the GSR even deep in the
thermal regime (g(2)(0) = 2). This deviation is related to a
residual influence of emitter correlations in the system that
are treated consistently in our quantum-optical model but are
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FIG. 2. Laser representing regime B: N = 100, g = 0.008 1
ps , κ =

0.1 1
ps and β = 0.2. (a) Intracavity photon number as function of pump

power and second-order correlation g(2)(0) showing superthermal
emission below threshold due to correlations. The black dashed
line marks the value g(2)(0) = 2. The orange dashed line shows
the reconstructed g(2)(0) calculated according to Eq. (8). Colored
markers indicate pump rates at which g(2)(τ) evaluated in panels
below. (b)-(d) Two-time values g(2)(τ) at fixed pump rates. Dashed
lines show predictions by the GSR according to Eq. (2), which fails
to reproduce the antibunching g(2)(τ)< 1 at finite delay τ . The inset
in (b) shows g(2)(τ) calculated without emitter correlations which
restores agreement with the GSR.

largely suppressed by fast dephasing.
The effect of emitter correlations becomes more evident

when the number of emitters is reduced and emitter correla-
tions are not strongly suppressed by dephasing, which is the
case in regime B. The presence of emitter correlations gives
rise to sub- and superradiant coupling, as observed e.g. in [28]
and [43]. In Fig. 2 we show results obtained for a prototypical
device operating in regime B. It indeed exhibits superthermal
bunching features at low excitation (Fig. 2(a)), which have
been identified as a signature in the subradiant regime43. Here,
the assumption of individual, uncorrelated emitters is not justi-
fied, and consequently we observe deviations from the GSR in
panel (b)–(d) at all pump rates. In particular, g(2)(τ) shows anti-

correlated behavior g(2)(τ)< 1 for finite delays τ that the GSR
fails to capture since, by definition, we have |g(1)(τ)|2 > 0 for
all τ . Nevertheless, the GSR correctly quantifies the timescale,
on which the second-order correlations decay below the thresh-
old. In Fig. 2(c) we have g(2)(0) = 2, which is commonly
associated with thermal emission where the Siegert relation is
supposed to hold. Still, we see a significant deviation from the
results of the full calculation, which is an example of the fact
that the zero-delay second-order coherence is an indicator, but
not a proof for a particular state of the electromagnetic field.

To prove that the failure of the GSR is indeed caused by
emitter correlations, we take advantage of the possibility to
suppress their effect in our theoretical model. While emitter
correlations are inseparable from the rest of the dynamics in a
Lindblad-von-Neumann equation, our equation-of-motion ap-
proach has the feature that it allows to specifically neglect terms
accounting for emitter correlations. In the inset of Fig. 2(b)
we show g(2)(τ) for this case. We observe that the superther-
mal bunching for τ = 0 vanishes, and we recover the physics
represented by the Siegert relation. This highlights that the
GSR should only be used for the characterization of nanolaser
devices when it is clear that emitter-correlation effects related
to sub- and superradiance are largely suppressed.

Finally, Fig. 3 shows results for regime C, which is a sys-
tem of three emitters coupled to a single cavity mode. In
this cQED limit, lasing is typically possible in the strong-
coupling regime37, and we treat this system exactly by solving
the Lindblad-von-Neumann equation, which contains corre-
lations up to arbitrary order in the interaction strength. The
parameters are chosen such that the light-matter interaction
exceeds all dissipation rates in the system, which is necessary
to achieve lasing37. Here we observe even stronger superther-
mal bunching below threshold than in the previous case. The
presence of strong light-matter coupling gives rise to Rabi os-
cillations, which manifest themselves also in the coherence
properties (see Fig. 3(b)–(d)). Clearly, the validity of the GSR
is no longer given in this regime, and it is no longer justified
to use it for the estimation of the time scales, on which the
second-order correlations decay.

