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Wall-Collision Effect on Optically-Polarized Atoms in Small and Hot Vapor Cells
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In atomic vapor cells, atoms collide with the inner surface, causing their spin to randomize on the
walls. This wall-depolarizing effect is diffusive, and it becomes more pronounced in smaller vapor
cells under high temperatures. In this work, we investigate the polarization of optically-pumped
alkali-metal atoms in a millimeter-sized cell heated to 150 Celsius. We consider two extreme bound-
ary conditions: fully depolarizing and nondepolarizing boundaries, and we provide an analytical
estimation of the polarization difference between them. In the nondepolarizing case, the pump
beam’s absorption is proportional to the average atomic polarization. However, for fully depolar-
izing walls, the absorption peak may correspond to a polarization minimum. To mitigate the wall
effect, we propose reducing the pump beam’s diameter while maintaining the pump power to prevent
illumination of the cell wall and increase the pump intensity in the central area. This is crucial for
compact vapor-cell devices where the laser frequency can not be detuned since it is locked to the
absorption peaks. Additionally, we analyze the wall-depolarizing effect on the performance of an
alkali-metal atomic magnetometer operating in the spin-exchange relaxation-free regime. We show
that the signal strength is highly limited by wall collisions, and we provide an upper bound for it.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optically polarized atoms play a crucial role in various
fields, including magnetometry [IH3], noble gas hyper-
polarization [4H7], atomic clocks [8l @], quantum optics,
and quantum information [I0HIZ], as well as fundamental
physics [I3HI5]. Typically, alkali-metal atoms are con-
fined in a vapor cell and illuminated by a laser beam
to transfer the light’s polarization to the atoms’ spins
[16, I7]. However, the atomic polarization can be lim-
ited by collisions with the inner cell walls. In particular,
the spin of alkali-metal atoms can become almost fully
randomized when colliding with the bare glass wall of
the cell [I8], and this depolarization effect can spread to
other parts of the vapor cell through atom-atom colli-
sions. This boundary effect on the overall polarization
is more significant in small and hot cells. To mitigate
this depolarization effect, antirelaxation coatings with a
chemically inert substance such as paraffin can be used.
However, paraffin is not stable even at room tempera-
ture, and thus, it is not widely used in commercial ap-
plications. The development of coatings that can work
effectively and remain stable at high temperatures is still
a challenge [18-20].

In uncoated vapor cells, ways to mitigate the wall-
depolarizing effect include the use of buffer gas, such as
nitrogen gas to slow down the motion of atoms by in-
creasing the time spent colliding with the buffer gas, and
thus the rate at which they reach the cell wall is reduced
[16]. Detuning the pump laser can also reduce the wall
effect by decreasing the optical depth and thus the light
absorbed by the walls [2I]. Most studies on how wall
collision affects polarization focus on large (centimeter
scale) or low-temperature cells, where the wall effect is
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treated as a constant contribution I'y,.; to the longitu-
dinal decay rate I'y, accounting for the slowest diffusion
mode [19, 22]. In this paper, we systematically study the
wall-collision effect on small (millimeter scale) and hot
(150 Celsius) alkali-metal vapor cells. By numerically
solving the diffusion equation [0} 23] with the depolariz-
ing boundary condition, we find that the wall effect may
be underestimated when considering only the slowing dif-
fusion mode. We compare the average polarization P,
in depolarizing-wall cells with that in nondepolarizing-
wall cells, obtaining an analytical ratio between these
two polarizations as a function of the diffusion constant
D, the longitudinal decay rate I'y, the optical pumping
rate R,p, and the system size L. The polarization for
depolarizing walls can be much smaller than that with
nondepolarizing walls even if 'y, is added to I'y in the
nondepolarizing-wall case.

