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Abstract 

Atomic magnetometry is one of the most sensitive field-measurement techniques for biological, 

geo-surveying, and navigation applications. An essential process in atomic magnetometry is 

measurement of optical polarization rotation of a near-resonant beam due to its interaction with 

atomic spins under an external magnetic field. In this work, we present the design and analysis of 

a silicon-metasurface-based polarization beam splitter that have been tailored for operation in a 

rubidium magnetometer. The metasurface polarization beam splitter operates at a wavelength of 

795 nm and has a transmission efficiency > 83% and a polarization extinction ratio > 20 dB. We 

show that these performance specifications are compatible with magnetometer operation in 

miniaturized vapor cells with subpicotesla-level sensitivity and discuss the prospect of realizing 

compact, high-sensitivity atomic magnetometers with nanophotonic component integration.  
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1. Introduction 

Atomic magnetometers based on optical pumping can provide sub-femtotesla-level sensitivity [1] 

and are therefore attractive for a host of magnetometry applications including biological sensing 

[2,3], geo-surveying [4], and magnetic map-based navigation [4,5]. Optically pumped 

magnetometers (OPMs) typically involve optical pumping of alkali atoms (most commonly 

rubidium or cesium) with a circularly polarized beam to modify the atomic-spin-dependent optical 

properties of a medium inside a vapor cell. A linearly polarized probe beam is then used to detect 

the precession of the atomic spin in the presence of a magnetic field [6]. Typically, this precession 

causes a polarization rotation of the probe beam which is detected with an optical polarimeter 

involving a balanced polarimetry, photoelastic or Faraday modulation method [7].  Most OPMs 

have been realized using an orthogonal pump-probe arrangement with balanced optical 

polarimetry, since it has a simple configuration and if sufficiently balanced, can suppress common-

mode noise arising from laser intensity fluctuations [8].  

While breakthroughs in microfabricated vapor cells [9] have enabled the miniaturization of OPMs 

and their integration with chip-scale photonic technologies such as VCSELs [2,10], state-of-the-

art OPMs based on balanced polarimetry detection mostly utilize bulk birefringent polarization 

optics such as waveplates and polarizing beam splitters which still limit the sensor volume, 
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scalability, and their use in many portable applications [11–13]. More recently, various schemes 

have been proposed [14,15] and experimentally demonstrated [16,17] to further integrate OPMs 

with nanophotonic components, but the performance limits of nanophotonic-integrated OPMs are 

still being explored. 

A common approach to simplify OPM designs and make them more scalable towards realizing 

multi-channel OPM arrays is to have the pump and probe beams share a single optical axis. These 

inline OPM schemes can be achieved by using a single elliptically polarized beam [18] or by 

overlapping the pump and probe beams at different transitions (e.g., the D1 and D2 lines) [19]. 

Inline OPM configurations are also highly compatible with miniaturized magnetometers since 

microfabricated vapor cells usually allow only one optical access path. 

In this work, we propose integration of inline OPMs with metasurface-based polarization 

components (Fig. 1). Specifically, we have designed an efficient and compact balanced 

polarimetry scheme using a metasurface-based polarization beam splitter (PBS). The geometry of 

our metasurface-based PBS can be freely optimized and tailored for integration with other atomic 

species and single-beam OPM designs. In addition, with advances in MEMS vapor cell fabrication 

[20] as well as techniques to integrate atomic vapor with integrated photonic circuits [16,17,21–

23], it should be possible to directly fabricate metasurfaces on the glass windows of atomic-vapor 

cells. 

We then evaluate the accuracy and sensitivity of atomic magnetometry using the miniaturized 

balanced detection scheme. For our OPM platform, we use Spin Exchange Relaxation Free (SERF) 

magnetometry in rubidium (Rb) with elliptically polarized light [16]. SERF magnetometers 

typically operates in a high atomic density regime (> 1013 𝑐𝑚−3 ) where the spin-exchange 

collision rate of the alkali metal atoms is much larger than the Larmor precession frequency, 

resulting in longer ground state Zeeman coherence time and thus extremely high sensitivity [18]. 

In this case, the circularly polarized component of the elliptically polarized light induces atomic 

polarization in the ground state of isotopically purified Rb atoms through optical pumping. A 

balanced polarimetry scheme is then used to measure the optical rotation of the linearly polarized 

component of the transmitted light at the output of the cell. The balanced polarimeter consists of a 

 

FIG. 1.  Schematic of the proposed atomic magnetometer with a metasurface-based polarimeter. LP: 

linear polarizer; QWP: quarter waveplate; PD: photodetector.  
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metasurface PBS that splits the horizontal and vertical linear polarization components of the light 

beam propagating through the vapor cell medium which are then measured using two independent 

photodetectors. The detection of the difference of the horizontal and vertical linear polarization 

intensities provides a direct measure of the optical rotation. The sensitivity of the magnetometer is 

determined by the signal-to-noise ratio with which the rotation signal is measured.  

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2, we introduce our approach to design nanophotonic 

components for miniaturized balanced detection scheme in in-line OPMs. Optical performance of 

those components is discussed including transmission losses and polarization extinction ratio. A 

performance analysis of SERF with metasurface optics is presented in section 3.  

2. Design and modeling of metasurface-based PBS 

2.1 Design approach 

Recently, dielectric metasurfaces made of arrays of elliptical posts have been adopted to design a 

wide range of nanophotonic components (such as beam splitters, waveplates and optical lenses) 

offering efficient control of the amplitude, phase, and polarization of light. The majority efforts 

have been dedicated to engineer metalenses [25], beam shaping devices [26,27], polarization optics 

[28] and holograms [29]. These advances have recently been applied to trap and cool atoms on a 

chip [30]. In this paper, we adapt an approach to design metasurface polarization components for 

operation at near-infrared (780 - 795 nm) wavelengths and thus compatible with Rb-based sensors. 

