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We have studied experimentally and theoretically the impact of various parameters on the char-
acteristics of signals from a two-axis Hanle magnetometer based on the Cs D1 transition illuminated
by linearly polarized pump and probe beams propagating through the cell in such a way that the
probe polarization vector can be switched between the zy- and the xz-plane in order to measure the
magnetic field along the x- and y-axes, respectively. When the probe polarization additionally is re-
flected about the pump polarization vector and the two resulting absorption signals are subtracted,
dispersion signals centered around zero are obtained. These dispersion signals can be reproduced
accurately by the theoretical model, and the information from experiment and modeling used to
optimize the magnetometer characteristics.

I. INTRODUCTION

A two-axis Hanle magnetometer whose configuration
permits using an optical cell with a single window has
recently been proposed using 4He[1]. The Hanle effect
can be observed in a system that experiences hyperfine
splitting. Resonant optical pumping creates coherences
among the magnetic sublevels, which are degenerate in
the absence of external fields. These coherences are de-
stroyed as an external magnetic field lifts the sublevel
degeneracy [2–4]. Resonances associated with this effect
are significantly narrower in the ground state, where the
relaxation times are longer, and it was first observed in
1964 using circularly polarized light [5] and later using
linearly polarized light (see [6] for a review). In a Hanle
magnetometer, one observes the absorption or fluores-
cence of a weaker probe beam that passes through the po-
larized atomic ensemble created by the pump beam [7, 8],
yielding very sensitive atomic magnetometers [9–12]. The
typical approach is to create an orientation of atoms us-
ing circularly polarized light. The polarized angular mo-
mentum distribution created in this way begins to pre-
cess about the external magnetic field, and the resulting
change in polarization affects the absorption of a linearly
polarized probe beam that propagates perpendicularly
to the pump. However, instead of creating orientation
with circularly polarized light, it is possible also to cre-
ate alignment with linearly polarized light [13, 14]. The
aligned angular momentum distribution will also pre-
cess about an external magnetic field perpendicular to
it, which allows magnetometry as well [15].

The advantage of the alignment Hanle magnetometer
is that the pump and probe beams no longer must be
perpendicular, but can be separated by a smaller angle.
LeGal et al. exploited this fact to propose a two-axis
magnetometer, which required optical access only along
a single axis [1, 16, 17]. The basic geometry is shown in
Fig. 1. With the linear polarization of the pump beam
constant along the z-axis, the probe beam can reveal the
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the magnitude of the magnetic field along the x-axis when
the linear polarization of the probe is in the yz-plane,
and so its absorption depends on the rotation rate of the
alignment induced by the pump beam around the x-axis.
Note that in this paper the quantization axis is assumed
to be always in the direction of the magnetic field. The
same applies mutatis mutandi when the linear polariza-
tion of the probe beam is rotated onto the xz-plane. This
change in the rotation of the probe polarization can be
accomplished, by an electro-optic modulator (EOM).
In this work we studied the configuration proposed by

LeGal et al. [1] for Helium in the context of the Cesium
D1 line with a view to obtaining the optimum param-
eters for this medium. As a result, we studied the im-
pact of fundamental magnetometer parameters, such as
the specific transition, the pump and probe laser power,
and ground-state relaxation on the signals which will af-
fect magnetometer performance, such as signal amplitude
and width. The paper is structured as follows. First, we
describe the experimental setup of a Cesium D1 Hanle
magnetometer together with some experimental and data
processing techniques that helped to improve the signals.
Then we present a theoretical model that was used to
calculate absorption and fluorescence signals of a magne-
tometer based on a pump and a probe beam. The model
also allowed calculating the probability distributions of
atomic angular momentum. Finally, we present results of
our multi-parameter study and make recommendations
for a future Hanle magnetomer.
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FIG. 1. Excitation geometry. The pump beam polarization
and propagation vectors are denoted by the subscript p. The
probe beam propagation is denoted by the subscript S. The
probe beam polarization vectors are denoted by the subscripts
(a) x and (b) y, for measuring the magnetic field B along the
x or y directions, respectively.
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II. EXPERIMENT