The laser beam’s propagation is also considered. We
prove that the polarization P,,. in nondepolarizing-wall
cells illuminated by uniformly distributed laser beams is
independent of the diffusion constant, and it is propor-
tional to the pump laser’s absorption. Thus, P,,. can be
acquired from the absorption spectrum. However, this
relation does not hold for depolarizing boundaries, where
an absorption peak may correspond to a local minimum
of polarization due to light absorption by the depolariz-
ing wall. We define a quantity, 7;,ss, to characterize the
pump beam’s loss on the cell walls, which decreases when
the pump laser is detuned from the corresponding transi-
tion [2I]. Reducing the diameter of the laser beam with
the same input power also weakens the wall-depolarizing
effect on the overall cell, resulting in more polarization
achieved with a relatively small input power. This is
advantageous to compact vapor-cell based devices where
the pump laser’s frequency is locked to the absorption
peaks.

Finally, we study the wall-depolarization effect on spin-
exchange relaxation-free (SERF) magnetometers [24H26],
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which are one of the most sensitive magnetic-field sen-
sors that typically operate at high temperatures. When
integrating an array of these sensors, the spatial distri-
bution of the magnetic field can be detected, requiring a
small volume to enhance spatial resolution. By exposing
the SERF magnetometer to a small transverse magnetic
field, the linear response P, is extracted. If the atoms
are homogeneously polarized, the transverse signal P,
is maximum when the longitudinal polarization P, is
1/2 [19]. However, including diffusion, the largest P,
occurs at a smaller Py, < 1/2 for depolarizing bound-
aries. Moreover, when the wall is perfectly coated to
prevent depolarization, the signal P, can increase by an
order of magnitude, even with the depolarizing-wall cell
filled with thousands of Torr of nitrogen gas. We provide
an upper bound of the optimal P, for the depolarizing-
wall case, which facilitates efficient signal magnitude es-
timation without having to solve diffusion equations for
atomic spins and Maxwell equations for light propaga-
tion. We also find that reducing the illuminated area
can enhance the transverse signal P,.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Sec-
tion [[, we begin by examining the case where the va-
por cell is uniformly illuminated. Using 8"Rb as an ex-
ample, we solve the atomic diffusion equation and the
light-propagation equation under two extreme boundary
conditions: fully depolarizing and nondepolarizing walls.
We present the distribution of the polarization and the
light intensity in a cylindrical cell, as well as an analy-
sis of the average polarization and the light transmission.
Additionally, we define the portion 7, of light absorbed
by the cell walls. In Section [[TI} we investigate the trans-
verse signal P, of a SERF magnetometer under various
physical conditions and analyze the optimal P,. Mov-
ing on to a partially illuminated vapor cell, Section [[V]
examines the dependence of the polarization P,,., the
light transmission, and the performance of SERF mag-
netometers on the diameter of the laser beam. Finally,
in Section [V] we summarize our work.

II. ATOMIC POLARIZATION AND LIGHT
TRANSMISSION

In this section, we will solve the light propagation
equation along with the atomic diffusion equation and
obtain the light transmission and the atom’s polariza-
tion. Without loss of generality, we assume that the va-
por cell is cylindrical with a length of L and a radius
of R, as shown in Fig. The pump beam propagates
in the z direction and has a cross-section radius of 7.
The longitudinal axis of the cylindrical cell is the same
as the laser beam’s, so the system has cylindrical sym-
metry. Therefore, the polarization and light intensity I
within the cell are functions of the longitudinal coordi-
nate z € [0,L] and radial distance r € [0, R]. In the
high-temperature limit, the atomic state can be well ap-
proximated by the spin-temperature distribution [6, 24]
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FIG. 1. Schematic of a cylindrical vapor cell (grey cylinder)
optically pumped by a laser beam (red beam) with a radius
of rr,. The cell has a longitudinal length of L and a radius of
R and is filled with alkali-metal atoms and buffer gas. The
energy level of the alkali-metal atom is shown on the right.
The pump laser couples to the ground states 29, /2 and the
first excited states 2P; /2 (D1 transition) with a detuning of
A. Due to the hyperfine interaction, the ground (excited)
states are split into two manifolds |Sq) and |Sy) (|P.) and
| Py)), respectively, with an energy difference of Ag (Ap).

and we can characterize the atomic polarization (F,) by
the electronic polarization P, = 2(S5.) and the slow-down
factor ¢ (P.) = (F.)/(S,) is a function of P,. Here, F,
(S.) is the total (electronic) spin in the z direction. After
eliminating adiabatically the excited states [27], P, (z,r)
in the steady state satisfies the following equation