Our designs maintain high-transmission efficiency and polarization extinction ratio. Our approach 

is based on the formalism described by Arbabi et al in [28]. Specifically, we implement 

metasurface optical components by arrays of elliptical posts with the same height, but different 

diameters to locally modify the phase distribution and polarization of any arbitrary input beam.  

We consider a transmissive metasurface polarizing beam splitter design (Fig. 2a) that can be used 

in a variety of miniaturized OPMs for balanced polarimetry of the magnetometry signal resulting 

from the polarization rotation of the probe light. For such a metasurface design, the optical 

response is fully determined by the phase and amplitude of light in transmission. Fig. 2b shows a 

schematic illustration of the unit cell structure of the metasurface, consisting of a single-crystalline 

silicon elliptical post of height 𝐻  and post diameters 𝑟𝑥  and 𝑟𝑦  along the 𝑥  and 𝑦  axes on a 

sapphire substrate. In the design, 𝐻 is fixed while 𝑟𝑥  and 𝑟𝑦   are tailored to achieve the desired  𝜑𝑥 

and 𝜑𝑦 phase shifts for 𝑥 and 𝑦-polarized waves, respectively. To implement beam splitting based 

on input polarization of a normally incident beam, the desired phase shifts are set to 𝜑𝑥 =

−𝑘𝑥𝑠𝑖𝑛𝜃  for an 𝑥 -polarized beam and 𝜑𝑦 = 𝑘𝑥𝑠𝑖𝑛𝜃  for a 𝑦 -polarized beam, where the 

wavenumber is 𝑘 = 2𝜋 𝜆⁄  and 2𝜃 is the separation angle between the split beams. For this design, 

the phase shifts are invariant along 𝑦. We note that the metasurface splits the incident light into 

beams with polarizations along 𝑥𝑧 (from the 𝑥-polarized component of the incident beam) and 𝑦 

(from the 𝑦-polarized component of the incident beam). For simplicity, we will refer the 𝑥𝑧-

polarized transmitted beam as the 𝑥-polarized beam for the remainder of the paper. 
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Next, we construct the metasurface by sampling the phase profile using a square lattice of silicon 

elliptical posts of various diameters that implement the required phase shift at that position. As 

stated in [28], to avoid non-zero order diffraction and to achieve a better approximation of the 

phase profile, the sampling lattice constant 𝑎 should be smaller than the operating wavelength. In 

our case, we choose 𝑎 = 400 𝑛𝑚 for the Rb D1-line (795 𝑛𝑚). 

By varying the geometric parameters 𝑟𝑥 , 𝑟𝑦   of the elliptical posts, we can impose independent 

phase shifts along the 𝑥 and 𝑦 polarization axes. Figs. 2c and d show the simulated transmitted 

power and phase shift of an array of elliptical posts with different axis radii from 40 nm to 140 nm 

for an incident linearly polarized (𝑥 or 𝑦) plane wave. We see directly from the figure that this 

platform provides a complete phase coverage independently over φx and φy while maintaining a 

relatively high transmission amplitude of > 87%. Elliptical posts of specific radius are selected to 

match the metasurface phase profile at their position by minimizing the squared error 𝜖 =

|𝑡𝑥 − 𝑒𝑖𝜑𝑥|2 + |𝑡𝑦 − 𝑒𝑖𝜑𝑦|2, where 𝑡𝑖 is the transmission coefficient of the elliptical post and 𝜑𝑖 is 

the calculated phase profile for polarization 𝑖 = 𝑥, 𝑦 , respectively. The resulting metasurface 

consists of 2500 × 2500 posts (a portion of which is shown in Fig. 2e) and is designed to achieve 

a 2𝜃 =  20 °  split angle between the 𝑥  and 𝑦  polarization components. For this design, the 

maximum 𝜖 obtained is 0.0886 while the average 𝜖 is 0.0166. These 𝜖 values are limited by the 

mismatch between the desired phase and amplitude profiles and the discretized values in Figs. 2c 

 

FIG. 2.  (a) Operation of a metasurface polarizing beam splitter, which splits an incident beam into 

beams of orthogonal xz and y polarizations. Note that for simplicity, we will refer the xz-polarized beam 

as the x-polarized transmitted beam for the rest of the paper. (b) Illustration of a unit cell comprising of 

a silicon post on a transparent substrate (here, sapphire). The silicon post has an elliptical cross-section 

(principal axis lengths 𝑟𝑥   and 𝑟𝑦  ) and height H. (c)-(d) Calculated normalized transmitted power 

(“Transmittance”) and phase shift of an incident x- or y- polarized plane wave, based on full-wave 

simulation of swept elliptical parameters with fixed lattice constant (a = 400 nm) and post height (H = 

500 nm). (e) Top view of a section of the metasurface polarization beam splitter design.  
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and 2d, but are nonetheless sufficiently low to ensure good beam splitting performance while 

maintaining high transmission, as will be shown in the next section.  