This geometrical arrangement (see Fig. 1) of magnetic
field and light polarization vectors is implemented by the
experimental setup shown schematically in Fig. 2. Pump
and probe beams are produced by a single laser. The
laser frequency is stabilized on the peak of a saturated
absorption spectrum. A beam splitter divides the beam
into pump and probe beams. Both pass through Glan-
Thompson polarizers to create linearly polarized beams.
The pump beam passes through a beam expander so
that different beam sizes can be tested. The probe beam
passes through an electro-optical modulator (EOM) with
a 30◦ angle between the polarization vector of the in-
coming light and the crystal axis, which allows the light
polarization vector to be rotated by 60◦ if the phase re-
tardance is half-wave. This procedure allows us to switch
between the two geometries shown in figure 1. The sys-
tem is configured so that in one case, the polarization
vector of the probe light is confined in the yz plane and
is sensitive to a static magnetic field along the x-axis
(see Fig. 1(a). In the other case, the polarization of the
probe beam is located in the xz-plane and sensitive to
the external magnetic field along the y-axis. After the
cell, the probe beam is split again with a non-polarizing
beam splitter and directed onto two photodiodes. The
polarizers placed before the phodiodes enable the sep-
aration of the to probe beam polarizations by rejecting
the unwanted polarizations for each direction. The phase
retardance can be modulated, and the modulation fre-
quency can be fed into two lock-in amplifiers as a refer-
ence. Then, one lock-in amplifier measuring the in-phase
component will output the Hanle signal for the magnetic
field along the x-direction, whereas the other lock-in am-
plifier, measuring the out-of-phase component, will mea-
sure the Hanle signal for the magnetic field along the
y-direction. The signals take the form of dispersion-type
signals (see Fig. 3).
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FIG. 2. Experimental setup. Cs—Cesium cell; OI—
optical isolator; BS—beam splitter; SAS—seturation absorp-
tion setup; G-T LP—Glan-Thompson polarizer; BE—Beam
expander; BD—beam dump; EOM—electro-optical modula-
tor; PD—photodiode
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III. THEORETICAL MODEL

The theoretical model we use to describe our results
is based on a numerical solution of the Optical Bloch
Equations [18] and has been described in detail elsewhere
(see, for example, [19].)

We describe the state of the ensemble of atoms using
the density operator ρ,

ρ =
∑
j

pj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | , (1)

where the coefficients pj are the probabilities of finding
the system in the pure states |ψj⟩.
Then we build a system Hamiltonian out of the Hamil-

tonian of the bare atom Ĥ0, the Hamiltonian for the in-
teraction with the external magnetic field ĤB , and the
Hamiltonian for the interaction with the electromagnetic
field V̂ : The Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ = Ĥ0 + ĤB + V̂ . (2)

Using this Hamiltonian and adding an operator that
describes relaxation R̂ρ, the optical Bloch equations
(OBEs) describe the evolution of the density matrix as
follows:

iℏ
∂ρ

∂t
= [Ĥ, ρ] + iℏR̂ρ. (3)

In order to make the Hamiltonian tractable, we apply
the rotating wave approximation, and make a series of
assumptions we can eliminate the optical coherences and
simplify the OBEs [18]:

∂ρgigj
∂t

=
∑
ek,em

(
Ξgiem + Ξ∗

gjek

)
d∗giekdemgjρekem

−
∑
ek,gm

(
Ξ∗
gjek

d∗giekdekgmρgmgj

+Ξgiekd
∗
gmek

dekgjρgigm

)
−iωgigjρgigj +

∑
ekel

Γekel
gigjρekel

−γρgigj + λδ(gi, gj) (4)