DV?q(P.) Pe — (Rop + Tvet) Pe + Rop =0, (1)
where D is the diffusion constant, I',..; is the atom-
collision induced spin-destruction rate, and R,, =
gpL (A)I is the optical pumping rate. Here, gp is the
square of the dipole moment (d) and £ (A) the lineshape,
which will be explicitly given later. Note that we assume
the collisions are strong enough so that the atoms are in
a local spin-temperature distribution with the spin tem-
perature varying as a function of the atom’s coordinate
(z,7). Additionally, we fill the cell with a buffer gas, such
as nitrogen gas to weaken the wall effect and suppress ra-
diation trapping [28]. This ensures that photons emitted
from atomic excited states are mostly absorbed by Na,
making it possible to neglected the reflection of the laser
beam. Consequently, we can linearize the forward prop-
agation equation of light as follows:

0.1=—giL(A)T(1=P.). (2)

Here, g; = nak <d>27 where n,4 is the density of alkali
atoms and k is the laser’s wavelength.



For 8"Rb, the slow-down factor
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and the lineshape can be described as a sum of four
Lorentzian functions corresponding to four transitions
between two ground-state and two excited-state mani-
folds. This is given by
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where T';, is the decay rate of the excited states and is
proportional to the density of nitrogen gas. We consider
the conditions: 150°C, 200Torr No, L = 2R = 2mm, and
A =0, and plot the polarization P, (z,r)and normalized
light intensity I (z,7) /I in Fig. Here, Iy = 1(0,0)
represents the laser intensity at the incident plane, and
the input laser power is 0.5mW, illuminating uniformly
on the entire cell (r, = R). For depolarizing walls, the
polarization PP¢ (z,r) (Fig. a)) is maximum at the
center r = 0 and decays towards the boundaries due to
depolarization of the walls and decrease in light density.
The decrease in light intensity is shown in Fig. [[(b),
where the intensity I”¢(z,r) monotonically decreases
along the propagation direction and decays from the cen-
ter to the boundaries. To illustrate this explicitly, Figs.
c) and d) show the decay of IP¢ (z,7) along the rad-
ical and longitudinal directions, respectively. For com-
parison, we show PNonPe (» 1) and IVo"Pe (2 1) /I, for
nondepolarizing walls in Figs.e) and [2[(f), respectively.
Here, PNonDe (2 r)and IVo"P¢ (2, r) change only along
the pump laser’s propagation direction, and the atomic
spins are nearly fully polarized (70.99), leading to a close-
to-unity IVonPe (2 r) /1.

By integrating Egs. and we obtain
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where

fz:L dS I(r,L)

T =
I; ’

(6)

represents the transmission probability, S is the cell wall,

I, = / a1, 1)

depicts the total input power, while P,,. is the average
polarization over the cell volume V':

1
Pe = = dV P,. 8
y /V (8)
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FIG. 2. Polarization P. (z,r) and light intensity I (z,7) dis-
tributions within the vapor cell for depolarizing (a)-(d) and
nondepolarizing (e)-(f) boundaries.

If the wall does not depolarize spins (VFP.|g = 0), we
obtain a simplified expression:

Vrrelgl
Lingp
since V (¢ (P.) P.) = 9p, (¢ (P.) P.) VP.. This implies
that the absorbed light is entirely transferred to the spin
polarization P,,. and that they have a one-to-one cor-

respondence. Additionally, it can be proved (see Ap-
pendix @) that the absorption/polarization peak occurs

1-T= Pye 9)



at OrL (A) = 0.