2.2 Simulated optical performance 

To characterize the optical performance of our metasurface beam splitter, we performed finite-

difference time domain (FDTD) simulations for a design with a device area of 16 μm × 16 μm 

using a Gaussian beam source (see Supplementary Information S1 on justification of our simulated 

beam source). Our design can be extended to a much larger (>1 mm2) device footprint, but this 

representative simulation area is chosen to limit computational time. The incident beam of 

wavelength 𝜆 = 795 𝑛𝑚  (D1 transition of 𝑅𝑏87 ) is propagating in the 𝑧 -direction at normal 

incidence. We evaluated the transmission characteristics of the metasurface for different input 

polarization angles. Fig. 3a represents the normalized transmitted far-field intensity for an incident 

linear polarization at 45° (comprising of an equal superposition of 𝑥  and 𝑦  polarizations). As 

expected, the designed metasurface splits the 45° linearly polarized incident beam into 𝑥- and 𝑦-

polarized beams propagated along different directions. The split beams have a slightly different 

transmittance with a split ratio of 49% and 47% for 𝑥  and 𝑦  polarization respectively. The 

transmittance among various input polarization angles is shown in Fig. 3b.  The results for 𝑥-

polarized beam (respectively for 𝑦-polarized beam) demonstrate that the transmitted intensity 

varies as the square of the cosine (respectively sine) of the polarization angle of the input beam. 

This is in good consistency with Malus law for linear polarizers.  

The performance shown here is for input beams of wavelength 𝜆 = 795 𝑛𝑚 at normal incidence, 

in which the simulated transmittance is over 80% exhibits a slight linear dichroism (83.3% for 𝑥-

 

FIG. 3.  (a) The 3D far-field normalized intensity scattering patterns for the 45-linearly polarized incident 

Gaussian beam under normal incidence. (b) The normalized transmission in far field for different 

polarization angles of the input beam. Each data point for the 𝑥 and 𝑦-polarized beam is obtained by 

integrating the optical power within their respective scattered spot, then normalize it to the overall 

transmission power. The solid lines indicate sinusoidal fit to the data. 
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polarized beam and 85.8% for 𝑦-polarized beam). Polarization extinction ratio (PER) is another 

important performance metric for PBS devices. We define the PER for each output port as the light 

intensity of main polarization mode divided by the light intensity of the orthogonal polarization 

mode (see Supplementary Information S2). For normal incidence, the PER is 20.55 dB for 𝑥 

polarization and 28.3 dB for 𝑦 polarization. The PER values of this design are limited by the 

discrete sampling of the metasurface and the residual phase error (𝜖 in Section 2.1) when matching 

the geometric parameters of each elliptical post with the desired phase response. 

In reality, the transmission efficiency and PER of the metasurface structure may vary with the 

incident angle as it has been reported in earlier works [15]. These deviations are significant 

considerations in an OPM, which may have axial misalignments between an input beam and the 

atomic cell. We have analyzed the transmission and polarization extinction of our design for 

different angles of incidence to evaluate the alignment requirements for achieving sensitive 

balanced polarimetry measurements. Figs. 4c and 4d show the transmittance and polarization 

extinction ratio at different incident angles from 0 to 10°. Both performance metrics suffer from 

degradation as the incident angle exceeds 5° , which is again attributed to the higher-order 

diffraction as the incidence condition deviates from the requirement for zero-order diffraction: 

𝜆 ≫
𝑎

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃
 (where 𝜃 is the incident angle). Nevertheless, the polarization extinction ratio maintains 

a level of > 17 𝑑𝐵 over a range of 10°, an alignment condition that can be readily achieved in the 

actual experiment. 

3. Sensitivity performance analysis  

In this section, we evaluate how the optical performance of our proposed metasurface PBS affects 

balanced polarimetry and thereby the sensitivity and accuracy of an OPM.  Our PBS design can is 

compatible with millimeter-scale, microfabricated Rb cells involving separate non-parallel [15] or 

inline pump and probe beams. For reasons specified in Section 1, we focus on the magnetometry 

schemes that are compatible with inline pump-probe configurations such as the Mx [31], Bell-

Bloom [32], SERF [33], and nonlinear magneto-optical rotation (NMOR) [34] OPMs. Of the 

 

FIG. 4.  Simulated intensity transmission and polarization extinction ratio as function of the incident angle 

for (a) 𝑥-polarized beam and (d) 𝑦-polarized beam.  
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above schemes proposed, SERF is an attractive candidate since it provides the highest sensitivities 

among OPMs and has been demonstrated to achieve sub-picotesla sensitivity in microfabricated 

cells [33]. Moreover, while the shot-noise-limited sensitivity of SERF magnetometry is expected 

to degrade with decreasing cell size [35], SERF operation relies on a high buffer gas pressure 

which is also necessary in very small (≾ mm3) vapor cells to prevent decoherence from collisions 

of the atoms with the cell wall. A high buffer gas pressure would broaden atomic transitions and 

preclude the operation of NMOR [36]. Finally, SERF using elliptically polarized light has shown 

very promising results with device scale down to 5 mm [16, 31] and can require only a single 

optical beam to operate [18,19], and thus highly compatible with nanophotonic integration. 

We thus choose SERF magnetometry using a single elliptical beam as the platform for evaluating 

the sensitivity of a metausrface-integrated magnetometer [18]. In this scheme, an elliptically 

polarized light close to the 𝑅𝑏87  D1 transition interacts with a 𝑅𝑏87  vapor cell of optical path 

length 𝑙 and Rb number density 𝑛 to generate atomic spin polarization. This same optical beam is 

used to detect spin polarization via balanced polarimetry. An amplitude-modulating field is applied 

along the direction of magnetic field measurement (along 𝑥) which must be transverse to the light 

propagation direction; all other field components are nulled. The optical signal is then detected 

using lock-in detection at the modulation frequency (𝜔𝑚𝑜𝑑). The theory of operation for SERF 

magnetometry with elliptical light was worked out in [18] for the case of an ideal PBS with 

transmittance 𝑇 = 1  and infinite polarization extinction ratio. In this scenario, the balanced 

polarimetry gives the polarization angle rotation 𝜙 via the differential signal of the two outputs 

from the PBS:  

 𝒟 = 𝐸0
2𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙cos2𝛽𝑠𝑖𝑛𝜙 (1) 

 

where 𝜙  is proportional to the spin polarization along the optical axis (see Supplementary 

Information S3 for derivation); 𝐸0  is the electric field amplitude; 𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙  is related to light 

absorption by Rb atoms (whereby 𝜎 is the photon absorption cross section for unpolarized Rb 

atoms); 𝛽 is the ellipticity of the light and is set to 𝜋/8 [18]. In the low polarization limit, the signal 

𝒟 is linear in terms of spin polarization 𝑃𝑧. This optical rotation will allow us to determine the 

transverse magnetic field.  