∂ρeiej
∂t

=
∑
gk,gm

(
Ξ∗
gmei + Ξgkej

)
deigkd

∗
gmejρgkgm−

−
∑
gk,em

(
Ξgkejdeigkd

∗
gkem

ρemej

+Ξ∗
gkei

demgkd
∗
gkej

ρeiem

)
+

−iωeiejρeiej − (Γ + γ)ρeiej , (5)

where

Ξgiej =
Ω2

R
Γ+γ+∆ω

2 + i
(
ω − kω · v + ωgiej

) . (6)

In this equation, the Rabi frequency is given by

Ω2
R =

( |εω|
ℏ

)2

|⟨Je||d||jg⟩|2 . (7)

The dipole transition matrix elements between states |j⟩
and ⟨i| are given by dij =

〈
i|d̂ · e|j

〉
, where d̂ is the

dipole operator and e is the electric field vector of the
light field. The energy splitting between ground-state
sublevels are given by ωgigj ; those between excited-state
sublevels by ωeiej .
The relaxation term is given by

Γekel
gigj = (2Je + 1)Γ

1∑
q=−1

(−1)q ⟨ek|dq|gi⟩ ⟨gj |d−q|el⟩ , (8)

The fact that coherences are carried by one photon is
expressed by the equation mei −mgi = mej −mgj . Fly-
through relaxation, which takes into account atoms flying
out of the laser beam, is represented by γ, and it is given
by

γ ∝ v/dbeam, (9)

where v is the average thermal velocity of the atoms and
dbeam is the effective beam diameter. The term λ rep-
resents the atoms that fly into the beam. The term Γ
represents the spontaneous relaxation of atoms from the
excited state.
The Doppler effect is taken into account by the term

kω · v. The results of this calculation must be averaged
over the Doppler velocity profile. Furthermore, the levels
used in the above equations are mixed by external fields,
which must be taken into account when calculating these
terms.
Once we have calculated the density matrix, we can

use it to calculate the absorption (and fluorescence) of
light of a given polarization vector.
The absorption of a weak probe beam of polarization

ϵprobe is given by

A(eprobe) = Ã0

∑
eigjgk

d
(probe)
eigj ρgjgkd

∗(probe)
gkei

∆2
eigj +

(
Γ+γ+∆ω

2

)2 , (10)

where the dipole transition matrix for a photon with the

polarization eprobe is given by d
(probe)
ekgi = ⟨ek|d̂ ·eprobe|gi⟩

The term Ã0 is a constant of proportionality.
Knowing the density matrix also allows one to calcu-

late the distribution of angular momentum of an atomic
state and to visualize it in three dimensions, which yields
further insight into what is going on. This probability
is expressed as a surface in 3-dimensional space as fol-
lows [20]:

ρFF (θ, ϕ) =

√
4π

2J + 1

2F∑
κ=0

κ∑
q=−κ

⟨FFκ0|FF ⟩ ρκqYκq(θ, ϕ).

(11)
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In this equation, the polarization moments ρκq are

ρκq = Tr
(
ρT κ

q

)
=

∑
mm′

ρmm′
(
T κ
q

)
mm′

=
∑
mm′

(−1)F−m ⟨Fm′F,−m|κq⟩ ρmm′ , (12)

where the T κ
q are irreducible tensor operators, or polar-

ization operators.



6

IV. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

A. Dependence on Hyperfine transition Cs D1

The first design parameter of any atomic magnetome-
ter is the atomic transition that will be used, and hence
experimental measurement (blue dots) of the probe ab-
sorption for all four transitions of the Cs D1 line are
shown in Fig. 3. The results of the model calculations
are shown in Fig. 3 as solid red lines. The probe trans-
mission amplitude and width depends on the transition,
and it is obvious that the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 4 transition
would be the least suitable for magnetometry because
of the small amplitude, which is not compensated by a
particularly narrow width.
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FIG. 3. Points - Measured probe laser beam absorption ver-
sus magnetic field for the four transitions of the 133Cs D1

line. Probe diameter dprobe = 2.186 mm, pump diameter
dpump = 21.425 mm. Solid curves - Calculated absorption
versus magnetic field for the four transitions of the 133Cs D1

line. Pump ΩR = 0.5 MHz, γ = 0.007 MHz. Note the differ-
ent vertical scales.