In the case of depolarizing walls, P.|g = 0 and the re-
lation ([9)) no longer holds. At the cell walls, V (¢ (P.) P.)
is negative in the direction of dS (dp, (¢(P.) P.) =
20p, (F.) > 0), and §dS-V (¢(P.)P.) < 0. Conse-
quently, more light is absorbed for depolarizing bound-
aries, but some of it does not transfer to the spin polar-
ization and is lost in the cell walls. To quantify this loss,
we define the portion of light lost 7;,ss as follows:

Vrrelgl

loss — 1-T7-—
g Lingp

Paye- (10)

For different Ny pressures and input powers, we show
the average polarization P2¢ the transmission probabil-
ity T, and the loss n;,ss in Fig. For small gas pres-
sures (200Torr) and input powers (< 3mW), the trans-
mission T" has two minima at A =~ 0 and A ~ Ag, respec-
tively (the energy splitting in the excited states can not
be distinguished because I';, ~ Ap), while the polariza-
tion PP¢ is minimal at these two absorption peaks (Figs.
Bfa)). This is due to the large loss of light on the walls, as
shown in Figs. b), where the absorption of light by the
wall is maximal at the resonant points 0 and Ag since
the bare absorption length Az = [g7£ (A)] ™" of the laser
is shortest (assuming the polarization is zero). This is
also true for larger input powers. When the laser power
increases to 3mW, the wall-depolarizing effect is reduced
since PL¢ is larger, so the absorption-polarization rela-
tion is closer to the nondepolarizing-wall case and the
absorption peaks correspond to polarization peaks. Fur-
thermore, decreasing the diffusion constant D by increas-
ing the Ns pressure can also reduce the wall-depolarizing
effect. In Figs. [3|(c) and (d), when the nitrogen gas pres-
sure is increased from 200Torr to 500Torr and 1000Torr,
the two absorption peaks, as well as the two peaks in the
loss 1055 merge into one peak since I';, ~ Ag, where the
polarization is maximal. With larger Ny pressures, PD¢
and T become larger, because the wall-depolarizing ef-
fect is smaller (Fig. Bfd)) and meanwhile, the absorption
length Ay is larger.

For comparison, the polarization and transmission for
nondepolarizing walls are illustrated in Fig. 4] As proved
in Appendix A, there exist absorption/polarization peaks
at OaL(A) = 0. For low gas pressure (200Torr), the
polarization PNonPe exhibits two peaks at A ~ 0 and
A =~ Ag, corresponding to two transmission minima (Fig.
[4(a)). With increasing N pressure, the two peaks be-
come indistinguishable, and both and the polarization
PNonDe and the transmission T decrease (Fig. c))
The decrease in transmission is due to the increase in
T',c;, which exceeds the effect of A\r’s increment on the
polarization. In the absence of depolarization on the
walls, the transmission T is close to unity and the po-
larization PNom"P¢ is much larger than P2¢. Therefore,

ave ave’

the ratio PP¢/PNonDe can also be used to characterize
the wall-depolarization effect, as plotted in Figs. b)
and (d) in blue lines. Like the light lost 7,55, the ratio

PDe/pNonDe can be increased by detuneing the pump

Mioss

FIG. 3. Average polarization P,ye (blue lines in (a) and (c)),
transmission probability 7' (red lines in (a) and (c)), and the
ratio 7Miess, representing the fraction of pump laser absorbed
by the cell walls ((b) and (d)) for depolarizing walls. In (a)
and (b), the Ny pressure is 200Torr, and the input powers
are 0.5mW (solid lines), 1mW (dash lines), and 3mW (dotted
lines). In contrast, in (¢) and (d), the input power is fixed at
1mW, while the N> pressures are varied from 200Torr (solid
lines), to 500Torr (dash lines) and 1000Torr (dotted lines).
The inset in (b) explicitly shows the two absorption peaks of
the light by the depolarizing walls. All other parameters are
identical to those in Fig. 2.

laser, increaseing the pump power, or increasing N» den-
sity. Apart from solving the nonlinear equations and
(2), this ratio PL¢ /PNonDe can also be estimated as (see

Appendix [B| for the derivation)

pbe [ o Ap VAN
e 1= (1-252 ) (1 - == 11
PNonDe AL L R (11)

where

qD

Ap =, —
b Frel+Rgp

(12)

Here, A\p is the wall-depolarization length with Rgp =
gpL (A) Iy. The validity of this estimation requires the
ratio Ap/Ar between the wall-depolarization length Ap
and the absorption length Ay is smaller than 1. The
smaller Ap/Ap, the better the analytical estimation, as
shown in Figs. [[b) and (d) in red lines. The ratio
Ap /AL can be reduced by increasing the incident light
density Iy or the detuning A from the resonant points,
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FIG. 4. Average polarization P2°"P¢ (blue lines in (a) and

