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Abstract 

Laser-light sails are a spacecraft concept wherein lightweight “sails” are propelled to high speeds by lasers 
with high intensities. The sails must comprise materials with low optical loss, to minimize the risk of laser 
damage. Stoichiometric silicon nitride (Si3N4) is a candidate material with low loss in the near infrared, but 
the precise absorption coefficient has not been characterized in the membrane form-factor needed for sails. 
We use photothermal common-path interferometry (PCI), a sensitive pump-probe technique, to measure 
the absorption coefficient of stoichiometric and nonstoichiometric silicon nitride. To calibrate PCI 
measurements of membranes, we developed a self-referencing technique where a measurement is 
performed twice: once on a bare membrane, and a second time with a monolayer of graphene deposited on 
the membrane. The absorption of the sample with graphene can be measured by both PCI and more-
conventional spectroscopic techniques, enabling the calibration of the PCI measurement. We find that with 
an absorption coefficient of (2.09 ± 0.76) × 10-2 cm-1 at 1064 nm, Si3N4 is a suitable laser-sail material for 
laser intensities as high as ~10 GW/m2—which have been proposed for some laser-sail missions—while 
silicon-rich SiNx

 (x~1), with an absorption coefficient of 7.94 ± 0.50 cm-1, is unlikely to survive such high 
laser intensities. 
 

Introduction 
 
Precise measurement of optical absorption in low-loss materials is important for applications from on-chip 
photonics to sensitive experiments like gravitational-wave detection in LIGO[1–4]. An application of recent 
interest is the development of light sails propelled by high-power lasers from Earth, where laser intensities 
as high as 10-100 GW/m2 are being considered[5–7]. 

 
The choice of materials for laser sails is important to achieve efficient acceleration and maintain sail 
integrity under intense illumination, with requirements that include low linear and nonlinear absorption, 
high refractive index (to maximize reflectivity with the smallest amount of material[8,9]), low mass-density, 
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and high thermal conductivity[9–11]. One material that is being considered for laser-sail applications is 
stoichiometric silicon nitride (Si3N4), due to its moderately high refractive index (~2) and low loss in the 
near-infrared, large bandgap of at least ~3.3 eV[12,13] preventing near-infrared two-photon absorption, and 
high extinction coefficient in the mid-infrared, which can aid in radiative cooling[8]. 
 

Measuring precise values of the absorption coefficients of low-loss materials, such as the absorption 
coefficient of Si3N4 in the near infrared, is challenging for the same reason that it is useful, and conventional 
techniques such as ellipsometry and reflection/transmission spectroscopy can be insufficient. This is 
especially the case for samples with a membrane form factor, such as those required for light sails. There 
have been several measurements of Si3N4 using cavity ring-down spectroscopy with microfabricated Si3N4 
waveguide resonators[1,14,15], but it is not clear that these measurements are directly applicable for suspended 
membranes in free space due to the potential presence of scattering losses and other interface effects that 
are difficult to distinguish from absorption losses, as well as due to potential differences in waveguide 
strain. There is therefore a need for direct measurement of the optical absorption of membranes of Si3N4 
and other low-loss materials that could comprise suspended structures, such as layered van der Waals 
materials that are also being considered for laser-light sails[16–18].  
 
In this paper, we explore photo-thermal common-path interferometry (PCI)[2,19–22] to directly measure the 
optical absorption of suspended low-loss membranes. In PCI, a chopped pump laser is incident on the 
material being tested, resulting in heating; the small increase in temperature results in a change of refractive 
index via the thermo-optic effect, and this change is measured using a probe laser at a different wavelength 
and incident angle compared to the pump laser[2,3,22–24]. The conversion from a PCI measurement to an 
absolute absorption value is not trivial, because it is a function of both optical and thermal processes, and 
we found that most methods found in the literature[2,20–26] are difficult to use for free-standing structures 
(such as membranes) that have nontrivial thermal conduction to the supporting frame.  
 
Here, we measured the absorption coefficient of suspended Si3N4 and silicon-rich SiNx (x~1) membranes 
using a new self-referencing PCI method. We demonstrated a scheme in which a PCI measurement is 
performed on a suspended membrane of interest, and then on an identical sample onto which we have 
transferred a monolayer of graphene. Monolayer graphene has a well-known and large optical absorption 
(~2.3% in free space) which is readily measurable by conventional optical techniques[27–29], and the thermal 
conductance of supported graphene is modest due to its monolayer thickness and the suppression of flexural 
modes of phonon transport[30–33], compared to suspended graphene[34,35]. The addition of graphene 
dramatically increases the optical absorption to values measurable using conventional techniques, while not 
changing the thermal properties very much – thus serving as an ideal reference sample for the PCI 
measurement. 
 
Using this self-referencing PCI technique, we measured the absorption coefficient of stoichiometric Si3N4 
and silicon-rich SiNx (x~1), determining that Si3N4 may be suitable as a candidate material for laser sails, 
with laser intensities approaching ~10 GW/m2. Our self-referencing technique can also be used to directly 
measure the optical absorption in various other suspended structures.  
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Fig. 1. (a) Schematic of the photothermal common-path interferometry (PCI) setup, along with (b) a visualization of 
the PCI signal (with AC and DC components) and phase as resulting from the time delay between chopped light and 
detected probe intensity. (c) Transfer of a graphene monolayer onto a sample under characterization to increase 
optical absorption. The measurement of absorption then involves attenuating the pump until the same PCI signal is 
measured with graphene as the unattenuated measurement without graphene. In our experiments with silicon-
nitride membranes, the addition of graphene did not significantly alter the PCI phase, indicating that the thermal 
conductance of the sample was not significantly altered. 
 