The strongest signal can be expected from the Fg =
4 −→ Fe = 3 transition. The signal from the Fg = 4 −→
Fe = 4 transition shows a very similar signal amplitude,
while the signal amplitude from the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 3
transition shows a reduction of approximately one third
relative to the Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 3 transition.
The difference in the signal shapes reflect differences in

the underlying probability distributions of ground-state
angular momentum, which are plotted in Fig. 4. The
angular momentum probability distribution that corre-
sponds to the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 4 transition is the most
symmetric (see Fig. 4(d)), and, as a result, leads to the
signal with the lowest amplitude. The angular momen-
tum probability distribution for the Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 3
transition (see Fig. 4(a)) shows the greatest anisotropy
of the four transitions, and so its signal amplitude and
width will yield the greatest sensitivity to a magnetic
field in a direction perpendicular to the page.

z

y
x

FIG. 4. Surfaces of the ground-state angular momentum
probability distributions for the different hyperfine transitions
calculated with the same parameters as the results of Fig. 3.
The Doppler effect is not taken into account and atoms are
presumed to be at rest with respect to the laser radiation.
The red arrow shows the principal excitation direction of the
transition dipole whereas the green arrow shows the polariza-
tion of the probe beam. The magnetic field is zero for these
images, but the scan direction is perpendicular to the page.

The different slope coefficients of the absorption signal
at zero magnetic field can also be explained by the an-
gular momentum probability distribution surfaces from
figure 4. In figure 3 transitions Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 3 and
Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 4 show negative slope coefficients, while
it is positive for the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 3 transition. This
occurs due to the relative orientation of the principal ex-
citation direction of the transition dipole (represented as
a red arrow in fig. 4) being either parallel or perpendicu-
lar with respect to the ground-state angular momentum
distribution symmetry axis. If the total angular momen-
tum does not change ∆F = 0, the dipole moment of the
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transition is along the distribution of the angular mo-
mentum of the atoms (see fig. 4(b) and (c)), but when
∆F = ±1 transitions are excited they are perpendicular
(see fig. 4(a) and (d)) (see [21] and references therein).
Additionally the two ground-state hyperfine levels of Cs
Fg = 4 and Fg = 3 have opposite signs of the Landé
factor. Therefore, as the magnetic field is increased, the
direction of the dipoles (red arrow in fig. 4) of the excited
atoms start to precess either towards or away from the
polarization of the probe beam (green arrow in fig. 4)
depending on the sign of the Landé factor of the corre-
sponding ground state hyperfine level. For negative mag-
netic field values, the precession occurs in the opposite
direction. Despite the fact that the dipole moments of
all three transitions are aligned along the same axis (see
fig. 4(a), (b) and (c)), the slope of the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 3
transition has a positive slope in the signal due to the op-
posite precession of the dipole moment. The dipoles of
the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 4 transition start to precess in the
same direction as dipoles of the Fg = 3 −→ Fe = 3 tran-
sition (in the clockwise direction as represented in fig.4),
but because the initial direction of the dipole is perpen-
dicular to the angular momentum distribution the dipoles
precess away from the probe beam leading to a decrease
in the absorption signal for positive magnetic field val-
ues. As the magnetic field exceeds approximately 0.5 G
the absorption signal reaches a constant value because
the precession frequency of the dipoles is high enough for
many revolutions of the angular momentum distribution
to occur before it decays, which in essence means that
the anisotropic angular momentum distribution has be-
come isotropic in the plane perpendicular to the applied
magnetic field direction.

Since the absorption signal amplitudes are very similar
for both Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 3 and Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 4
transitions, as an example, in the subsequent subsections
we provide analysis of the Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 4 transition.
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B. Subtracting the Probe beam

FIG. 5. Absorption signals of individual probe polarization
component (Ax) for various pump intensities for the 133Cs D1

Fg = 4 → Fe = 4 transition. Blue dots show the experimental
measurements and the solid, orange line shows the results of
experimental calculations. Note the different vertical scales
for each subfigure.