In the remaining part of this letter, we discuss the applica-
bility of the GSR in experimental characterization of semicon-
ductor nanolasers where the second-order photon-correlation
g(2)(0) acts as a fingerprint of the light’s photon statistics. It is
determined in an HBT setup13,15,16,44, in which the used single-
photon detectors exhibit a timing jitter, i.e. an uncertainty in
photon arrival times, limiting the temporal resolution of the
measurement45. Together with the small coherence time of the
emission for thermal and partially coherent light, this prevents
the resolution of photon bunching at zero time delay in this
regime. Fig. 4 illustrates the averaging procedure caused by the
detector’s temporal resolution using the example of a thermal
g(2)(τ) (blue line). The timing jitter redistributes the recorded
arrival times of photons, which is modelled by a convolution
of the correlation function g(2)(τ)

g̃(2)(τ) =
∫

∞

−∞

g(2)(t)F(τ− t)dt, (6)

with a detector response function (DRF) F(t) shown in the
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FIG. 3. Laser with few emitters operating in regime C: N = 3, g =
0.3 1

ps , κ = 0.07 1
ps , β = 1. (a) Intracavity photon number and second-

order correlation g(2)(0) as function of pump power. Colored markers
indicate pump rates at which g(2)(τ) evaluated in panels below. (b)-
(d) Two-time values g(2)(τ) at fixed pump rates show pronounced
oscillations due to strong coupling conditions. Dashed lines show
predictions by the GSR according to Eq. (2), which fail to reproduce
the time scales of g(2)(τ) in this regime.

inset of Fig. 4, where the temporal resolution ∆t of the de-
tector defines the FWHM of the DRF. The result of the con-
volution corresponds to the measured g̃(2)(τ) (mauve line in
Fig. 4). Clearly, the convoluted g̃(2)(0) significantly differs
from g(2)(τ), showing strongly reduced signatures of photon
bunching g̃(2)(0)< 2 at thermal emission. Crucially, the areas
under the curves are invariant under the convolution due to the
normalization of the DRF. By integrating g(2)(τ)−1 we find

τarea =
∫

∞

−∞

(g(2)(τ)−1)dτ = a
∫

∞

−∞

|g(1)(τ)|2dτ = aτc, (7)

where we used Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) for the coherence time τc.
Thus, assuming that the GSR is valid for all pump rates, it can
be used to reconstruct the zero-delay second-order coherence
g(2)(0). We can rearrange equation (7) and insert it into Eq. (2)
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FIG. 4. Illustration of the convolution of g(2)(τ). Here, a thermal
g(2)(τ) (g(2)(0) = 2) was convoluted with a DRF modelled by a
Gaussian function. The FWHM of the DRF function is given by
∆t = 20ps and quantifies the timing jitter of the detector.

to obtain the reconstructed value of g(2)(0):

g(2)rec.(0) = 1+
τarea

τc
, (8)

i.e., we can determine g(2)rec.(0) from quantities that are not
subject to the temporal resolution of the detector. As the con-
volution with the DRF does not change τarea, we can integrate
g̃(2)(τ) directly to obtain τarea.

We illustrate the reconstruction process by adding the results
for g(2)rec.(0) to Figs. 1(a) and 2(a) as orange dashed line. As we
have discussed above, the GSR gives a good approximation to
the real g(2)(τ) for the thermal and partially coherent regimes
only if emitter correlations are negligible. For regime A, where
these conditions are fulfilled the described procedure leads
to good agreement with the actual g(2)(0). Below g(2)(0) =
1.3 we see a deviation, indicating that the GSR ceases to be
valid beyond this point due to oscillations appearing in g(2)(τ).
However, in a real experiment the photon bunching of the
thermal regime and most of the transition regime g(2)(0)< 2
can be reliably reconstructed with this method. For regime
B, the reconstructed g(2)(0) severely underestimates the true
value which is linked to the anti-correlated behavior of g(2)(τ)
at finite τ .

In conclusion, we have reviewed the validity of the GSR
and its application in the characterization of high-β nanolasers
with semiconductor based gain media. We have developed
a quantum-optical approach to access two-time second-order
correlations functions taking into account emitter correlations
consistently, giving rise to a correction to the Siegert relation
that makes it valid in all emission regimes. In nanolasers with
extended inhomogeneous gain media, such as semiconductor
quantum wells or ensembles of quantum dots, we expect that
fast dephasing suppresses emitter correlations, such that the
GSR is largely valid and can be used for reconstructing g(2)rec.(0).
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In the presence of emitter correlations, strong deviations from
the exact calculations occur, leading us to conclude that it is
imperative to verify the absence of such correlations prior to
invoking the GSR. For future studies our equation of motion
technique can be extended to access g(2)(τ) for a range of
different nanolaser devices, such that relying on the GSR be-
comes unnecessary.
See the supplementary material for the details regarding the
quantum mechanical treatment of the Siegert relation and the
derivation of the quantum-optical laser model.
F.L. acknowledges funding by the central research develop-
ment fund (CRDF) of the University of Bremen.
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