Self-referencing photothermal common-path interferometry 
 
Photothermal common-path interferometry (PCI) 
 
PCI measures the perturbation of a probe beam passing through a region of thermal lensing created by the 
absorption of a high-powered, chopped pump laser (Fig. 1a)[4,22,36]. The chopped pump causes localized 
periodic heating in the vicinity of where the pump beam passes through the sample. The small increase in 
temperature in that region results in a change of refractive index via the thermo-optic effect, creating a 
thermal-lensing effect, and this change is measured using a probe laser at a different wavelength that is at 
an angle to the pump (Fig. 1a)[2,3,19,22–24]. Since the probe laser is bigger in diameter than the pump, the 
perturbed and unperturbed parts of the probe interfere with each other, leading to a diffraction pattern in 
the detector plane[4,19,22]. A diaphragm with a pinhole in front of the detector lets only the central peak of 
the diffraction pattern pass through. In this way, only the change in intensity of the central peak of the probe 
diffraction pattern is detected, and this carries information about the absorption of the material. Because 
the pump is chopped, the signal at the detector consists of AC and DC components (𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴  and 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷  
respectively), and there is a delay, or phase difference, between the chopper and measured AC signal at the 
detector, which is related to the time constant of thermal dissipation (Fig. 1b)[2,22]. Typically in a PCI 
experiment, the sample is moved in the z-direction until a characteristic peak in 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴  is observed, that 
corresponds to the pump waist crossing the sample’s surface. 
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A PCI measurement does not directly provide the absolute absorptivity value; instead, the absorptivity 𝐴𝐴 (a 
unitless number between 0 and 1) must be obtained by translating the observed PCI signal. To first order, 
the absorptivity of the sample, 𝐴𝐴, can be related to 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 , 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷  and 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 as:[4,36] 
 

𝐴𝐴 =
𝐾𝐾 ⋅ 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷
, ( 1 ) 

where 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 is the power of the pump beam, and 𝐾𝐾 is a constant of proportionality sometimes referred to 
as a calibration or correction factor. We note that the definition of 𝐾𝐾 and the form of Eqn. (1) can vary 
across the literature [4,19–21,36]. In the present paper, 𝐾𝐾 has units of Watts, but there are certain papers where 
both sides of Eqn. (1) have been normalized by sample thickness[4,21]. 𝐾𝐾 can depend on many variables, 
including the crossing angle, wavelength, and shape and size of the laser beams[21–24], and the sample’s 
geometry and thermal properties, which include the heat capacity, thermal conductivity, the thermo-optic 
coefficient, and coefficient of thermal expansion. Note, however, that thermal expansion affects the PCI 
signal via deformation rather than the thermo-optic effect[22]. Therefore, 𝐾𝐾 must be determined for every 
new laser-beam setup, material, and geometry. 
 
There exist various ways to determine 𝐾𝐾 (or a constant proportional to 𝐾𝐾) in the literature, but we found 
them challenging to apply to membranes. In one way to find 𝐾𝐾, a thin film of the sample in question can be 
grown on or transferred to a fused-silica substrate[2,21,25,26], or another substrate for which 𝐾𝐾 is known[21]; in 
our case, this would entail optimizing Si3N4 growth on or transfer onto a fused-silica substrate. Si3N4 growth 
is a non-trivial process requiring optimization of parameters such as gas flow, pressure, and 
temperature[25,37]. In addition, the form factor of a film on a substrate cuts off access to the back side of the 
film/membrane, which may be needed for future experiments such as the impact of dust on light sails[11]. 
We note that the approach involving film growth on a known substrate only works for films with thickness 
< 1-10 µm, because thermal lensing in thicker films (as opposed to the substrate underneath) can modify 
the PCI signal[2,21,36]. Another approach to determine 𝐾𝐾 is to perform a PCI measurement at a substantially 
different (often shorter) wavelength, where the optical absorptivity is larger and can be measured 
independently. However, this requires keeping the pump shape and size the same across different 
wavelengths[20,21]. 𝐾𝐾 has also been calculated theoretically[21,23,24], but the required multiphysics simulations 
have many input parameters resulting in many potential sources of error. A table of various methods to 
determine 𝐾𝐾 in the literature is available in Supplemental Information S1. 
 
Self-referencing technique for PCI 
 
We explore a new self-referencing PCI technique to calculate 𝐾𝐾. Our method embraces the philosophy that 
the PCI reference sample should be as similar as possible to the sample being tested[22] by performing two 
PCI measurements: the first with the sample being investigated, and the second with the same (or identical) 
sample with a graphene monolayer transferred onto it. The use of monolayer graphene enhances the optical 
absorptivity of the sample to levels measurable by methods simpler than PCI, while leaving its thermal 
conductance mostly unchanged, enabling the calculation of 𝐾𝐾 for a suspended membrane sample using 
Eqn. (1). The thermal conductance is further discussed below.  
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To prepare the reference sample, we transferred CVD-grown monolayer graphene onto Si3N4 and SiNx 
membranes purchased from Norcada Inc.[38] (see Supplemental Information S2 for membrane geometry), 
and then measured the absorptivity ( 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 ) using variable angle spectroscopic ellipsometry (see 
Experimental Methods and Supplemental Information S3 and S4) to be 1.5% ± 0.11% for the ~194-nm 
thick Si3N4 and 2.6% ± 0.16% for the ~2-µm thick SiNx at 1064 nm. These numbers are slightly different 
from the well-known ~2.3% absorptivity for suspended graphene[27–29] due to Fabry-Perot effects in the 
membranes. The exact thicknesses of the membranes were also calculated from ellipsometric 
measurements. 
 
Then, we performed PCI measurements on the silicon-nitride membranes with and without graphene. For 
each PCI measurement, we translated the sample position along the z-axis (Fig. 2a) and recorded the PCI 
signal. The position where the PCI signal reaches its maximum (peak positions in Fig. 2b for SiNx and Fig. 
2c for Si3N4) corresponds to the sample position where the pump and probe beams cross inside the sample; 
the values of 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴  and phase at this position of maximal signal are then used for further analysis. We used a 
sufficiently strong pump laser to obtain measurable PCI signals (𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴  and 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷 , and the phase) from the 
samples without graphene (𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝,𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠= 2 W for Si3N4, and 253.3 mW for SiNx), and then attenuated the 
pump laser by orders of magnitude (𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝,𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟= 45 μW for Si3N4, and 20 mW for SiNx) to achieve similar 
𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴  values for both the sample and its graphene-coated reference. 
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Fig. 2. (a) Side-view schematic of the PCI setup showing translation of sample along the z-axis, and the AC and DC 
components of the detected signal. The sample is translated in the z-direction to find the peak of the AC signal which 
occurs when the pump waist is at the sample surface; (b) AC component of the detected probe intensity (VAC) for 
the SiNx membrane with and without graphene. The pump intensity was attenuated using a variable ND-filter for 
the sample with graphene to obtain a similar VAC to that of SiNx alone (inset). Solid lines are the measured VAC, while 
dashed lines represent the process of increasing attenuation to achieve similar VAC with and without graphene; (c) 
VAC for the Si3N4 membrane with and without graphene, similarly obtained by attenuation using a variable ND-filter; 
(d, e) Phase between the chopped pump and detected probe intensities vs. the sample position for (d) the SiNx 
membrane and (e) Si3N4 membrane, with and without graphene. 
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Because the absorptivity of the graphene-coated samples (𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟) was already measured using ellipsometry, 
we can use the PCI measurements and Eqn. (1) to calculate 𝐾𝐾 , and then use it to obtain the sample 
absorptivity for the Si3N4 and SiNx membranes with no graphene. We took PCI measurements for 2601 
points over areas of 0.5 mm x 0.5 mm for each sample without graphene, discarded outliers (see below), 
and calculated the average absorptivity (Fig. 3). 
 