(c)) and transmission probability 7" (red lines in (a) and (c))
for nondepolarizing walls. The ratio PL¢/PNo"P¢ is shown
in (c) and (d). Similar to Figs. |3 the N2 pressure is fixed at
200Torr in (a) and (b), while input powers of 0.5mW (solid
lines), ImW (dash lines), and 3mW (dotted lines) are used.
In (c¢) and (d), the input power is fixed at ImW, and Na
pressures of 200Torr (solid lines), 500Torr (dash lines), and
1000Torr (dotted lines) are used. The remaining parameters
are identical to those in Fig.2. The numerical results are
shown with blue lines in (b) and (d), while the analytical
estimation using Eq. is shown with red lines. In this
case, the slow-down factor ¢ in Eq. is fixed at 5.

or decreasing the diffusion constant D. When Ap/Af
is not sufficiently small so that the approximation
is not perfect (solid lines in Figs. [#b) and (d)), but
it still provides an upper bound for PLD¢/PNonDe gince
we have assumed the light density I does not change
much within the wall-depolarization length and Ap con-
sequently depends solely on the initial value Iy. Note
that the slow-down factor ¢ is a function of the local po-
larization P, (z,7) but a median value can be used to
simplify the calculation. For 87Rb, ¢ varies between 4
(fully polarized) and 6 (zero polarization), and we take

q = 5 in Eq. .

Literally, a commonly used approach to account
for the depolarizing-wall effect is to introduce a spin-
depolarization rate I'yq4;, which is determined by the
lowest diffusion mode, to the longitudinal relaxation rate.
In this study, we investigate this method by substituting
Trei = Dot + Twau for the nondepolarizing-wall case. For
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FIG. 5. Average polarization PX2"P¢ (red lines) for non-

depolarizing walls by including Iy (with slow-down factor
g = 6) in the longitudinal decay. In comparison, PDe is shown
in blue lines. Similar to Figs. (a) displays the results for
N> pressure of 200 Torr and input powers of 0.5 mW (solid
lines), 1 mW (dashed lines), and 3 mW (dotted lines). In
(b), the input power is constant at 1 mW, while the N> pres-
sures vary among 200Torr (solid lines), 500Torr (dash lines),
and 1000Torr (dotted lines). All other parameters remain
unchanged from Fig.2.

cylindrical cells,

s () ()]

where p is the first zero of the Bessel function of the first
kind [2I) 29]. By taking the maximum value of ¢ = 6 in
Equation 1) we depict PNonDe in Figure |5 with red

lines, while PP¢ is shown with blue lines for compari-
son. Our findings reveal that, even with the inclusion
of I'yyqu in 'y, the polarization P(%Z”De can be signif-
icantly larger than PP¢. Thus, this simplistic approach

may underestimate the wall-depolarizing effect.

III. WALL EFFECT ON SERF
MAGNETOMETERS

In this section, we take SERF magnetometers [I], [24]
[25] as an example to study the wall effect on the trans-
verse signals P, = 2(S,). SERF magnetometers are
highly sensitive to magnetic fields and do not suffer from
spin-exchange relaxation, which is a major source of spin-
decoherence in atomic magnetometers. In order to oper-
ate in the SERF regime, SERF magnetometers are typi-
cally used at high temperatures and low magnetic fields
B. Here, we assume the magnetic field B to be along
the y direction, and its induced energy splitting much
smaller than the spin-destruction rate I',.;. As in Sec.
M we assume that the atomic system is approximately
in a spin-temperature distribution. To the first order of
the small magnetic field B, P, in the long-term limit



satisfies the following equation
DV2q(P.) Py — (Rop + T'yet) Po + 7.BP. =0, (14)

where 7, is the electron’s gyromagnetic ratio and . B <
I'ye;. Note that here, we have ignored the light shift
induced by the pump laser, as it is usually compensated
for by a magnetic field along the z direction in practical
use.

