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Abstract
We show that a large family of tensorial metasurfaces can be found that perform an identical wave trans-
formation, showing that even when the conditions of reciprocity and passivity are imposed, there still remain
many solutions to the design problem. As an example, we explore the case of a metasurface that rotates
a single input polarization, showing we can parameterize the set of equivalent reciprocal metasurfaces in
terms of a single complex parameter. Through allowing dissipation and gain within the response, the sur-
face can have many different functionalities in the orthogonal polarization, opening up a new route for the

design of multiplexed metasurfaces.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Metasurfaces are planar media containing an array of polarizable elements [1]], carefully cho-
sen to perform a desired transformation of an incoming wave. Although this concept covers many
areas of wave physics [2], here the focus is on metasurfaces for electromagnetic waves. Within
such surfaces, the elements are typically spaced closer than the wavelength, allowing the charac-
terization of the array in terms of an effective electromagnetic boundary condition [3]. Whereas
partially or totally transmitting metasurfaces are typically characterized in terms of sheet transition
conditions [4-6], or a polarizability [[7, 8], impenetrable surfaces are usually characterized in terms
of a surface impedance [4, 9, 10]. Illustrated in Fig. (I} This amounts to specifying the ratio of the
electric and magnetic fields at all points on the surface. There are a variety of approaches to the
design of such metasurfaces, controlling e.g. the local reflection phase over the surface [[11-14], or
the coupling of surface waves to free—space radiation [15]]. In this work, we consider impenetrable
metasurfaces described in terms of a tensorial surface impedance and investigate the uniqueness

of the surface parameters with respect to a desired transformation of the field.

Although the terminology of a ‘metasurface’ is little more than a decade old, the idea is a con-
tinuation of a large body of earlier work on frequency selective surfaces [16], which was revived
when similar ideas began to be implemented in optics [17]. Recent work has taken the metasurface
idea significantly further forward. For example, through matching the electric and magnetic polar-
izability of the surface elements in a transmitting sheet, all reflection can be eliminated, resulting
in so—called ‘Huygens’ metasurfaces [18520], which sculpt the field while maintaining its direc-
tion of propagation. More recently, more exotic metasurfaces have been considered, including
non—Hermitian and PT-symmetric elements [21-23]], which contain carefully designed distribu-
tions of loss and/or gain, allowing for an unusual control over e.g. the polarization of the output
field. Novel forms of surface excitations have also been discovered at junctions between metasur-
faces 24 125]], and most recently non-reciprocal [26] and space—time varying surface parameters

have been considered [27} 28]], enabling both multiplexed functionality and spectral control.

As mentioned above, here we investigate the uniqueness of the tensorial surface impedance,
Z, when enforcing a single given transformation of the electromagnetic field. This is relevant to
the problem of designing multiplexed—more specifically polarization multiplexed—metasurfaces,
where two or more functionalities are imposed in the same design. Unless the surface properties

are e.g. re—configurable [29]], it is well known that this is a difficult design problem, and there have
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FIG. 1: Field transformations with tensorial metasurfaces: A metasurface characterized in
terms of a tensorial surface impedance, Z; can perform an arbitrary transformation of an incident
electromagnetic wave. Here a normally incident wave with electric field aligned along the x—axis

is transformed into a normally reflected wave with electric field at an angle 6 to the x—axis, an

example treated in Sec. [[V] The right hand panels (a,b) illustrate the behaviour of a tensorial
metasurface in terms of the induced current J I and the electric field eigenvectors, EHJ’ in terms of

which (ci,cii) any incident field can be decomposed

been numerous previous approaches [30-32], some of which are summarized in Ref. [33]].