Figure 5 shows the probe beam absorption as a func-
tion of magnetic field for the Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 4
transition of the Cs D1 line for different values of the
pump beam power. The probe beam diameter was
dprobe = 0.22 cm and its intensity Iprobe = 7.20 µW/cm2

for all cases displayed in figure 5. The experimental data
(blue dots) for different pump beam intensities (indicated
above each subfigure of fig. 5) were obtained by changing
the pump beam power while keeping the pump diameter
at a constant value of dpump = 2.14 cm. The calculated
signals were obtained with a fly-through relaxation rate
of γ = 7 kHz (see Eq. 9) and the Rabi frequencies ΩR

are indicated above each subfigure.
For high pump power levels, the dispersion shape (odd

function) of the measured probe absorption signals is
somewhat distorted, and resembles a mixture of disper-
sion shape and a Lorentzian shape (even function). Nev-
ertheless they are reasonably well described by the theo-
retical model (see two top subfigures of Fig. 5).

On the other hand, for lower pump powers, the in-
teraction of the atoms with probe beam dominates and
the dispersion curve in the absorption signal is overpow-
ered by the absorption of the linearly polarized probe
beam, and so one sees mostly a Hanle resonance, which
the model fails to describe (see two bottom subfigures of
Fig. 5).

Thus the linear response (range) of the real magnetic
field measurement is limited by the influence of these
two factors, namely, the absolute intensities of the pump
and probe beams. Furthermore the linear response is

FIG. 6. Pump-probe geometry for the subtraction of the even
function influence on the signal. The pump and probe polar-
izations are all in the plane perpendicular to the magnetic field
being measured. The pump beam polarization is denoted by
the subscript p and the two probe beam polarization orienta-
tions are denoted by Ex1 and Ex2

asymmetrical with respect to the zero magnetic field for
higher pump intensities where the influence of the probe
beam is negligible. One solution would be to find an
optimal combination of pump and probe laser intensities,
but that would require precise control over both beam
intensities and still the range of the linear dependence of
the signal on the external magnetic field would be limited
and asymmetrical.

FIG. 7. Probe beam absorption signals after subtracting sig-
nals for the two probe beam orientations shown in Fig. 6 for
various pump intensities for the 133Cs D1 Fg = 4 → Fe = 4
transition. Blue dots show the experimental measurements
and the solid, orange line shows the results of experimental
calculations.

We suggest another way to eliminate the pump and
probe beam contribution to the signal that would extend
the range of the linear response and be symmetrical with
respect to the zero magnetic field. This can be done by
repeating the experiment with the probe beam’s polar-
ization axis reflected around the pump beam polarization
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direction as shown in Fig. 6. Because the two signals will
produce the same signal shape except for the reversed
magnetic field axis, it is not necessary to actually perform
the measurement of Ex2

, it is sufficient to measure just
the signal from Ex1

and then flip the magnetic field axis
to obtain the signal from Ex2 . The two obtained probe
absorption signals (Ax1 and Ax2) are then subtracted,
one from the other (Ax1 − Ax2 = ∆Ax). The geometry
is such that the influence of even-function part (of the
pump and probe beam) is identical for both probe polar-
izations Ex1 and Ex2 , and so it is canceled by the subtrac-
tion. However, the two probe beams yield opposite-sign
dispersion curves (odd function part), and so the result
of the subtraction doubles the amplitude. The results
can be seen in Fig. 7. The experimental and theoreti-
cal parameters are the same as the ones used in figure 5,
but the curves now have pure dispersion shape. Further-
more, the calculated curves now describe the measured
signals much better, also at low pump intensities. As a
result, with this treatment of the signals, the theoretical
model becomes a useful tool for optimizing experimental
parameters, whereas before it was limited.
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C. Pump power dependence