For Si3N4, we observed spikes in absorptivity that we believe to be dust particles[2,21] (similar features have 
been observed in other PCI measurements due to sample defects[21]), which were disregarded for the 
calculation of average absorptivity (Fig. 3a). We then found the average absorptivity to be (3.4 ±
 1.2)  × 10−7  in the ~194-nm membrane. Using the transfer-matrix method (see Supplemental 
Information S5), we converted this value to the absorption coefficient, which we found to be (2.09 ± 0.76) 
× 10-2 cm-1 at 1064 nm (the wavelength of our PCI pump). As a rough comparison, we note that the Si3N4 
absorption coefficient was measured using on-chip ring resonators at 1550 nm to be between 3×10-4 cm-1 
(Ji et al[1]) and 10-2 cm-1 (Luke et al[15] ) (Supplemental Information S6), and we expect the absorptivity 
at 1550 nm to be lower than at 1064 nm. 
 

 
Fig. 3. 2D scans of absorptivity for (a) Si3N4, and (b) SiNx (x ~ 1) membranes, in parts per million (ppm). The scanned 
area is a 0.5 mm × 0.5 mm square (dashed box). For the Si3N4 membrane, the sharp absorptivity peaks correspond 
to dust on the membrane. For the SiNx membrane, the measured absorption increases as the pump beam spot 
approaches the boundary of the membrane, such that a portion of the pump is absorbed in the Si frame. More 
information on the membrane dimensions is available in Supplemental Information S2. 
 
In the SiNx membrane, we observed an increase in absorptivity when the pump laser beam was close to the 
Si frame (Fig. 3b), and excluded these points of high absorption from the average absorptivity calculation. 
We calculated the average absorptivity to be (1.94 ± 0.03)×10-3 for the ~2-µm membrane, corresponding 
to an absorption coefficient of 7.94 ± 0.50 cm-1 (Supplemental Information S5). This is close to the 
reported value of (6.9 ± 0.7) cm-1 using PCI and cavity round-trip measurements by Steinlechner et al.[3], 
and is on the same order of magnitude of loss reported for various stoichiometries of PECVD-grown SiNxHy 
measured using PCI[39]. We note that in Steinlechner et al.[3], this number is reported for "Low-stress 2 µm 
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Si3N4 membranes”, which we understand to actually be SiNx membranes similar to the ones we study here 
(x ~ 1). 
 
In terms of integrity of a hypothetical laser sail, the low absorptivity of stoichiometric Si3N4 is encouraging, 
though additional measurements are needed to characterize the temperature dependence of the absorption 
coefficient, which is relevant in thermal runaway processes[10]. Simplified calculations of the temperature 
of a simple Si3N4 membrane sail under laser illumination and assuming temperature-independent 
absorptivity can be found in Supplemental Information S7. We calculated the equilibrium temperature of 
a semi-infinite Si3N4 slab under 10 GW m-2 of illumination to be ~820 K, much lower than the 
decomposition temperature of Si3N4 at 1500 K-1900 K[40,41]. 
 
Validity of the self-referencing technique 
 
One key assumption in the self-referencing technique is that the pump-beam-induced thermal-lensing effect 
within the sample is similar to that within the reference, and this assumption can be validated using the PCI 
phase, because the phase depends on the material’s thermal properties and is thus a good method of 
comparing thermal lensing between samples[2,21]. In our self-referenced PCI experiments, the addition of 
graphene to a sample did not significantly change the measured PCI phase (Figs. 2d, 2e), indicating that 
the heat generated during optical absorption at the graphene is quickly transferred to the sample underneath 
and the overall thermal conductance is dominated by the sample itself, with only a minor contribution from 
the graphene. 
 
This observation can be supported by individually considering the thermal conductances of graphene and 
silicon nitride membranes. Using frequency domain thermoreflectance, we measured the in-plane thermal 
conductivity of Si3N4 and SiNx to be approximately 18 W⋅m-1⋅K-1 and 10.3 W⋅m-1⋅K-1, respectively. We did 
not measure the thermal conductivity of our graphene directly, but we expect it to be no more than 1000 
W⋅m-1⋅K-1 (the thermal conductivity of pristine graphite) given the fact that the thermal conductivity of 
supported graphene is lower than that of suspended graphene due to the suppression of flexural modes; 
further mismatches in the phonon densities of states and phonon boundary scattering at the interface are 
likely to yield very low values of thermal conductivity relative to that of bulk graphite[30–33]. Thermal 
conductance is then directly proportional to the product of thermal conductivity and sample thickness; in 
this case the monolayer thickness of graphene (0.335 nm) leads to an order of magnitude lower thermal 
conductance of graphene than that of the Si3N4 membrane. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Characterization of optical absorption of low-loss materials is important for applications in on-chip 
photonics, optical components in sensitive experiments, and (most-relevant to this paper) laser-light sails. 
Here, we demonstrated a self-referencing approach to photothermal common-path interferometry (PCI), 
wherein the transfer of monolayer graphene onto a given low-loss sample significantly increases its 
absorptivity to create a reference for the PCI technique. For all membranes we studied, the addition of 
graphene did not significantly affect the thermal properties of the sample underneath, preserving the validity 
of PCI. We found the absorption coefficient of stoichiometric Si3N4 to be (2.09 ± 0.76) × 10-2 cm-1 and non-
stoichiometric silicon nitride (SiNx) to be 7.94 ± 0.50 cm-1, both measured at 1064 nm. The absorption 
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coefficient of stoichiometric Si3N4 is sufficiently small to enable light sails at incident intensities 
approaching ~10 GW/m2 in the best case, assuming no runaway thermal processes. Our self-referencing 
PCI technique using monolayer graphene can be applied to most suspended membranes or more-complex 
structures, and is a promising way to evaluate low-loss materials. 
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Experimental methods 
 