Here we show that, once a single field transformation has been specified at every point on
the surface then there remains a great deal of freedom in the parameters determining the surface
impedance. The greatest freedom occurs for non—-reciprocal surfaces, but even reciprocal ones
always contain a single free complex parameter. When we constrain the surface to be both pas-
sive and reciprocal, we find that through increasing dissipation within the surface, and thereby
decreasing the amplitude of the transformed field, we, in a sense, increase the non—uniqueness of
the metasurface. This shows that, through carefully increasing dissipation within the structure, we

gain more freedom to find a metasurface that has a specific polarization multiplexed function.
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II. THE TENSORIAL IMPEDANCE BOUNDARY CONDITION

We can characterize the reflection of electromagnetic waves from any thin impenetrable meta-
surface in terms of an impedance boundary condition written in terms of a 2 x 2 tensor valued
surface impedance [4} 9]], Z,. To understand the origin of this boundary condition, consider Ohm’s
law within the metasurface relating the electric field parallel to a boundary, E, to the surface cur-
rents, js, via the surface conductivity, oy. By relating the surface currents to the magnetic field via
Js =1 x H) where 1 is the surface normal, we have an equation relating the surface electric and
magnetic fields,

js:Gs'EH:ﬁXH”. (D)

In general, the surface conductivity is a 2 x 2 tensor, indicating anisotropy, i.e. the vectorial
surface current may not be directly proportional to the surface electric field. For example, a surface
composed of an array of thin parallel wires aligned with the Z direction would be characterized
by the surface conductivity 6y = 0,;Z ® Z, indicating that current can only flow along the axis
of the wires and only flows in response to the Z component of the electric field. As a matter of
convention, interfaces are characterized not in terms of the conductivity but in terms of the surface

impedance, which is its inverse, Z; = o, !. This yields the impedance boundary condition,
E| =7 (AixHj). ()

Note that the component of the cycle averaged Poynting vector normal to the metasurface is given
by (Sa) = sRe[f- (E) x Hﬁ)] = —%Re[E” - (A x Hﬁ)] and therefore the power locally entering the

metasurface (P,) = —(S,) is proportional to the Rayleigh quotient of the impedance matrix,
1 " .
(P,) :zRe[(anH)*~zs-(n><H”)}. 3)

Given our assumption that the metasurface is impenetrable, a positive value for (P,) indicates
a dissipative response, whereas a negative value indicates amplification, or gain. Given that a
lossless metasurface will have (P,) = 0 for all possible incident fields, lossless surfaces have an
impedance tensor that is ‘i’ times a Hermitian matrix (a so—called anti-Hermitian operator). In
the general case, we can decompose the impedance into Hermitian and anti—-Hermitian parts, Z; =
H\| +1H,, where H| » are Hermitian matrices. The dissipated power is thus proportional to the
Rayleigh quotient of Hy, implying that passive surfaces (i.e. those without gain) have a positive

semi—definite form of Hj.



Another important constraint on the impedance tensor is provided by reciprocity. Representing
the freedom to interchange sources and detectors, this implies the symmetry of the electromagnetic
Green function [34] G(x1,x,) = G' (21, x;), which is equivalent to the symmetry of the operators
in Maxwell’s equations. Reciprocity thus requires the surface impedance to be a symmetric tensor,

Zs =77

III. FIELD TRANSFORMATIONS WITH TENSORIAL METASURFACES

An important application of these metasurfaces is in wave transformations, where a given inci-
dent wave is reflected into a specified radiation pattern, which in general can include both near and
far—fields. Such transformations include the redirection, focusing, and absorption of an incident
wave. One simple method for finding the impedance distribution that enacts a given transforma-
tion is to directly invert Eq. (2)). To do this, we write our complex valued surface fields in terms of

their magnitude, e.g. |E| = (E, -Eﬁ)l/2 and “direction” & = E /|E]|,

E = |Ee
H = |H]h )

Substituting this decomposition into the earlier expression for the impedance boundary condition
we obtain the requirement
E]

ZS'(ﬁXﬁ):He (5)

which tells us that at each point on the surface, the impedance tensor must rotate and rescale the
complex unit vector fi x h so that it is parallel to the electric field unit vector, &. When our desired
field transformation has € everywhere parallel to fi x ﬁH’ this can be achieved with an isotropic
metasurface, characterized in terms of a scalar impedance, Z; = |E|/|H|. This is possible in e.g. a
2D geometry, where one field component always lies out of the plane and the other always in the
plane.