Using the signal processing method described in sub-
section IVB, it is now possible to study fruitfully the de-
pendence of the magnetometer signals on the pump beam
intensity, and the results are shown in Fig. 8. Figure 8(a)
shows the probe absorption signal (∆Ax) as a function of
magnetic field for various values of the pump power. Col-
ored dots represent experimental measurements and solid
lines show the results of the calculations. The pump laser
intensities used in the experiment are given next to data
and the associated Rabi frequencies used in the calcula-
tion are given in the legend above. For all measurements
in figure 8 the probe beam diameter was dprobe =0.22 cm
with intensity Iprobe =7.2 µW/cm2 while the pump beam
diameter was dpump =2.14 cm. We are interested in two
characteristics of this dispersion signal (∆Ax): (i) the
amplitude, defined as the difference between the maxi-
mum and the minimum of the signal (∆Axmax

−∆Axmin
)

and (ii) the width, defined as the difference between mag-
netic field values of the maximum and minimum signal
values (B∆Axmax

−B∆Axmin
).

Because the signal is the difference of the two or-
thogonal linearly polarized absorption components in the
same plane (∆Ax = Ax1

− Ax2
), the maxima (∆Axmax

)
and minima (∆Axmin

) move away symmetrically (see
Fig. 8(b)) from the origin of the vertical axis in fig-
ure 8(a). The magnetic field values of the maximum
(B∆Axmax

) and minimum (B∆Axmin
) also move away

symmetrically (see Fig. 8(c)) from the origin of the hor-
izontal axis in figure 8(a). Although the experimentally
determined magnetic field values of the maximum and
minimum due the limited horizontal resolution show no
dependence on the pump intensity in figure 8(c), the
experimental data are still symmetrical with respect to
the origin. This symmetrical behavior is important for
achieving symmetrical operation range for positive and
negative measurements of the magnetic field. The indi-
vidual components show no such symmetry.

Figures 8(e) and 8(f) show the amplitude and width
of the dispersion signals, respectively. In general, as
the pump laser intensity is increased the amplitude of
the signal grows (Fig. 8(e)). This can be crucial to ob-
taining best signal-to-noise ratio. The theoretical data
in figure 8(f) shows that the width of the signal in fig-
ure 8(a) grows as the optical power of the pump beam is
increased, but due to low horizontal resolution this can-
not be resolved in the experimental data. The apparent
offset between the experimentally and theoretically de-
termined dispersion signal widths in figure 8(f) could be
attributed to some slight imperfections in determining
the correct value of γ (see Eq. 9).

Figure 8(d) shows the amplitude-to-width ratio, which
is a coarse estimate of the parameter that must be maxi-
mized for optimum sensitivity. According to figure 8(d),
the sensitivity grows continuously with pump beam in-
tensity, but the growth rate decreases above a pump
beam intensity of about 250 µW/cm2.
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experimental data, while the connecting lines are only to guide the eye and the dashed lines are theoretical data.
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D. Pump beam diameter dependence

As it was already indicated in the previous section IVC
another parameter estimation for the validation of our
theoretical model is the transit relaxation rate γ. For
centimeter-sized vapor cells at room temperature this is
the main cause for relaxation [22, 23]. The estimate of the
transit relaxation is inversely proportional to the beam
diameter as was shown in Eq. 9. Figure 9(a) shows the
probe absorption signal (∆Ax) as a function of magnetic
field for various values of the pump beam diameter. Col-
ored dots represent experimental measurements and solid
lines show the results of the calculations. The values of
pump diameter (dpump) used in the experiment are given
next to data and the associated ground-state decoher-
ence rates used in the calculation are given in the legend
above. We kept the intensity of the pump beam constant
at a value of I = 30 µW/cm2 and the probe beam inten-
sity at I = 0.67 µW/cm2 with dprobe = 1.95 cm. All of
the simulated signals where done with ΩR = 0.5 MHz.
Here again we are interested in two characteristics of the
dispersion signal: amplitude and width, both defined the
same as in section IVC.