3.1 Effects of polarization-dependent transmittance and PER on magnetometry 

Note that the differential signal 𝒟 shown in Eq. 1 only includes the polarization rotation term 

induced by circular birefringence. Such simplicity cannot be assumed for our metasurface PBS 

which has a non-negligible transmittance difference for the two orthogonal linear polarization and 

polarization leakage. We thus modify the theory to incorporate these non-idealities. Let 𝑇𝑥 , 𝑇𝑦 be 

the transmittance for the  𝑥 and 𝑦 polarizations, 𝑏𝑥  and 𝑏𝑦  be the percentage of the transmitted 
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optical power that is leaked into the other output of the PBS for a pure 𝑥 and 𝑦 polarization input, 

respectively. 𝑏 is related to PER through 𝑏 =
1

𝑃𝐸𝑅+1
. Then the outputs of the PBS become: 

 
𝐼𝑥 = 𝑇𝑥(1 − 𝑏𝑥)𝐼𝑥,𝑖𝑛 + 𝑇𝑦𝑏𝑦𝐼𝑦,𝑖𝑛 

𝐼𝑦 = 𝑇𝑥𝑏𝑥𝐼𝑥,𝑖𝑛 + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 𝑏𝑦)𝐼𝑦,𝑖𝑛 
(2) 

 

i.e. the two outputs are now a linear superposition of the light intensities along two orthogonal 

polarization axes. The direct consequence of this intensity mixture is that the differential signal 

will now contain an additional term due to circular dichroism that is proportional to 𝜎. It can be 

shown that under this “imperfect PBS” model, the differential signal can be approximated as (see 

Supplementary Information S3 for the derivation): 

 𝒟 = 𝐸0
2𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙(𝜂𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 sin 𝜙 +

(𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥))

4
𝜎𝑛𝑙𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽𝑃𝑧) 

 

(3) 

where  

 𝜂 =
𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)

2
√1 − (

𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽(𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦))
)

2

; 

 

(4) 

𝜙 is the polarization rotation angle and is proportional to 𝑃𝑧. We see that the imperfect PBS results 

in two modifications in the expression of the differential signal: first, the original polarization 

rotation signal is attenuated by a factor of 𝜂; second, the imperfect PBS introduces another term 

related to the change of the polarization ellipticity induced by the circular dichroism of the atomic 

medium, which is also proportional to 𝑃𝑧 in the low polarization limit. 
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We will now compare the magnetometry signal of a metasurface-integrated magnetometer with 

one based on ideal optics (namely, a PBS with near unity transmittance, ultra-high PER, and no 

linear dichroism). We use identical excitation and cell conditions as in [18], in which the Rb vapor 

cell is filled with 300 Torr helium and 100 Torr nitrogen and heated to 200 ℃ . The laser frequency 

detuning is set to 𝑣0 − 𝜈 = 45 𝐺𝐻𝑧. These conditions lead to a linewidth Δ𝜈 of 7.97 GHz, optical 

pumping rate of 880 Hz, and a spin relaxation rate of 1200 Hz. Fig. 5 shows the differential signal 

𝒟 as a function of the transverse magnetic field 𝐵𝑥 for magnetometers based on ideal optics (red) 

and our metasurface design (blue) for a vapor cell with 𝑙 = 5 𝑚𝑚. We can see from the Fig. 5 that 

the incorporation of the metasurface PBS into the magnetometer does not change the dispersive 

character of the signal and only modifies the signal amplitude by a scaling factor 𝜉 that is given 

by: 

 𝜉 = 𝜂 +
(𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥))

8

Δ𝜈

𝜈0 − 𝜈
 

 

(5) 

For our design, 𝜉 ≅ 0.837. The metasurface polarization extinction ratios are still sufficiently 

high, such that 𝑏𝑥 , 𝑏𝑦 ≪ 1. Additionally, there is with no significant linear dichroism |𝑇𝑥 − 𝑇𝑦| ≪

1 and the laser detuning is sufficiently larger than the pressure-broadened linewidth. Under these 

conditions, the signal amplitude is simply attenuated by the mean transmittance of �̂�  and �̂� 

polarization: 𝜉 ≅
𝑇𝑥+𝑇𝑦

2
.  Finally, it may be possible to further improve the metasurface design 

 

FIG. 5.  Simulated differential signal 𝒟 with lock-in detection at the modulating frequency 𝜔𝑚𝑜𝑑 as a 

function of 𝐵𝑥  with an ideal PBS (red) and metasurface PBS (blue). 
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using adjoint optimization methods [37–39] that minimize the figure of merit (FOM) defined as  

𝐹𝑂𝑀 = |
𝑇𝑦(1−2𝑏𝑦)−𝑇𝑥(1−2𝑏𝑥)

𝑇𝑥(1−2𝑏𝑥)+𝑇𝑦(1−2𝑏𝑦)
|. This analysis can also serve as a useful guideline for designing 

nanophotonic components for other quantum sensors. 