Nevertheless, in the general case a tensor valued impedance is required to satisfy (5). A simple
solution is Z; = (|E|/|H|)&® (fi x h)*, where ‘® is the tensor product defined as e.g. (a®@b);; =
(abT)l.j = a;bj. However, as also explained in Ref. [35], this form of surface impedance is most
often neither passive (Z; +Z not positive semi—definite), nor reciprocal (Z; # Z)). This certainly

represents a challenge for any practical realizations of these metasurface parameters, as both a

power source and e.g. magnetic elements would have to be embedded within the surface! Yet
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there is an additional freedom that we can exploit to bring the design closer to reality. We can
always perform a transformation Z; — Z, +v®h, where v is an arbitrary vector, without affecting
condition (). This leaves us with an impedance tensor of the general form,

Elr. ,. = .
s=%[e®(nxh)*+v®h}- (6)
This surface impedance performs the desired transformation (5). Generally, it is non—reciprocal
and non—passive, with the freedom to choose both complex components of v, arbitrarily. The

remainder of this paper explores this freedom in the design of metasurfaces.

A. Reciprocal metasurfaces:

To illustrate special cases of Eq. (6)), we adopt a complex basis to express the impedance tensor.
Here, we use the complex basis vectors h and i x h* and the dual basis, h* and @ x h, with the
electric field direction being given by & = e; h+ e, (it x h)* = & h* 4- &, (i x h) and the arbitrary
vector is written as v = ah+ 8 (i x h)* = ah* + B(n x h). In terms of these basis vectors the
impedance tensor () becomes

_ |

—
© |H]

{el R (B xh) + (8 xh)y @] +e2(ﬁxﬁ)*®(ﬁ><ﬁ)*+aﬁ®ﬁ} )
where we have here ensured that the metasurface is reciprocal, Z; = Z, through taking

B =ei, (8)

which determines a single component of the arbitrary vector, i.e. v- (i X ﬁ) =é-h*.

From Eq. , we can see that, irrespective of the field transformation we seek to enact, it is
always possible to find a reciprocal metasurface that will perform this transformation. Indeed,
we have an infinite family of such surfaces as we are still free to choose the complex valued
parameter o¢. Provided we can implement amplification across the metasurface, this shows that
there is a non-uniqueness in the surface parameters. The physical reason for this design freedom is
that at every point we are imposing the response to a given surface field. Of course this leaves the
response to the orthogonal surface field unspecified. The somewhat surprising fact is that while
the requirement of reciprocity removes some of this redundancy, it is not enough to completely

determine the form of the surface impedance.



B. Passive metasurfaces:

As described in Sec. [[I, for a metasurface to be passive it cannot amplify the incident field, and
therefore the power entering the surface obeys (P,) = —(S,) > 0. In terms of the unit vectors (4)

and the basis introduced in the previous section, this is equivalent to the condition,
(P,) =Re[é- (i x h*)] =Re[ey] > 0. )

This is a requirement on the field transformation that we must implement at every point on the
surface at the design stage: we cannot hope for a passive surface impedance if our design fields
require the metasurface to generate energy! However, even assuming Eq. (9) holds, it may still be
that the impedance (7)) exhibits gain when probed with other incident fields (@).

As explained in Sec. [l to ensure the surface is passive, the Hermitian part of the impedance

tensor must be positive semi—definite, i.e. for all complex unit vectors u we must have,

E i - I
Re[u*-Z;-u] = ||H—||Re (@] + 22| | + &1 afity + Bz |

> 0. (10)

We can ensure the real part of the quadratic form is always positive through imposing both

condition (9) and choosing @, such that the determinant of the following Hermitian matrix is

positive i
| (B 5| (11)
B+e 5
== Rele]
which implies the constraint
_ 12
) 1 |&+pB
Re[a] > 1 12
o2 el |2 (12

Fig. 2] uses a randomly generated set of surface electric and magnetic fields to show that imposing
this constraint indeed results in a passive metasurface. Note that if we impose zero dissipation in
the response to the design field, Re[e;] = 0, the inequality is impossible to fulfill. This shows
that reducing the efficiency of the design (i.e. decreasing the reflected power) can help to find a
set of metasurface parameters that are, overall passive. We shall return to this point again in the
next section.