Sample details 
 
We measured the absorptivity in ~194-nm thick Si3N4 and ~2-µm thick SiNx membranes (purchased from 
Norcada Inc., Edmonton, AB, Canada), suspended on 200 μm thick silicon frames. The thicknesses of the 
membranes were calculated from ellipsometric measurements. In the in-plane direction, membranes of both 
stoichiometries had the same dimensions with a silicon frame of 10 mm x 10 mm and a freestanding 
membrane area of 5 mm x 5 mm (see Supplemental Information S2). 
 
PCI experimental setup 
 
The PCI setup comprised a 1064 nm pump laser (YLR-10-LP, IPG Photonics) and a 633 nm probe laser 
(JDSU 1122P HeNe laser). The pump beam was chopped at ~390 Hz and its power measured by a 
thermopile detector (Thorlabs S310C), and the modulated probe signal measured with a detector (DET10A 
Si detector, Thorlabs, Inc.), connected to a lock-in amplifier (SRS SR810) (Fig. 1a). 
 
The pump and probe beams were set to cross each other at their beam waists. The sample was moved in the 
z-direction until its surface was in the sample plane as the beam waists, indicated by a characteristic peak 
in the AC signal[22] (Fig. 2). All subsequent measurements for a given sample were conducted at the z-
position thus obtained.  
 
To obtain similar AC voltage values for the graphene-coated reference and the sample to be measured, the 
pump laser power was appropriately attenuated for the former. In normal PCI operation the pump is 
attenuated with a half-wave plate and polarizer; for powers lower than 1 mW, we used an additional Neutral 
Density (ND) filter with Optical Density (OD) of 0.9. In this power regime, a power meter (Thorlabs 
S130VC) was placed between the chopper and the sample to note the power. 1-D z-scan (longitudinal 
direction) PCI signals (Fig. 2) as well as 0.5 mm × 0.5 mm 2D maps were acquired for each sample (Fig. 
3). 
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For each stoichiometry, upon adjusting the pump for similar AC signal values with and without graphene, 
we noted the ratio of the respective pump powers required, to calculate absorptivity values. To account for 
surface variations, we measured the PCI signal for 2601 points on each membrane, generating a 2D map of 
the PCI signal. Anomalous data, such as possible specks of dust and increasing absorptivity close to the 
frame of the membrane were ignored. We report the absorption coefficient extracted from the mean of this 
data. 
 
Transfer of graphene onto SiN membranes, and ellipsometry characterization 
 
Graphene was transferred onto the Si3N4 and SiNx membranes using a wet transfer method. Polymethyl 
methacrylate (PMMA) was spin-coated onto CVD graphene grown on a copper foil (obtained from Grolltex 
Inc., San Diego, CA). The Cu foil was etched away in FeCl3. The graphene was then transferred onto the 
membranes and baked at 60 °C to ensure good adhesion and the removal of water between graphene and 
the membrane. The PMMA was removed by an acetone bath at 60 °C. 
 
The absorptivities of the graphene-coated Si3N4 and SiNx membranes were calculated using variable angle 
spectroscopic ellipsometry (J.A. Woollam V-VASE). First, the thickness and refractive index (𝑛𝑛) of the 
Si3N4 and SiNx membranes were obtained from models fitted to the ellipsometric parameters psi Ψ and 
delta Δ. Then, these models were used as substrates for ellipsometric data of samples with graphene, and 
their absorptivities calculated using J.A. Woollam’s WVASE software (which uses the transfer matrix 
method). Supplemental sections S3 and S4 list out more details about the ellipsometry and corresponding 
fitting. 
 
Frequency-domain thermoreflectance measurements of Si3N4 and SiNx thermal conductivity 
 
We used frequency-domain thermoreflectance (FDTR) to measure the thermal conductivities of the SiNx 
and Si3N4 membranes. We deposited a ~100 nm Au film, which has a large temperature coefficient of 
thermoreflectance[42], on the membranes using electron beam evaporation. The pump (488 nm, Coherent 
Genesis MX 1W) and probe (532 nm Coherent OBIS LX 20 mW) beams were focused through a 20× 
infinity-corrected objective lens to achieve 6.3 and 5.9 µm spot sizes at the transducer surface. The pump 
and probe powers were fixed at 3 mW and 2.2 mW, respectively, in order to limit the temperature-rise at 
the sample surface to < 1 K[43]. Literature values for the volumetric heat capacities of SiNx

[44] and Si3N4
[45] 

were used for extracting the thermal boundary conductance at the Au/membrane interfaces and the in-plane 
thermal conductivities of the membranes. Using FDTR, we fit both the in-plane and cross-plane thermal 
conductivities of thin-film samples. In our FDTR measurements, we were not sensitive to the cross-plane 
thermal conductivity of the membrane - the thermal penetration depth of the heating laser was larger than 
the membrane thicknesses for a significant part of the applied frequency range, causing the response of the 
probe beam to be governed by only the in-plane thermal transport. The cross-plane thermal conductivities 
were measured separately in regions where the membrane is supported by a silicon substrate, and confirmed 
that we were not sensitive to this value in regions where the membrane was suspended. 



11 
 

References 

[1] X. Ji, S. Roberts, M. Corato-Zanarella, M. Lipson, APL Photonics 2021, 6, 7 
[2] J. Steinlechner, I. W Martin, A. Bell, G. Cole, J. Hough, S. Penn, S. Rowan, S. Steinlechner, Classical 

Quantum Gravity 2015, 32, 105008. 
[3] J. Steinlechner, C. Krüger, I. W. Martin, A. Bell, J. Hough, H. Kaufer, S. Rowan, R. Schnabel, S. 