3.2 Impact of metasurface PBS on magnetometer noise  

We now discuss the impact of the metasurface PBS on the various noise sources accompanying 

the atomic magnetometer signal. It is shown in [33] that in a single-beam, millimeter-scale 

magnetometer based on absorption measurement, the laser intensity noise dominates. The laser 

intensity noise can arise from laser current fluctuations or light polarization drifts that are 

converted into amplitude noise by a linear polarizer at the input. The SERF scheme we adopted 

for miniaturization in this paper uses balanced polarimetry as well as spin modulation with lock-

in detection, which are capable of suppressing the intensity noise [18,40]. A sensitivity of 

7 𝑓𝑇/√𝐻𝑧 was reported in a centimeter-scale cell in [18], with the dominant noise source being 

the Johnson noise from the magnetic shield.  

The residual laser intensity noise will contribute to the overall technical noise (which also includes 

electronic noise) which will limit the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of the measurement. Since the 

metasurface PBS scales the differential signal amplitude by 𝜉 ≅ 0.837, we expect the SNR of the 

metasurface-integrated magnetometer to scale by a similar amount. Based on the inverse 

relationship between sensitivity and SNR [41], the magnetic field sensitivity will thus degrade by 

about a factor of 1.2. 

In addition to its impact on detection, laser intensity noise also affects the optical pumping rate 

and light shifts experienced by atoms [42,43], We calculated the effect of optical pumping rate 

variation in Supplementary Information S4 and showed that the resulting field measurement errors 

are not affected by the use of a metasurface PBS. The light shift effect is equivalent to a fictitious 

magnetic field along the light propagation direction (𝑧) with its amplitude proportional to the laser 

intensity. In [18], the light shift effect is countered by applying a magnetic field in the opposite 

direction that minimizes the magnetic resonance linewidth. If the laser intensity noise is present, 

there will always be a small fictious field 𝛿𝐵𝑧  that is not balanced. Fortunately, if the noise 

amplitude is small enough such that 𝛾𝛿𝐵𝑧𝜏 ≪ 1, then it is shown in [44] that the induced change 

in atomic polarization 𝑃𝑧 is of second order in 𝛿𝐵𝑧, rendering the error negligible.  

4. Conclusion and outlook  

We have demonstrated a metasurface-based balanced polarimeter design for a compact Rb 

magnetometer based on SERF and have connected its optical performance to the magnetometer 

accuracy and sensitivity. This design can be realized with electron-beam lithography and reactive-

ion etching techniques on single-crystal silicon films grown on transparent substrates. It may be 

possible to incorporate the metasurface PBS as part of the glass wafer anodically bonded to the 

silicon housing during MEMS fabrication of mm-scale vapor cells [10]. Modeling of balanced 
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polarimetry using simulated transmittance and PER shows that the nanophotonic component can 

be integrated into SERF magnetometry with only a 20% degradation in sensitivity. Our analysis 

of the magnetometry dependence of an imperfect PBS may inform future efforts to design and 

integrate nanophotonic polarization optics into atomic magnetometers and other atom-based 

sensors. 
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S1: Plane-wave approximation 

Here we justify our assumption that the phase profile 𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦)of our metasurface polarizing 

beamsplitter that is designed for a normal plane wave incidence would still apply to the case where 

the incident beam has a Gaussian profile. Let us consider a Gaussian source polarized along the 

𝑥 direction: 

 
𝑈(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝐸0�̂�

𝑤0

𝑤(𝑧)
exp (−

𝑥2 + 𝑦2

𝑤(𝑧)2
)𝑒𝑥𝑝 (−𝑖(𝑘𝑧 + 𝑘

𝑥2 + 𝑦2

2𝑅(𝑧)
− 𝜓(𝑧))) 

 

(Eq. S1) 

where 𝑤0 is the waist radius, 𝑤(𝑧) = 𝑤0√1 + (
𝜆𝑧

𝜋𝑤0
2)2 is the radius at which the field amplitudes 

decay to 
1

𝑒
 of their axial values, 𝑅(𝑧) =

𝑧2+(
𝜋𝑤0

2

𝜆
)2

𝑧
 is the radius of curvature, 𝜓(𝑧) = arctan (

𝜆𝑧

𝜋𝑤0
2) 

is the Gouy phase. 

Our main argument here is that 𝑼(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) is a solution to the paraxial Helmholtz equation, and can 

thus be well-approximated by a normal incident plane wave plus a small component of paraxial 

wave: 

 

𝑼(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) = ∬ 𝒖(𝒌𝒙, 𝒌𝒚)𝒆−𝒊(𝒌𝒙𝒙+𝒌𝒚𝒚+𝒌𝒛𝒛)𝒅𝒌𝒙𝒅𝒌𝒚

= ∬ 𝒆−𝒊𝒌𝒛𝒖(𝒌𝒙, 𝒌𝒚)𝒆−𝒊(𝒌𝒙𝒙+𝒌𝒚𝒚−
𝟏

𝟐𝒌(𝒌𝒙
𝟐+𝒌𝒚

𝟐)𝒛)𝒅𝒌𝒙𝒅𝒌𝒚 

 

(Eq. S2) 

where we have used the fact that 𝒌𝒙, 𝒌𝒚 ≪ 𝒌𝒛. 