Imposing conditions (9) and (12)) therefore ensures that our metasurface design is gain—free. If,
on top of this, we also impose the constraint (§)), we find a surface that is both passive and recip-

rocal. However, there is not enough information in Eqns. (8) and (I2)) to completely determine
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both complex parameters & and . There thus remains a non—uniqueness in the design of even

reciprocal, passive metasurfaces.
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FIG. 2: Randomly generated wave transformations: Using a set of 500 randomly generated
complex unit vectors, & and ﬁ, representing different choices of wave transformation, we
computed the reciprocal surface impedance given by Eq. (7) (with |E|/|H| = 1, plus the

constraint @)), and the eigenvalues of (Z; +Z])/2, which determine the dissipation/gain in the
metasurface. (a) a = 0 for all designs, giving rise to eigenvalues of both signs, generally

requiring a non—passive metasurface. (b) & constrained by Eq. (12)) (here taking the equality),
giving rise to eigenvalues of a positive sign only, showing that all surfaces can be made passive,
as desired. (c) Corresponding values of « for the metasurfaces considered in panel (b), showing

that in general this parameter must be complex valued.

C. A special class of reciprocal, passive metasurfaces:

A simple special case of the results given in Secs. and [[II B|is where the unit vector h
defined in Eq. (@) is real valued. In this case, we no longer have to distinguish the vector basis
from its dual, as defined in Sec. and barred and un-barred quantities become equal, i.e.
a=aq, B = B, é; = ey, €| = ey, etc. Therefore, the three conditions—, @, and —for a

passive, reciprocal metasurface become simply

B=el
Re[ez] Z 0

Re[a] > le1|? (13)

Re[ez]



which, as discussed above still leaves Im[a| undetermined, indicating an infinite family of passive

reciprocal metasurfaces that perform the same transformation.

As an initial example, consider a metasurface that completely absorbs incident waves when the
electric field is aligned along the x axis. For a surface normal fi = 2, the direction of the electric
field is & = %, and the magnetic field is h = —§, with |E|/|H| = 19 where 1 is the free space

impedance. In this case, e; =0, e, = 1 and the reciprocal impedance reduces to
Zs=1n XX+ 0§ RF). (14)

with all of the constraints in Eq. fulfilled so long as Re[a] > 0. Our design formulae therefore
reproduces the expected result that a reciprocal, passive metasurface that perfectly absorbs x ori-
ented incident fields, must have the impedance component Z; . equal to the free space impedance,
and the orthogonal component, Z ., must have a positive real part. Note that the imaginary part of

o 1S unconstrained.

IV. EXAMPLE: POLARIZATION CONVERSION

We now take a slightly more complex illustration of the family of reciprocal metasurfaces
described by Eq. (7), although we retain the assumption of surface uniformity: we consider a
polarization converting metasurface. A normally incident plane wave polarized along the x axis
impinges on a surface with surface normal fi = Z. The desired field is reflected with some real
amplitude p, with a 0 change in the polarization angle away from X, as illustrated in Fig. |I| The

surface electric field equals,

E= [efikoz—|—rcos(9)eikOZ %+ psin(6)elo?y

=%+ pri, (15)

where we have introduced the unit vector, m = cos(0)X + sin(6)y. The previous sections show

that the surface impedance enacting this transformation is characterized in terms of the electric
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FIG. 3: Reflected power vs. polarization rotation angle 0: The co— and cross—polarized
reflectivities, R;; = |ri j‘z (see appendix ) for different metasurfaces, as a function of the
polarization rotation angle 6 from Fig. [I] (a) & =0 and p = 1. As anticipated from Fig. 2
without constraining the value of «, the designer polarization (R, and Ry,) conserves power, but
the secondary polarization (Ryy and Ryy) is amplified. (b) As in panel (a), but for & = 1 x 102,

showing that the surface approaches being passive for large real «, as predicted by Eq. @

and magnetic field unit vectors & and h, which in this case are given by,
X+ pm

é
V1+p2+2pcos(6)

—y+pzZxm
V1+p2—2pcos(6)

In this example, the unit vectors (I6) describing the field on the surface are purely real. Therefore,

h

(16)

we can find a passive reciprocal metasurface using the results derived in Sec. [IIC| The reciprocal
surface impedance tensor is given by Eq. , with the vector components e¢; = é-h and e; =

é- (i x h) equal to,

2psin(0)
el =—
V/(1+p?)? —4p2cos(6)
2
e = =P (17)

V(1 +p2)? —4p2cos?(6)
In terms of these two components, the constraints for a passive metasurface (13) are fulfilled if
both p? < 1 (i.e. the reflected wave does not contain a greater energy flux than the incident one)

and,
1 4p?sin®(0)

R N (Er ey

(18)
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with the imaginary part of o free.