Steinlechner, Phys. Rev. D 2017, 96, 022007. 
[4] M. Marchiò, M. Leonardi, M. Bazzan, R. Flaminio, Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 1. 
[5] K. L. G. Parkin, Acta Astronaut. 2018, 152, 370. 
[6] R. Heller, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 2017, 470, 3664. 
[7] P. Lubin, J. Br. Interplanet. Soc. 2016, 69, 40. 
[8] O. Ilic, C. M. Went, H. A. Atwater, Nano Lett. 2018, 18, 9, 5583-5589. 
[9] H. A. Atwater, A. R. Davoyan, O. Ilic, D. Jariwala, M. C. Sherrott, C. M. Went, W. S. Whitney, J. 

Wong, Nat. Mat. 2018, 17, 861. 
[10] G. R. Holdman, G. R. Jaffe, D. Feng, M. S. Jang, M. A. Kats, V. W. Brar, Adv. Opt. Mater. 2022, 10, 

2102835. 
[11] G. R. Jaffe, G. R. Holdman, M. S. Jang, D. Feng, M. A. Kats, V. W. Brar, Nano Lett. 2023, 23, 6852. 
[12] H. R. Philipp, J. Electrochem. Soc. 1973, 120, 295. 
[13] C. J. Krückel, A. Fülöp, Z. Ye, P. A. Andrekson, V. Torres-Company, Opt. Express 2017, 25, 15370. 
[14] K. Ikeda, R. E. Saperstein, N. Alic, Y. Fainman, Opt. Express 2008, 16, 12987. 
[15] K. Luke, A. Dutt, C. B. Poitras, M. Lipson, Opt. Express 2013, 21, 22829. 
[16] H. T. Tung, A. R. Davoyan, Nano Lett. 2022, 22, 1108. 
[17] M. F. Campbell, J. Brewer, D. Jariwala, A. P. Raman, I. Bargatin, Nano Lett. 2022, 22, 1, 90-96 
[18] J. Brewer, M. F. Campbell, P. Kumar, S. Kulkarni, D. Jariwala, I. Bargatin, A. P. Raman, Nano Lett. 

2022, 22, 2, 594-601. 
[19] Stanford Photo-Thermal Solutions, PCI System Manual, https://www.stan-pts.com/new-post8.html, 

accessed: March, 2024. 
[20] Y.-J. Lee, A. Das, M. L. Mah, J. J. Talghader, Appl. Opt. 2020, 59, 3494. 
[21] M. Marchiò, Ph.D. Thesis, University of Tokyo, December, 2018. 
[22] A. Alexandrovski, M. Fejer, A. Markosian, R. Route, in Solid State Lasers XVIII: Technology and 

Devices (Eds.: W. A. Clarkson, N. Hodgson, R. K. Shori), SPIE, San Jose 2009. 
[23] K. V. Vlasova, A. I. Makarov, N. F. Andreev, J. Appl. Phys. 2021, 129, 4. 
[24] K. V Vlasova, A. I. Makarov, N. F. Andreev, A. Y. Konstantinov, Appl. Opt. 2018, 57, 22, 6318-

6328. 
[25] H.-W. Pan, L.-C. Kuo, S.-Y. Huang, M.-Y. Wu, Y.-H. Juang, C.-W. Lee, H.-C. Chen, T. Ting Wen, 

S. Chao, Phys. Rev. D 2004, 97, 022004. 
[26] D.-S. Tsai, Z.-L. Huang, W.-C. Chang, S. Chao, Classical Quantum Gravity 2022, 39, 15LT01. 
[27] V. G. Kravets, A. N. Grigorenko, R. R. Nair, P. Blake, S. Anissimova, K. S. Novoselov, A. K. Geim, 

Phys. Rev. B 2010, 81, 155413. 
[28] K. F. Mak, L. Ju, F. Wang, T. F., Heinz Solid State Commun., 2012, 152, 15. 
[29] J. W. Weber, V. E. Calado, M. C. M. van de Sanden, Appl. Phys. Lett. 2010, 97, 091904. 
[30] W. Cai, A. L. Moore, Y. Zhu, X. Li, S. Chen, L. Shi, R. S. Ruoff, Nano Lett. 2010, 10, 1645. 
[31] H. G. Kim, K. D. Kihm, W. Lee, G. Lim, S. Cheon, W. Lee, K. R. Pyun, S. H. Ko, S. Shin, Carbon 

2017, 125, 39. 

https://www.stan-pts.com/new-post8.html


12 
 

[32] J. H. Seol, I. Jo, A. L. Moore, L. Lindsay, Z. H. Aitken, M. T. Pettes, X. Li, Z. Yao, R. Huang, D. 
Broido, N. Mingo, R. S. Ruoff, L. Shi, Science 2010, 328, 5975. 

[33] Z. Y. Ong, E. Pop, Phys. Rev. B 2011, 84, 075471. 
[34] I. Vlassiouk, S. Smirnov, I. Ivanov, P. F. Fulvio, S. Dai, H. Meyer, M. Chi, D. Hensley, P. Datskos, 

N. V. Lavrik, Nanotechnology 2011, 22, 27. 
[35] W. Lee, K. D. Kihm, H. G. Kim, S. Shin, C. Lee, J. S. Park, S. Cheon, O. M. Kwon, G. Lim, W. Lee, 

Nano Lett. 2017, 17, 2361. 
[36] A. K. Brown, J.J. Talghader, Ph.D. Thesis, University of Minnesota, June, 2018. 
[37] C. Yang, J. Pham, Silicon 2018, 10, 2561. 
[38] “Norcada, Inc.,” https://www.norcada.com/, accessed: March, 2024. 
[39] H.-W. Pan, L.-C. Kuo, S.-Y. Huang, M.-Y. Wu, Y.-H. Juang, C.-W. Lee, S. Chao, in Optical 