 

We claim that the elliptical posts will impose the same phase shift 𝝋(𝒙, 𝒚) = ∓𝒌𝒙𝒔𝒊𝒏𝚯  for a 

paraxial plane wave, so that the gaussian source after transmitting through the metasurface will 

become:  𝑼′(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) = ∬ 𝒆−𝒊𝒌(𝒛∓𝒙𝒔𝒊𝒏𝚯)𝒖(𝒌𝒙, 𝒌𝒚)𝒆−𝒊(𝒌𝒙𝒙+𝒌𝒚𝒚−
𝟏

𝟐𝒌
(𝒌𝒙

𝟐+𝒌𝒚
𝟐)𝒛)𝒅𝒌𝒙𝒅𝒌𝒚  which is just 

the gaussian beam deflected by angle ∓𝚯. In what follows, we justify our claim. Let us quantify 

this argument by calculating the Fourier component 𝒖(𝜽) of a Gaussian beam, where 𝜽 indicates 

the angle between the wavevector and the propagation direction �̂�. We write the k-vector in 

spherical basis: 𝒌𝒙 = 𝑲𝒔𝒊𝒏𝜽𝒄𝒐𝒔𝝋 , 𝒌𝒚 = 𝑲𝒔𝒊𝒏𝜽𝒔𝒊𝒏𝝋 , 𝒌𝒙 = 𝑲𝒄𝒐𝒔𝜽 . Here 𝝋  is the azimuth 

angle. 

 

 𝒖(𝑲, 𝜽) = ∭ 𝑼(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛)𝒆𝒊(𝒌𝒙𝒙+𝒌𝒚𝒚+𝒌𝒛𝒛)𝒅𝒙𝒅𝒚𝒅𝒛 (Eq. S3) 
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               = 𝑬𝟎𝒘𝟎 ∫
𝟏

𝒘(𝒛)
𝒆𝒊(𝑲𝒄𝒐𝒔𝜽−𝒌)𝒛+𝝍(𝒛))𝒅𝒛

+∞

−∞

 

                                              × ∬ 𝒆
−

𝒙𝟐+𝒚𝟐

𝒘(𝒛)𝟐 𝒆
𝒊(𝑲𝒔𝒊𝒏𝜽𝒔𝒊𝒏𝝋𝒙+𝑲𝒔𝒊𝒏𝜽𝒔𝒊𝒏𝝋𝒚−𝒌

𝒙𝟐+𝒚𝟐

𝟐𝑹(𝒛) )
𝒅𝒙𝒅𝒚 

 

 

 

It can be proven that 

 |𝒖(𝑲, 𝜽)| = 𝑪(𝒘𝟎, 𝝀, 𝑬𝟎)|𝒈(𝒛, )|𝒆−
𝑲𝟐𝒘𝟎

𝟐

𝟒 𝒔𝒊𝒏𝟐𝜽
 (Eq. S4) 

 

Here 𝑪(𝒘𝟎, 𝝀, 𝑬𝟎) is a constant that only depends on the incident Gaussian beam parameters. 𝒈 =

∫
𝒆𝒊(𝑲𝒄𝒐𝒔𝜽−𝒌)𝒛+𝝍(𝒛))

√𝟏+(
𝝀𝒛

𝝅𝒘𝟎
𝟐)𝟐

𝒅𝒛
+∞

−∞
 is a complex function of 𝜽. 

If 𝜶 = 𝑲𝒄𝒐𝒔𝜽 − 𝒌 ≠ 𝟎 , then 𝒈(𝜶) = ∫
𝒆𝒊(𝜶𝒛+𝝍(𝒛))

√𝟏+(
𝝀𝒛

𝝅𝒘𝟎
𝟐)𝟐

𝒅𝒛
+∞

−∞
 converges, therefore the Fourier 

components that matter are the ones with 𝑲 =
𝒌

𝒄𝒐𝒔𝜽
. We now have: 

 

 |𝒖(𝜽)| ∝ 𝒆−
𝒌𝟐𝒘𝟎

𝟐

𝟒 𝒕𝒂𝒏𝟐𝜽
 (Eq. S5) 

 

The angular dependence of the Fourier component decays very fast with respect to 𝜽. We define 

a cutoff angle 𝜽𝟎 where its corresponding Fourier coefficient is only 𝒆−𝟒 ≈ 𝟏. 𝟖% of that of the 

normal component. Then: 

 𝜽𝟎 = 𝒂𝒓𝒄𝒕𝒂𝒏 (
𝟒

𝒌𝒘𝟎
) (Eq. S6) 

 

For our simulation, 𝒘𝟎 = 𝟒 𝝁𝒎 and 𝒌 = 𝟕. 𝟗 × 𝟏𝟎𝟔𝒎−𝟏, the cutoff angle 𝜽𝟎 = 𝟕°. For a realistic 

beam size 𝒘𝟎 = 𝟏 𝒎𝒎  in the magnetometer experiment, 𝜽𝟎 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟑°.  It follows that the 

Gaussian source in the actual experiment is very well approximated by a normal incident plane 

wave. Indeed, simulated phase shift of a 795-nm plane wave with incident angle at the cutoff angle 

𝜽𝟎 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟑∘ shows less than 𝟏𝟎−𝟔 deviation from that for a normally incident plane wave. 