The solution PP¢(z,r) to Eq. for depolarizing
boundaries is depicted in Fig. [6(a), where the parame-
ters used are the same as in Fig. [2[(a). It can be observed
that Fig. @(a), PPe (z,7) reaches its maximal value in
the region where PP¢(z,7) ~ 1/2, which is consistent
with the simple model of SERF magnetometers that dis-
regards the light propagation and atomic diffusion. How-
ever, it should be noted that the maximum of the total
transverse signal

1
Pyowe=— [ dV P, 15
o=y | (15)

appears at PL¢ < 1/2 (See Figs@(b) and (c¢)). This is be-

ave
cause the polarizations PP¢ (z,r) decays as it approaches

the cell walls. For small P2¢ (solid lines in Fig@(b) and

ave
(c)), the transverse signal Py g, locally reaches its min-
imum at the absorption peaks, where PP¢ is also locally
minimal. This behavior preserves even for large input
region, as depicted by the dash and dotted lines in @(b)
and (c). This is in contrast to PP¢ since with large in-
put power, P£2 reaches a local maximum and exceeds
1/2 at the absorption peaks.

To increase the total transverse signal P, ,,e, one
can enlarge the region where the electron polarization
PDPe (z,r) is approximately 1/2, since the transverse po-
larization PP¢(z,r) is large in this region. This can
be achieved by increasing the buffer gas density or by
detuning the pump laser while increasing its power to
compensate for the decrease in optical pumping rate.
Optimal signals PP¢  are obtained for different input
powers of the pump laser by varying the detuning A
for different Ny pressures. As shown in Figure [7(a),

for a given N, pressure, the maximal signal PPe sat-

z,ave

urates as the input power increases because the wall-
depolarization length Ap saturates and the region where
PePe(z,r) ~ 1/2 does not extend. With more Na,
the wall-depolarization length \p saturates at a smaller

value and the region where PP¢(z,7) ~ 1/2 is further
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T,ave

enlarged, resulting in a larger PDe

T,ave
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=~ De pDe ). However, the depen-

T,ave 1009T0rr x,ave
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dence of PP¢ . on the N pressure is not monotonic, be-

cause PP¢ = v.BPP¢/(R,p + I've1) when ignoring the
spatial dependence and I',..; is larger with more buffer

DDe pDe
gas. Therefore, P, < P
_ B g000Torr V¢ l2000Torr
the increase in I';.; has a greater influence than the sup-

pression of the wall-depolarization effect.

since

PP(1.B)

FIG. 6. The spatial dependence of P2¢ (z,r) for depolarizing
walls is displayed in (a), using the same parameters as in
a). In (b) and (c), the average signal Pfjve is represented
by blue lines, while the corresponding polarization PD¢ is
depicted by red lines. Same as in Fig. the N2 pressure is
200Torr and the input powers are 0.5mW (solid lines), 1mW
(dashed lines), and 3mW (dotted lines) in (b). In (c), the
input power is 1mW, and the N2 pressures are 200Torr (solid
lines), 500Torr (dashed lines), and 1000Torr (dotted lines).
All other parameters remain the same as in Fig. 2.

The optimal transverse signal Pfaeve for depolarizing
walls can be estimated analytically as (see Appendix

for details)

PJE;W ~ min{ry, ra}, (16)
where
_ pPR: 'YEBRSP
r1 = max PNonDe 0 2
ave (Rop + Frel)
and

pDe 'YeB

ave

PaIY)ZnDe 2 (Rgp + Frel)

ro = max

RNGT )

This analytical upper bound of Pf”;ve is shown in Fig.
[7(a), which has up to 30% deviation from the exact nu-
merical values. Therefore, using the simple expression
in Eq. can be helpful to determine the optimal
parameters without solving the nonlinear equations. It
should be noted that even with optimized parameters,
the transverse signal for depolarizing walls can be signif-

icantly smaller than the non-depolarizing wall case. For
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FIG. 7. (a) Transverse signal Is’fjve as a function of the pump
laser power at various N2 pressures. The blue lines represent
the numerical results obtained by varying the detuning A,
while the red lines represent the analytical estimation (Eq.
) that provides an upper bound for pf;ve with a dif-
ference of no more than 30%. The Ny pressures considered
are 500 Torr (solid lines), 1000 Torr (dashed lines), 2000 Torr
(dotted lines), and 3000 Torr (dash-dotted lines). The remain-
ing parameters are the same as in Fig. [Ja). (b) Transverse
signal Pg;;’eD ¢ for nondepolarizing walls at a temperature of

150 Celsius.

example, for 100Torr and 200Torr N2, which are suffi-
cient to suppress radiation trapping, the latter case is
presented in Fig. b). In this case, the signal PNonDe

T,ave
can be one order of magnitude larger than PP¢ _ due to

the strong wall-depolarizing effect in small vapor cells.