Coatings for Gravitational Wave Detection, Optical Interference Coatings, Tucson, 2016. 
[40] R. C. Brown, P. K. Swaminathan, AIP Conf. Proc 2017, 1793, 1, 050013. 
[41] H. D. Batha, E. D. Whitney, J. Am. Ceram. Soc. 1973, 56, 365. 
[42] J. Christofferson, A. Shakouri, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 2005, 76, 024903. 
[43] J. L. Braun, C. J. Szwejkowski, A. Giri, P. E. Hopkins, J. Heat Transfer 2018, 140, 5 
[44] E. Franke, D. A. Lavan, C. A. Volkert, Thermochim. Acta 2018, 668, 116-125. 
[45] K. Watari, K. Hirao, M. Toriyama, K. Ishizaki, J. Am. Ceram. Soc. 1999, 82, 777. 

https://www.norcada.com/


S1 
 

Supplemental information for 
Self-referencing photothermal common-path interferometry to measure 

absorption of Si3N4 membranes for laser-light sails 
 

Demeng Feng1*, Tanuj Kumar1*, Shenwei Yin1, Merlin Mah2, Phyo Lin2, Margaret Fortman3, 
Gabriel R. Jaffe3, Chenghao Wan1,4, Hongyan Mei1, Yuzhe Xiao1,5, Ron Synowicki6, Ronald J. 

Warzoha7, Victor W. Brar3, Joseph J. Talghader2, Mikhail A. Kats1 
1Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of Wisconsin – Madison, Madison, WI 53706, USA 

2Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of Minnesota – Twin Cities, MN 55455, USA 
3Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin – Madison, Madison, WI 53706, USA 

4Department of Materials Science and Engineering, University of Wisconsin – Madison, Madison, WI 53706, USA 
5Department of Physics, University of North Texas, Denton, TX, 76203, USA 

6J. A. Woollam Co. Inc., 645 M St Suite 102, Lincoln, NE 68508, USA 
7Department of Mechanical Engineering, United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 21402, USA 

 
* - equal contribution 
 

S1. Summary of methods to determine the “correction factor” 𝑲𝑲 in the literature 
 

Table S1. Comparison of methods to determine 𝐾𝐾 in the literature 
Method Theoretical/ 

Experimental 
Sample used Notes References 

(supplementary) 

Model heat 
distribution and 
probe distortion 

Theoretical Suprasil 311, KU-
1 

Complicated, many 
variables to take care 
of 
 

[S1,S2] 

Model probe 
distortion then 
(semi) numerically 
solve 

Theoretical AlGaAs on fused 
silica, AlGaAs on 
sapphire 

[S3] 

Grow thin-film on 
bulk fused silica  

Experimental AlGaAs film on 
fused silica 

Not applicable to 
membranes 

[S4–S7] 

PCI measurement 
with known loss at 
different wavelength 

Experimental GaAs/AlGaAs 
coating on fused 
silica, Germanium 

Beam shape and size 
must be same at 
shorter wavelength. 
Loss at different 
wavelength not 
always known 

[S3,S8] 

Increase loss by 
doping 

Experimental LiNbO3  [S9] 
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S2. Membrane geometry 
We obtained ~200 nm thick Si3N4 and ~2 𝜇𝜇m thick silicon-rich SiNx (𝑥𝑥 ~ 1) membranes from Norcada Inc. 
(Edmonton, AB, Canada). Both membranes were obtained mounted on 200 𝜇𝜇m thick, 10 mm × 10 mm Si 
frames, with a 5 mm × 5 mm area of suspended membrane in the middle (Fig. S1). 

 
Fig. S1. (a) Front-view schematic of the membranes, (b) front-view picture of a Si3N4 membrane enclosed in a clear 
capsule, (c) side-view schematic of the membranes showing the suspended part of the membranes in the middle. 
 
S3. Characterization of thickness and refractive index of the Si3N4 membrane via variable-
angle spectroscopic ellipsometry 
 
We performed variable-angle spectroscopic ellipsometry measurements on Si3N4 and SiNx membranes 
mentioned in the main text, over a wavelength range of 300 – 1500 nm. We used a J. A. Woollam V-VASE 
ellipsometer for measurements, and used several different oscillator models to fit the experimental data. In 
this section, we discuss in detail the data and analysis for Si3N4, but similar analysis and conclusion apply 
to SiNx (x ~ 1). 
 
We used three different models to fit the ellipsometry data: Cauchy model (with Urbach tail), Tauc-Lorentz 
model, and Cody-Lorentz model, of which the last 2 satisfy the Kramers-Kronig relations. We used the 
model expressions for these oscillator models from J.A. Woollam, Inc.’s handbook on using WVASE 
ellipsometry fitting software[10]. The expressions, together with the resulting fitting parameters, including 
the thicknesses, are shown in Table S2. All those models fit the experimental ellipsometry data (300 – 1500 
nm) well (as shown in Fig. S2). 
 
Table S2. Fitted expressions of the complex relative permittivity, and the resulting membrane thickness 

from different models 
Model Complex relative permittivity 𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟 [a] Membrane 

thickness 
Cauchy 𝑛𝑛 = 𝐴𝐴 + 𝐵𝐵

𝜆𝜆2
+ 𝐶𝐶

𝜆𝜆4
 [b] 

𝜅𝜅 = 𝛼𝛼 ⋅ exp (𝛽𝛽(𝐸𝐸 − 𝛾𝛾)) [c] 
𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟 = (𝑛𝑛 + 𝑖𝑖 ⋅ 𝜅𝜅)2 [d] 
where 𝐴𝐴 = 1.9906,𝐵𝐵 = 0.014928,𝐶𝐶 = 0.0004,𝛼𝛼 = 0.27783,𝛽𝛽 =
1.6526, 𝛾𝛾 = 6.199. 

194.3 nm 
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Tauc-Lorentz 
𝜖𝜖2(𝐸𝐸) = �

1
𝐸𝐸
⋅ 𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶�𝐸𝐸−𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔�

2

�𝐸𝐸2−𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜2�
2+𝐶𝐶2𝐸𝐸2

  �𝐸𝐸 ≥ 𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔� 

0                              (𝐸𝐸 < 𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔)
  

𝜖𝜖1(𝐸𝐸) = 1 + 𝐴𝐴𝑝𝑝
𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝2−𝐸𝐸2

+ 2
𝜋𝜋
𝒫𝒫 ∫ 𝜉𝜉𝜖𝜖2(𝜉𝜉)

𝜉𝜉2−𝐸𝐸2
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑∞

0  [e] 

𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟 = 𝜖𝜖1 + 𝑖𝑖 ⋅ 𝜖𝜖2 
where 𝐴𝐴 = 0.69751,𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜 = 5.7188,𝐶𝐶 = 0.64145,𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 = 0,𝐴𝐴𝑝𝑝 =
228.51,𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝 = 8.9649. 

194.4 nm 

Cody-Lorentz 𝜖𝜖2(𝐸𝐸) =

�

𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔+𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡
𝐸𝐸

⋅ 𝐺𝐺�𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 + 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡� ⋅ 𝐿𝐿(𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 + 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡) ⋅ exp (𝐸𝐸−𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔−𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡
𝐸𝐸𝑢𝑢

)  (0 < 𝐸𝐸 ≤ 𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 + 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡)

𝐺𝐺(𝐸𝐸) ⋅ 𝐿𝐿(𝐸𝐸) = �𝐸𝐸−𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔�
2

�𝐸𝐸−𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔�
2+𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

2 ⋅ 𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜Γ𝐸𝐸

�𝐸𝐸2−𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜2�
2+Γ2𝐸𝐸2

 (𝐸𝐸 > 𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 + 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡)
  

𝜖𝜖1(𝐸𝐸) = 1 + 𝐴𝐴𝑝𝑝
𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝2−𝐸𝐸2

+ 2
𝜋𝜋
𝒫𝒫 ∫ 𝜉𝜉𝜖𝜖2(𝜉𝜉)

𝜉𝜉2−𝐸𝐸2
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑∞

0   

𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟 = 𝜖𝜖1 + 𝑖𝑖 ⋅ 𝜖𝜖2 
where 𝐴𝐴 = 0.73147,𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜 = 5.7237, Γ = 0.67386,𝐸𝐸𝑔𝑔 =
0.97139,𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 = 1,𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡 = 0,𝐸𝐸𝑢𝑢 = 0.5,𝐴𝐴𝑝𝑝 = 229.12,𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝 = 8.9752. 

194.4 nm 

Note: 
[a]Variables in blue in the 𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟 column are the fitted parameters in each model. 
[b]𝜆𝜆: free-space wavelength. All 𝜆𝜆 in this table have the unit of 𝜇𝜇m. 
[c]𝐸𝐸: photon energy. All 𝐸𝐸 in this table have the unit of eV. 
[d]𝑖𝑖: all 𝑖𝑖 in this table refer to imaginary unit (𝑖𝑖2 = −1). 
[e]𝒫𝒫 denotes the Cauchy principal value. 
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Fig. S2. Ψ and Δ data from the ellipsometry measurements at different incident angles, together with the model 
fitting results using the Cauchy model (a-b), the Tauc-Lorentz model (c-d), and the Cody-Lorentz model (e-f). All 3 
models fit the experimental data well in this wavelength range. 
 
We calculated the complex refractive indices from these 3 fitted models using the equation 𝑛𝑛 + 𝑖𝑖 ⋅ 𝜅𝜅 = √𝜖𝜖𝑟𝑟, 
where 𝑛𝑛 is the real part of the refractive index, and 𝜅𝜅 is the extinction coefficient. Although those models 
agree on 𝑛𝑛 values across the whole wavelength range, these models give 𝜅𝜅 values that differ by several 
orders of magnitude (Fig. S3). This is because our membrane is too thin and the extinction coefficient too 
small, leading to a very short optical path inside the membrane. Consequently, even a relatively big change 
in 𝜅𝜅 does not lead to a significant change in the ellipsometric parameters, and these findings necessitated 
the use of PCI to characterize the extinction coefficient of Si3N4. Furthermore, we note that all 3 models 
give 𝑛𝑛 = 2.004 at 1064 nm for Si3N4, and the thickness of the membrane is ~ 194 nm. Those values will 
be used in the PCI data analysis to determine the absorption coefficient of Si3N4 (see Supplemental 
Information S5). 
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Fig. S3. Real (a) and imaginary (b) parts of the refractive indexes from fitted models. Although different models agree 
on 𝑛𝑛  values, these models give different 𝜅𝜅  values, and therefore another characterization method with higher 
precision level is needed to characterize 𝜅𝜅 for Si3N4. 
 
We observed similar behavior for SiNx (x ~ 1). Specifically, at 1064 nm, different models give 𝑛𝑛 = 2.147, 
but give 𝜅𝜅  values that differ several orders of magnitude. All models show the thickness of the SiNx 
membrane to be ~ 2.01 𝜇𝜇m. Those values will be used in the PCI data analysis to determine the absorption 
coefficient of SiNx (see Supplemental Information S5). 
 
S4. Absorptivity measurements of reference samples using variable-angle spectroscopic 
ellipsometry  
 
We determined the absorptivity of the graphene-on-Si3N4 and graphene-on-SiNx membranes using variable 
angle ellipsometry. Between samples with and without graphene, we observed enough difference in the 
ellipsometric parameters psi (Ψ) and delta (Δ) to conclude that graphene absorbance was observable via 
variable angle ellipsometry. 
 
Si3N4 
Our model to fit the ellipsometric data included a Si3N4 membrane coated by a 0.335 nm layer of graphite 
with a layer of water in between the two (Fig. S4). This is similar to the model used in Kravets et al.’s work 
on the ellipsometry of graphene[S11]; they fix the thickness of graphene to 0.335 nm and then fit the thickness 
of the water layer. Figs. S4a and b show the comparison of Ψ and Δ for samples with and without graphene; 
while measurements were taken at 3 different spatial positions on each sample at 65°, 70°, and 75° angles 
of incidence, data from only one measurement of each sample at 75° angle-of-incidence is shown in Fig. 
S4 for clarity. A simple Drude oscillator model for the graphene also provided good fits, but we used a 
graphite model available in J.A. Woollam’s WVASE library (Table S3) for its accuracy in capturing 
increasing absorption of graphene towards UV wavelengths[S11]. This fit resulted in a mean square error of 
fitting of ~1.1-2.3, and an absorptivity of 1.5% ± 0.11% for the graphene-on-Si3N4 sample at 1064 nm. We 
verified the accuracy of this model by noting that the absorptivity of the 0.335 nm layer of graphite alone 
was calculated to be 2.75% at 1064 nm, slightly higher than the well-known graphene absorbance of 2.3%. 
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Fig. S4: Comparison of the measured (a) psi and (b) delta of Si3N4 membranes with and without graphene, (c) model 
used to fit ellipsometric data of samples with graphene, (d) calculated absorptivity of a 0.335 nm layer of graphite 
using a model from J.A. Woollam’s library[S10], (e) calculated absorptivity of the model for the sample with graphene 
(1.5%±0.11%). 