 

S2: Determination of transmittance and polarization extinction ratio 

 

In this section we describe our method for calculating the transmittance 𝑻 and the polarization 

extinction ratio (PER) of the metasurface PBS. The transmittance 𝑻𝟎 from the transmission of the 

field through the metasurface is first extracted from a field monitor placed a few wavelengths away 

from the metasurface. In the far-field projection, the transmitted field intensity |𝑬|𝟐 is integrated 

at the two PBS outputs whose locations are determined by the splitting angle 𝟐𝜽. The integration 

area is determined through the solid angle 𝛀  of the projection hemisphere. We choose 𝛀 =
𝟐𝝅(𝟏 − 𝒄𝒐𝒔𝟕°) (half angle 𝟕°) to ensure we have covered most of the scattered light and the two 
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integration areas do not overlap. The reported transmittance values in the main text take into 

account both the initial transmittance 𝑻𝟎 and the fraction of intensity within the solid angle: 

 𝑻 = 𝑻𝟎 ×
∫ |𝑬|𝟐

𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒆

∫ |𝑬|𝟐
𝒉𝒆𝒎𝒊𝒔𝒑𝒉𝒆𝒓𝒆

 (Eq. S7) 

 

We now define 𝑰𝒎𝒂𝒊𝒏 to be the integrated intensity in the far field that corresponds to the main 

polarization mode and 𝑰𝒍𝒆𝒂𝒌 to be the intensity corresponding to the orthogonal polarization mode, 

then the PER is calculated as: 

 𝑷𝑬𝑹 =
𝑰𝒎𝒂𝒊𝒏

𝑰𝒍𝒆𝒂𝒌
  (Eq. S8) 

 

S3: Derivation of differential signal for an imperfect PBS 

 

In this section we show the derivation of the differential signal between the output ports of an 

imperfect PBS, for SERF magnetometry with a single elliptical beam [1]. We write an electric 

field with arbitrary polarization and amplitude in the 𝑥 and 𝑦 polarization basis: 𝐸 = 𝑐1�̂� + 𝑐2𝑖�̂� 

where 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 are complex numbers. 

If the optical axes of the PBS are oriented with respect to the 𝑥 − 𝑦 coordinate by angle 𝛿, then 

the two outputs of the metasurface PBS are: 

 
𝐼1 = 𝒫(𝑇𝑥(1 − 𝑏𝑥)|𝑐1𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿|2 + 𝑇𝑦𝑏𝑦|−𝑐1𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿|2) 

𝐼2 = 𝒫(𝑇𝑥𝑏𝑥|𝑐1𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿|2 + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 𝑏𝑦)|−𝑐1𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿|2) 
(Eq. S9) 

 

Here 𝒫 is some constant is related to vacuum permittivity and detection efficiency. With the 

differential signal being: 

𝒟 = 𝐼1 − 𝐼2 

  = 𝒫[𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)|𝑐1𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿|2 − 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)|−𝑐1𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿 + 𝑖𝑐2𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿|2] 

     = 𝒫[𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)(|𝑐1|2𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛿 + 𝑖(𝑐1̅𝑐2 − 𝑐1𝑐2̅)𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿 + |𝑐2|2𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛿)

− 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)(|𝑐1|2𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛿 + 𝑖(𝑐1𝑐2̅ − 𝑐1̅𝑐2)𝑠𝑖𝑛𝛿𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛿

+ |𝑐2|2𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛿)] 

(Eq. S10) 

 

In the absence of an atomic medium, |𝑐1|2 = 𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽, |𝑐3|2 = 𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽, 𝑐1̅𝑐2 − 𝑐1𝑐2̅ = 0. Let 𝒟 = 0 

and we get the expression for 𝛿 that balances the two outputs: 

 𝑡𝑎𝑛2𝛿 =
𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 − 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽

𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽
 (Eq. S11) 

 

The interaction of the field with rubidium atoms causes polarization rotation and ellipticity change, 

with the coefficients now being:   
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|𝑐1|2 =

1

2
[(𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) + 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧)) + (𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) − 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧))𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽

+ 2𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 cos 𝜙] 
(Eq. S12) 

 
|𝑐2|2 =

1

2
[(𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) + 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧)) + (𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) − 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧))𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽

− 2𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 cos 𝜙] 
(Eq. S13) 

 𝑐1̅𝑐2 − 𝑐1𝑐2̅ = −2𝑖𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 sin 𝜙 (Eq. S14) 

 

where 𝜙 = 𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑛𝑙𝑃𝑧𝑅𝑒(𝐿(𝜈)) is the polarization rotation angle defined in [1]. Here 𝑐 is the speed 

of light in vacuum; 𝑟𝑒  is the classical electron radius; 𝑓 ≅
1

3
 is the oscillator strength of the 

rubidium D1 transition; 𝑙 is the optical path length; 𝑛 is the Rb number density; 𝑃𝑧 is the atomic 

spin polarization along z direction; 𝐿(𝜈) =
1

𝜈0−𝜈+𝑖
Δ𝜈

2

 is the pressure-broadened Lorentzian profile 

with a full width at half maximum Δ𝜈 centered at 𝜈0.   Plug in the expressions for 𝑐1, 𝑐2 and 𝛿 into 

expression (Eq. S10), and select 𝒫 such that our result reduces to the expression given in [1] when 

𝑇𝑥 = 𝑇𝑦 = 1, 𝑏𝑥 = 𝑏𝑦 = 0, we have: 

 

𝒟 =
1

8
𝐸0

2[(𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) − 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)) 

                    × (𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) + 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧) + 𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽(𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1+𝑃𝑧) − 𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙(1−𝑃𝑧))) 

                    +2(𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥))𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙 cos 𝜙) 

                    +4 (𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)) 

                  × √1 − (
𝑇𝑦(1−2𝑏𝑦)−𝑇𝑥(1−2𝑏𝑥)

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽(𝑇𝑥(1−2𝑏𝑥)+𝑇𝑦(1−2𝑏𝑦))
)

2

𝑒−𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 sin 𝜙)] 

(Eq. S15) 

 

Expanding and keep the first order of 𝑃𝑧, we have: 

 

𝒟 = 𝐸0
2𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙 (

𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)

2
 

                             × √1 − (
𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽(𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦))
)

2

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽 sin 𝜙 

                            +
(𝑇𝑦(1−2𝑏𝑦)−𝑇𝑥(1−2𝑏𝑥))

4
𝜎𝑛𝑙𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽𝑃𝑧)  

(Eq. S16) 

For 𝜙, 𝜎𝑛𝑙𝑃𝑧 ≪ 1, 𝒟 reduces to  

 𝒟 = 𝜉𝐸0
2𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙cos2𝛽𝑠𝑖𝑛𝜙 (Eq. S17) 

 

where 𝜉 is defined in Eq. 5 in the main text. 