Given the uniformity of the surface impedance in this case, we can analytically find the reflec-
tion from the surface defined by Eqns. (7)), (16), and (I5)) to verify the above predictions. The
reflection amplitudes, ryy, ryy, Iyy, and ryy are defined such that the first index corresponds to the
output polarization, and the second index to the input polarization. The expressions for these are
given in appendix [A] The power carried in each polarization channel is given by the square of these
amplitudes, e.g. Ry, = |rxx]2 tells us the fraction of power reflected in the x channel for incidence
in the same channel. Fig. [3| shows both the results of a full wave simulation, and the reflection
computed analytically, verifying both the reciprocity of the surface, R,;, = Ry, and that incident x
polarized waves are reflected with the desired polarization. As shown in Fig. [3p, when o = 0, at
designer incidence, the output power is conserved. Meanwhile for the secondary incident polar-
ization, the surface reflects with increased power, even a divergent value when o = 2, shown in
Fig. @ For the surface to be passive (as in e.g. [36-42])), our constraint shows that for p =1
(i.e. 100% efficiency for x polarized incidence), this is only possible when Re[ct] — . Figs. |3b
and [ show this is indeed the case, with the amplification diminishing with increasing c.

To demonstrate the validity of our inequality (I8), we work in terms of the eigenvectors of
the surface impedance tensor: those directions along which an applied electric field results in a
parallel current density. As discussed in Sec. |[IL the power dissipated within the surface when the
surface current i X fIH is parallel to one of these eigenvectors u; is, from Eq. ,

(Ppi) = %Re - Z-u]
= 5 luiPRefze ] (19)

where Zsu; = z, ;u;. Therefore if Re|z, ;] < 0 for either i = 1 or i = 2, then the surface cannot be
passive. However this is only a necessary condition. In general, the dissipated power should be

positive for a general superposition, cju; + couy. This power equals:

1
(By) = |c1)*(Bo1) + |e2|* (P2) + ERe 25,1 c16505 - Uy 4252 clcu] - wa] > 0. (20)

When the two eigenvectors are orthogonal, this reduces to (F,) = |c1|>(P;) + |c2|*(P,) > 0, which
leads to the requirement that the eigenvalues of Z; should have a positive real part. In the current
example, the surface impedance matrix is both real and symmetric (provided the free parameter
o is real). Therefore its eigenvectors are orthogonal and we simply require both eigenvalues zy 1,

Zs,2 to have a positive real part. Fig. E] shows the real part of the two eigenvalues of the impedance
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FIG. 4: Polarization multiplexed functionality: for a 6 = /4 polarization rotator (the design
field incident with x polarization), incident y polarized waves can be transformed very differently,
depending on the value of the complex parameter o in Eq. (/) for a reciprocal surface impedance.
The above shows that, while the proportional of reflected power P, for x polarized incidence is
always unity, that for orthogonal incidence, P, is subject to either absorption or amplification,
depending on the sign of Re[ct], with lasing-like behaviour at a = 2. Note that the maximum
output power, Ppax, here found through an appropriate combination of x and y polarizations
always exhibits gain except as |¢t| — oo. This is consistent with Fig. [3|and constraint (18), as

p = 1, a must become infinite for the surface to be passive.

tensor (7)) both as a function of the angle of polarization rotation and the parameter o. In Fig. [j]

we see that the surface indeed becomes passive once the inequality (18)) is satisfied.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Impenetrable metasurfaces are often characterized in terms of a scalar valued surface impedance,
the value of which encodes both the phase and amplitude of the reflected field. However, as has
been previously recognised, the use of a tensorial surface impedance—practically implemented
via an array of anisotropic, polarizable elements—offers a much richer set of possible field trans-
formations. Here we have explored the problem of designing tensorial metasurfaces for enacting
arbitrary field transformations. We have investigated the uniqueness of the surface parameters