Figures 9(b) and (c) show that the positions of the
maxima and minima for increasing beam diameter values
also spread symmetrically with respect to the origin both
along the vertical and horizontal axis of figure 9(a).

Figures 9(e) and 9(f) show the dependence of ampli-
tude and width, respectively, of the dispersion signals on
the pump beam diameter. In general, as the pump beam
diameter is increased the amplitude of the signal grows
(Fig. 9(e)). The theoretical data in figure 9(f) shows
that the width of the signal in figure 9(a) decreases as
the diameter of the pump beam is increased. The exper-
imental data show similar behavior except for the case
of dpump = 0.5 cm, but this could be attributed to noise
affecting the precise determination of the maximum and
minimum positions of this particular signal.

Figure 9(d) shows the amplitude-to-width ratio. Ac-
cording to figure 9(d), the sensitivity grows continuously
with pump beam diameter, but the growth rate decreases
above a pump beam diameter of about 1.7 cm.
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FIG. 9. Probe absorption signal versus magnetic field for several values of the pump beam diameter on the 133Cs D1 Fg =
4 → Fe = 4 transition. (a) probe beam absorption (∆Ax) versus magnetic field (experimental and theoretical data). (b)
Maximum and minimum values of the signal versus pump beam diameter. (c) Maximum and minimum positions with respect
to the magnetic field versus pump beam diameter. (d) Amplitude/Width ratio versus pump beam diameter. (e) Amplitude
(∆Axmax −∆Axmin) versus pump beam diameter. (f) Width (B∆Axmax
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) versus pump beam diameter. In (b)–(f)

the dots are the results from experimental data, while the connecting lines are only to guide the eye and the dashed lines are
theoretical data.
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E. Sensitivity characterization in terms of γ, ΩR

and magnetic field direction

The results in the previous sections show good agree-
ment between experiment and theory, which gives our
theoretical model validation in describing these signals.
In this section we give the sensitivity estimates from our
theoretical model. First, we estimate the projection noise
limit using

Sx = δB ·
√
t ≈ ℏ

gFµB

√
2F

√
γ

N
, (13)

from [24]. This gives a value of Sx ≈ 1 pT/
√
Hz for

N = 2.3 · 107, γ = 0.007 MHz and F = 4. This estimate
serves as the lower bound of the expected measurement
sensitivity and in reality could increase by about a factor
of 10 when other sources of noise come in to play.

Next, we determine the impact of pump beam inten-
sity and pump beam diameter on the relative sensitivity.
We define the relative sensitivity sx as the derivative (i.e.
the slope) of the dispersion signal (∆Ax) at zero magnetic
field. Figure 10(a) and (b) show the dependence of the
signal derivative (relative sensitivity) on γ and ΩR, re-
spectively. According to figure 10(a) better relative sen-
sitivities can be achieved at smaller values of γ and as the
γ is increased worse sensitivities are expected. While this
is true for Rabi frequencies less than 1 MHz, for larger
ΩR little dependence on γ is expected. In figure 10(b)
one can observe that the absolute value of the derivative
increases as the Rabi frequency is increased, but only
up until it reaches the value of 0.5 MHz after which in-
creasing the ΩR will only diminish the relative sensitiv-
ity. Larger changes in the sensitivity can be observed
for smaller γ (blue data in fig. 10(b)). It should also be
noted that for larger ΩR the choice of γ becomes less rel-
evant because the value of the derivatives for different γ
converge to a single value. Thus a compromise between
pump beam power (ΩR) and pump beam diameter (γ)
should be determined. Figure 10(c) shows a heat-map of
the derivatives with respect to γ and ΩR. From our es-
timates the ΩR should be less than 1 MHz and γ should
not exceed 0.010 MHz. Our measurements from previ-
ous sections were in good agreement with ΩR =0.5 MHz
and γ =0.007 MHz, which approximately correspond to
pump beam intensity Ipump = 200 µW/cm2 and pump
beam diameter dpump = 2 cm.