IV. PARTIALLY ILLUMINATED CELLS

Uncoated cells exhibit depolarization of atoms in the
vicinity of the boundary, within a distance of Ap. To
mitigate this wall-depolarizing effect, the laser beam can
be concentrated on the central region of the cell while
maintaining constant input power or I;,,. To demonstrate
this, we simulate the atomic polarization P¢ (z,r) and
the light intensity 7€ (z,r) /Iy, with a laser radius of
0.8mm and input power of 0.5mW, depicted in Figs. a)
and (b), respectively. While the light is confined to the
central region of the cell due to radial non-propagation,
the atomic polarization in the un-illuminated region is
still non-zero as spins diffuse in all directions via colli-
sions. Note that the incident light intensity I is depen-
dent on the illumination area as Iy = I;;,/ (m"%). Our
results show that the partially illuminated cell exhibits
more centralized atomic polarization and a slower rate
of decay of the light intensity 7€ (z,r) /Iy along the z-
direction, as compared to Figs. Pfa) and (b). The overall
effect is depicted in Figs. [§[c) and (d), where the aver-
age polarization PP¢ and light transmission T' are both
increased, resulting in a reduced light loss 7,55 due to
the wall.

The impact of centralizing the laser beam on the wall-
depolarizing effect is most evident at resonant points that
correspond to absorption peaks. This is highly benefi-
cial for compact atomic-vapor-cell based devices, the fre-
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FIG. 8. Spatially dependent atomic polarization PP€ (z,r)
(a) and normalized light intensity I”¢ (z,r) /Io (b) for par-
tially illuminated, uncoated cells with laser beam radius
rr, = 0.8mm, while the other parameters are kept the same as
in Fig. a), The average polarization PL¢ (blue lines) and
the transmission probability 7' (red line) are presented in (c),
while the light loss 7;0ss by the depolarizing wall is shown in
(d). Here, the radius 71, is 0.8mm (solid lines), 0.6mm (dashed
lines), and 0.4mm (dotted lines), respectively.

quency of which is locked to absorption peaks. In this
study, we examined the polarization PL¢ at the absorp-
tion peaks and the transverse signal Pfgve of the SERF
magnetometer under various input powers and No pres-
sures.

As rp decreases, the effective absorption length in-
creases, and the wall-polarization effect is reduced, lead-
ing to a higher polarization P2¢. However, once the
polarization centralized around the illuminating region
approaches its maximum value, the total polarization be-
gins to decrease. Meanwhile, reducing the light lost due
to wall depolarizing by monotonically decreasing 7, re-
sults in a significant increase in the transmission proba-
bility. This increase is particularly noticeable at low No
densities (500 Torr in Figs. [9(a) and (b)). For exam-
ple, with 0.2 mW of input power (dashed lines), PL¢
increases from 0.21 to 0.31 when the beam radius is re-
duced from R to 0.65R, while T increases from 0.007 to
0.06. This one-order increase in transmission probability
is advantageous in locking the laser’s frequency. Fur-
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The N» pressures are 500Torr for (a) and (b) and 2000Torr
for (c) and (d). The laser input powers are 0.1mW (solid line),
0.2mW (dashes line), and 0.3mW (dotted line), respectively.

thermore, reducing 7, also results in an increase in the
signal PP¢ . These characteristics of PR¢, T, and ngjve
are consistent across different Ny densities (2000 Torr in
Figs. [0fc) and (d)), although their changes with respect
to rp, are less significant since the wall-depolarizing effect

is smaller when more buffer gas is present.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have investigated the wall effect in
small atomic vapor cells at high temperatures. By com-
paring cases with fully depolarizing and nondepolariz-
ing walls, we found that the traditional treatment, which
considers only the lowest diffusion mode, underestimates
the wall-depolarizing effect in the 2mm-cells. To address
this issue, we proposed a theoretical estimation of the
ratio between the polarizations for depolarizing and non-
depolarizing boundaries.