for a given field transformation, when the metasurface is constrained to be passive, reciprocal, or
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FIG. 5: Real part of eigenvalues of Z; when varying 0 and o: (a) Changing reflected
polarization angle, 6, at & = 0. As already indicated in Fig. [3] one eigenvalue always
corresponds to loss and the other to gain within these metasurfaces. Note that as 8 — 90°, the
eigenvalues tends towards +1) (i.e. a perfect absorber for the incident polarization and a infinite
gain surface for the reflected polarization), denoted as black dashed lines. Note also that at 6 = 0,
both eigenvalues diverge. This does not indicate infinite gain, as such a large impedance
mismatch with free space only leads to total reflection. (b) Eigenvalues for 100% (p = 1) and
50% (p = 0.5) efficient reflectors, as a function of «. The dashed line shows the constraint (]'1;8[)

where the surface is passive, o > 0.646, above which the eigenvalues have a positive real part.

both.

Our first finding is that it is possible to find a reciprocal metasurface, whatever the wave trans-
formation we wish to perform. The tensorial surface impedance is given by Eq. (7) and there
are an infinite number of such surfaces, parameterized in terms of a single complex number, . In
general this family of metasurfaces will exhibit gain and loss for some incident fields, showing that
through carefully implementing loss and/or gain within the surface, we may obtain multiplexed
functionality. As an example, we showed in Sec. [[V|that a metasurface rotating x polarized fields
by an angle 6 could simultaneously show a variety of different functionalities for y—polarized

radiation, e.g. infinite amplification, absorption, or rotation.

Nevertheless, despite a large body of fascinating work (e.g. [21]]) and recent experimental
progress [22, 23], metasurfaces with gain are much more difficult to implement than lossy ones.
Our second finding is that, provided the complex parameter ¢ satisfies the inequality (12), we

can simultaneously ensure the metasurface is reciprocal and passive (without gain) for an arbi-
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trary incident field. Surprisingly the surface parameters remain non—unique, and there remain an
infinite family of surfaces that perform the same transformation. One important point is that the
right hand side of the inequality (I2) diverges when the initial design is made 100% efficient (zero
dissipation, all energy reflected). This actually reduces the design freedom, implying that the free
parameter & must be taken to infinity in order that the surface be both lossless and reciprocal.
Therefore, when the efficiency of the design is reduced (e.g. reducing the overall amplitude of the
reflected field), we find that this increases the range of reciprocal, passive metasurfaces that can
enact the transformation. This was demonstrated in the example of a polarization rotating meta-
surface, where Fig. [5b shows that reducing the efficiency immediately yields an increased range
of passive reciprocal surfaces that would otherwise require Re[o] — . We have thus found that
a careful choice of loss within the metasurface actually aids the design, allowing for polarization

multiplexed functionality, at the price of reducing the efficiency.

Appendix A: Reflection from a tensor impedance surface

Writing the components of the surface impedance tensor in terms of the Cartesian basis vectors,
Xand ¥ as,
Zw Z
7, = XX £xy ( A 1)
Zyx Zyy
and assuming a wave at normal incidence with electric and magnetic fields given by (A, amplitude

incident with x polarization and A, amplitude incident with y polarization),
E=A, [ﬁ <e—ikoz + rxxeik()Z) + yryxeikoz} +Ay |:y <e—ikoz + ryyeikoz) _’_ﬁrxyeikoz]
noH = A, [y <—e_ik0Z + rxxeik(’z) — ﬁryxeikoz] +A, [ﬁ (e_ikoZ — ry),eik(’z) + ?rxyeikoz} » (A2)

the impedance boundary condition defined above in Eq. (2)) leads to the following expressions for

the four reflections coefficients r;;,

Froe = (ZXX - 1)(Zyy + 1) - nyZyx (A3)
(Zec+ 1)(Zyy + 1) = ZiyZys

Fay = 22y (A4)
(Zxx + 1) (Zyy + 1) — ZayZyx

= =2 (A3)
(Zex + 1)(Zyy + 1) = ZiyZys

(Zox = D)(Zyy = 1) = ZoyZyx

12 g . A6
> (Zxx + 1)<Zyy + 1) ZXyZyx ( )
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These expressions we used to generate Figs. [3H3]in the main text.
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