Let us now discuss what conditions should the transmittance and PER of the PBS satisfy to 

generate a dispersive signal with discernible amplitude. Note that under the SERF condition, the 



 v 

atomic vapor is usually dense enough that the modification of the optical absorption due to spin 

polarization Λ = 𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑃𝑧 is no longer small enough for the first order approximation to remain valid 

(except for sufficiently small vapor cells, see Fig. S1). Therefore, the polarimetry signal from 

circular dichroism (which is the one related to 𝐼𝑚(𝐿(𝜈))) is no longer dispersive due to the even 

power terms in the expansion. We thus require this term to be suppressed compared to the term 

due to polarization rotation: 

 

|𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)|

8
𝑡𝑎𝑛2𝛽

Δ𝜈

𝜈0 − 𝜈

≪
𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)

2
√1 − (

𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽(𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦))
)

2

 

(Eq. S18) 

 

In addition, the relative amplitude 𝒜 of the polarization rotation signal 

 

𝒜 = 𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽
𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)

2
 

                       × √1 − (
𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)

𝑐𝑜𝑠2𝛽(𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦))
)

2

 

(Eq. S19) 

 

 

FIG. S1.  Simulated differential signal 𝒟 due to circular dichroism for a vapor cell with optical path length 

of 5 𝑚𝑚(blue) and 50 𝜇𝑚(red). The figure is not to scale and only shows the overall shape of the signal. 
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should be maximized once (Eq. S18) is satisfied. 

Using the laser detuning, ellipticity, and linewidth specified in [1], we rewrite the condition in (Eq. 

S18) in terms of the figure of merit introduced in Section 3 of the main text:  

 𝐹𝑂𝑀 = |
𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦) − 𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥)

𝑇𝑥(1 − 2𝑏𝑥) + 𝑇𝑦(1 − 2𝑏𝑦)
| ≪ 0.707 (Eq. S20) 

 

Considering that the 𝐹𝑂𝑀  is bounded to ≤ 1 , we therefore see that (Eq. S18) can be easily 

satisfied. In addition, the signal can be further optimized by choosing a different ellipticity 𝛽 and 

detuning 𝜈0 − 𝜈. For a sufficiently small vapor cell such that Λ = 𝑛𝜎𝑙𝑃𝑧 ≪ 1, (Eq. S18) is no 

longer required, and we can instead maximize the signal in the linear 𝑃𝑧 regime: 

 𝒟 = 𝜉𝐸0
2𝑒−𝜎𝑛𝑙cos2𝛽𝑠𝑖𝑛𝜙 (Eq. S21) 

 

S4: Effect of laser intensity variation on the pumping rate and the differential signal 

 

The differential signal in Eq. S21 has a dependence on the polarization rotation angle 𝜙, whose 

expression has been derived in [1]: 

𝜙 = 𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑛𝑙𝑃𝑧

𝜈0 − 𝜈

(𝜈0 − 𝜈)2 + (
Δ𝜈
2 )

2 

 

(Eq. S22) 

Here 𝑟𝑒 is the classical electron radius, 𝑓 is the oscillator strength of the rubidium D1 transition. 

The component of 𝑃𝑧 at modulation frequency is given by 

𝑃𝑧 =
2𝑠𝑅𝛾𝐵𝑥(𝑅 +

1
𝑇2

)2

𝛾2𝐵𝑥
2(𝑅 +

1
𝑇2

)2 + 1
 

 

(Eq. S23) 

Here 𝛾 is the electron gryomagnetic ratio, 𝑄(𝑃) = 6 is the nuclear slowdown factor for 𝑅𝑏87  in 

the low polarization limit, 𝑠 = 𝑖
𝐸×𝐸∗

𝐸0
2 = −𝑠𝑖𝑛2𝛽�̂�  is the photon spin, 𝑇2  is the transverse spin 

relaxation time, = 𝜎
𝑐𝜖0𝐸0

2

2ℎ𝜈
 is the optical pumping rate for unpolarized atoms where 𝜎 =

𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑓
Δ𝜈

2

(𝜈0−𝜈)2+(
Δ𝜈

2
)

2  . 

For a relative intensity variation 𝜖𝑖𝑛𝑡 =
Δ𝐼

𝐼
=

Δ𝑅

𝑅
 (since 𝑅 ∝ 𝐼), we have a field measurement error 

of: 

𝑒(𝐵𝑥) =
𝜕𝐷

𝜕𝑅
Δ𝑅

1

|
𝜕𝐷
𝜕𝐵

|
 (Eq. S24) 
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For 𝜖𝑖𝑛𝑡 = 1%, Fig.2 shows the field measurement error 𝑒(𝐵𝑥) as a function of 𝐵𝑥. We can see 

that the relationship is mostly linear, indicating a constant relative error of  
𝑒(𝐵𝑥)

𝐵𝑥
= 1.16%. We 

also see in Fig. S2 that this error is almost identical for the metasurface PBS as well as ideal PBS. 

 

FIG. S2.  Simulated magnetic field measurement error due to variation in transmitted light power and optical 

pumping rate.  
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