To demonstrate practical implications of our findings,
we focus on the SERF magnetometer and its transverse
signal dependence on the wall effect. We derived a the-
oretical upper-bound for the uncoated cells, which re-
vealed that the optimal signal for cells with depolarizing
walls is one order smaller compared to that of nonde-
polarizing walls. Our study also presents a novel ap-
proach to reduce the wall-depolarizing effect by shrink-
ing the beam’s radius while keeping its input power, in
addition to detuning the pump laser. This method can
enhance various physical quantities in concerned, such
as the atomic polarization, the transmission probability,
and the transverse signal of the SERF magnetometer.
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Appendix A: Absorption/Polarization peaks for
nondepolarizing walls

In this section, we will prove that the absorp-
tion/polarization peaks for nondepolarizing walls are at
AL (A) =0.

We first integrate Eq. and acquired

I(L) = 1(0)e 91E@) Jy a=ll=Pe(=)], (A1)
Note that for nondepolarizing cylindrical boundaries, I

and P, are uniformly distributed along the radial direc-
tion, so they are only functions of z. Then the derivative

of Eq. (Al) Oal (L) reads
Oal (L)

L
— g1 (L) [L(A)aA/ dz P, (2) —

0

L
/0 dz[1— P, ()] OaL (A)]. (A2)

At the peaks, 0ol (L) = 0 and equivalently da fOL dz
P.(z) = 0 (see Eq. (9) for uniform irradiation case),
which consequently gives

/0 "2l P (2)]0aL (A) = 0. (A3)

Since 1— P, (z) > 0, the maximal polarization/absorption
is at 9oL (A) =0.

Appendix B: Estimation of PL¢/PNe"P¢ and pfjve

To acquire an analytical estimation of the ratio
PDe /pNonDe e first simplify Eq. by assuming the
light intensity is unchanged in the vapor cell and neglect-
ing the derivative of the slow-down factor ¢ (P.). Under
these approximations, we can express P”¢ for depolariz-
ing boundaries as PP¢ = f,, (z,y)f.(2), where its longi-

tudinal dependence is given by:

Rop efz/)\D _’_ef(LfZ)/)\D
1= 14+e L/>p ’

f.(2) = =
( ) Rop+rrel

(B1)
with Rop = gpL (A) Iy. This simplified solution shows
that the depolarizing wall only affects a layer with a
width of Ap. Though the solution for the radial direction
is more complicated, we can assume that the influence of



the depolarizing wall is similar. Hence, the “unfected”
volume can be estimated as
m(R—Ap)* (L —2X\p). (B2)
Up until now, we have assumed an overall constant
light intensity, Iy, in the cell. However, the wall-
depolarization length Ap should be larger because I de-
cays in both the radial and longitudinal directions. This
decay is faster when the light is closer to the walls where
the polarization is small, and we can characterize it using
the absorption length Ar,. Accounting for this by includ-
ing a factor of /1 — Ap/AL in the ratio PL¢/PNonDe,

we obtain
PR . [_Apm(R-Ap)*(L-2)p)
PNonDe ™ AL TR2L
D Ap A\
= J1-22(1-222)(1-22) (B
I YR

For SERF magnetometers, if we ignore the spatial de-

pendence of the light intensity and the atomic polariza-
tion, the optimal transverse signal

p— B
2 (Rop + Frel)

while the z-direction polarization is 1/2. Taking
into account of the wall-depolarizing effect, a factor

PDe jpNonDe i5 added and the largest transverse signal

Pfjve for depolarizing walls becomes
~ PDe B
PPe,. ~ max | e Je (B4)

Pa]Y)gnDe 2 (Rgp + Frel) '

However, for large densities of No, Eq. (B4) may overes-
timate the maximal Pf”;ve. Back to the full expression

for the spatial-independent transverse signal

YeBRop

Pp=——07,
(Rop + Frel)

(B5)

we obtain Eq. (16).
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