By using an EOM to alternate between E⃗x and E⃗y ori-
entations of the probe beam polarization (see Fig. 11),
one can determine the magnitude and direction of an ar-
bitrary magnetic field in the xy-plane. Fig. 12 shows
the results of numerical simulations of the probe absorp-
tion versus magnetic field magnitude for different angles
θ between the magnetic field vector and the x-axis for
the 133Cs D1, Fg = 4 → Fe = 4 transition. The signals
were modeled for ΩR = 0.5 and γ = 7 kHz. The top

left plot shows the results for the E⃗x polarization of the
probe laser at different angles, whereas the right top plot

shows results for E⃗y polarization.
In general, the absorption signal of an individual probe

polarization component takes the form of an asymmet-
rical dispersion signal with respect to the vertical axis,
except in the case of θ = 45◦, in which case the signal is
completely symmetrical with respect to the vertical axis
and another special case of θ = 0◦, in which the disper-
sion shape has been transformed into a very narrow peak
centered around B = 0. This feature gives a useful cri-
terion for aligning the magnetic field along a given axis
and determining when it is precisely zero.
The bottom two plots in figure 12 show the absorp-

tion signal as the difference between the two orthogonal
components in the zy-plane (bottom left) and zx-plane
(bottom right) as explained in IVB. In this case the de-
pendence on the magnetic field angle θ leads to a decrease
in the signal amplitude as θ is increased for ∆Ax and
the reverse response for ∆Ay. This means that as the
relative sensitivity decreases for one probe polarization
component, it increase for the other. The dependence
of the relative sensitivities on the magnetic field angle θ
is shown in figure 13. Because the proposed setup (see
sec. II) allows for simultaneous detection of both probe

polarization components (E⃗x and E⃗y) the total sensitiv-
ity stays constant for all values of θ (see fig. 13 green
data) when determining the magnitude and angle of the
magnetic field in the xy-plane.
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FIG. 10. Relative sensitivities as derivatives at zero magnetic field dependent on a) γ; b) ΩR and c) the dependence of the
relative sensitivity on both γ and ΩR represented as a heat map for the 133Cs D1, Fg = 4 → Fe = 4 transition.
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FIG. 11. Geometry for 2-D magnetometry of an arbitrary
magnetic field in the xy-plane. The pump beam polarization
and propagation vectors are denoted by the subscript p. The
probe beam propagation is denoted by the subscript S and
the probe polarizations are denoted by the subscript x and y
as in Fig. 1. The angle between the external magnetic field
and the x-axis is denoted by θ.
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FIG. 12. Numerically calculated probe beam absorption sig-
nals for E⃗x and E⃗y probe orientations (top) and differences
of symmetrical probe components (bottom) as a function of
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4 → Fe = 4 transition.

FIG. 13. Relative sensitivities as derivatives at zero magnetic
field dependent on the angle θ for the 133Cs D1, Fg = 4 →
Fe = 4 transition.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

We have adapted the two-axis Hanle magnetometer
proposed by LeGal [1] for Helium to the Cesium D1

line. By measuring probe beam absorption signals with
two orthogonal probe beam polarizations and subtract-
ing these signals, it was possible to eliminate system-
atic background caused by remnant Hanle absorption
signal of the probe beam. As a result, the measured
experimental signals agreed well with signals that were
calculated based on a theoretical model. The strength
of the dispersion signal was compared for the different
transitions. The dependence of the amplitude, width,
and amplitude-to-width ratio of the dispersion signals
on pump power and pump beam diameter were studied
for the Fg = 4 −→ Fe = 4 transition. We determined

the optimum values for pump-beam power and pump-
beam diameter. In principle, the projection-noise limit
for this transition could be estimated to be on the order of
≈ 1 pT/

√
Hz. These values are already competitive with

many commercial magnetometers and could be used for
applications such as detecting magnetic anomalies, navi-
gating in the earth’s magnetic field, or measuring biolog-
ical magnetic signals. The sensitivities obtained in this
work could be further improved if a coated cell or buffer
gas is used. Heating the cell could also prove beneficial.
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