 
Table S3. Oscillators and parameters for the model describing graphite, used as a component of our 

model for graphene deposited on the Si3N4 membrane  
Oscillator Parameter and value 

Drude 

𝜖𝜖 =  −
𝐴𝐴𝑛𝑛𝐵𝐵𝑟𝑟𝑛𝑛

𝐸𝐸2 + 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑟𝑟𝑛𝑛𝐸𝐸
 

An = 15.048 Br = 4.8914  

Gaussian 
𝜖𝜖 = 𝜖𝜖𝑛𝑛1 + 𝑖𝑖𝜖𝜖𝑛𝑛2 

 
Where 

 

 𝜖𝜖𝑛𝑛2 = 𝐴𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑒
−�𝐸𝐸−𝐸𝐸𝑛𝑛𝜎𝜎 �

2

− 𝐴𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑒
−�𝐸𝐸+𝐸𝐸𝑛𝑛𝜎𝜎 �

2

, 
𝜖𝜖𝑛𝑛1 = 2

𝜋𝜋
𝒫𝒫 ∫ 𝜉𝜉𝜖𝜖𝑛𝑛2(𝜉𝜉)

𝜉𝜉2−𝐸𝐸2
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑∞

0 , 

and 𝜎𝜎 = 𝐵𝐵𝑟𝑟𝑛𝑛
2�ln(2)

 

An = 2.8924 En = 2.0716 Br = 2.1145 

Gaussian An = 6.9623 En = 4.5182 Br = 0.8383 
Gaussian An = 2.5276 En = 5.2156 Br = 1.8065 
Gaussian An = 3.2927 En = 3.7064 Br = 1.2689 
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SiNx 
Our process to model graphene on SiNx was similar to that with Si3N4 as detailed above, with the exception 
that SiNx and graphene-on-SiNx ellipsometry was done only at angles of 70°, 75° because the data at 65° 
was noisy. Fig. S5 shows ellipsometric data comparison, model used and absorbance of the SiNx membrane 
with graphene on it (2.6% ± 0.16% at 1064 nm). 
 

 
Fig. S5: Comparison of the measured (a) psi and (b) delta of SiNx membranes with and without graphene, (c) model 
used to fit ellipsometric data of samples with graphene, (d) calculated absorptivity of the model for sample with 
graphene (2.6% ± 0.16% at 1064 nm). 
 
S5. PCI data analysis 
Membrane absorptivity calculation 
We used the self-referencing PCI method discussed in the main text to calculate the absorptivity of the 
Si3N4 and SiNx membranes. Eqns. (S1-2) give the explicit equations we used to calculate the sample 
absorptivity 

𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 =  𝐾𝐾 ⋅
𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 ⋅ 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  

𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  

(S1) 

 

𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 =  𝐾𝐾 ⋅
𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 ⋅ 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  
𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆

 
(S2) 

 

where 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  (known via FTIR measurements) and 𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  (to be determined) are the absorptivities of the 
reference and sample, respectively; 𝐾𝐾  is the correction factor; 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  and 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  are AC components of 
measured PCI signals for the reference and the sample, respectively; 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 and 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 are DC components of 



S8 
 

measured PCI signals for the reference and the sample, respectively; 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  and 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  are pump-laser 
powers used in the PCI measurements (and measured with a power meter) for the reference and the sample, 
respectively. To convey an idea of the numbers involved, we show in Table S4 data from a single position 
on the Si3N4 membrane and a single position on the SiNx membrane (out of the 2601 points measured on 
each sample).  
 

Table S4. Numerical values used to determine the absorptivity of one point each on the Si3N4 and SiNx 
membranes 

Si3N4 SiNx 
𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 1.5% 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 2.6%; 
𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 1.65E-4 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 0.03756 

𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 1.375 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 1.231 

𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  45.5 𝜇𝜇W 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  20 mW 
𝐴𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 3.38E-7 𝐴𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 1.94E-3 
𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 1.3E-4 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴

𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 0.0371 

𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 1.4763 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷

𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 1.248 
𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  2 W 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆  253 mW 
𝐾𝐾 5.69E-3 𝐾𝐾 1.70E-2 

 
To determine the absorptivity of Si3N4 and SiNx membranes that we report in the main text, we conducted 
2601 PCI measurements on both Si3N4 and SiNx membranes over an area of 0.5 mm × 0.5 mm. Throughout 
those measurements, we kept 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 unchanged, and assumed 𝐾𝐾 did not change with respect to different 

scanning locations for each type of membrane. We also found the variation of 𝑉𝑉𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 to be negligible 

across different measurements. We recorded 𝑉𝑉𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠  for each measurement and used Eqn. (S2) to 

calculate the absorptivity for each scanning location. The results of the 2D scans are shown in Fig. 3 in the 
main text, and histograms of those measured absorptivities for both Si3N4 and SiNx membranes are shown 
in Fig. S6. 
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Fig. S6. (a-b) Histograms of 2D scans of absorptivity for (a) Si3N4, and (b) SiNx (x ~ 1) membranes, in parts per million 
(ppm). (c) Histogram and a Gaussian fit of the absorptivity of Si3N4, after removing data points corresponding to dust 
particles. (d) Histogram and a Gaussian fit of the absorptivity of SiNx (x ~ 1), after removing data points that are close 
to Si frame. In these figures, we assume 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟= 2.6 % for graphene-on-SiNx reference, and 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟= 1.5 % for graphene-
on-Si3N4 reference. 
 
As we discussed in the manuscript, for the Si3N4 membrane, dust particles lead to absorption peaks in PCI 
measurements, and in Fig. S6a they correspond to the long-tail feature in the histogram. To remove those 
points, we discarded all data points with absorptivity > 0.67 ppm, and did a Gaussian fit on the remaining 
data points (Fig. S6c). This gives us an absorptivity of (3.4 ± 1.2) × 10−7 for the Si3N4 membrane. For 
the SiNx membrane, we observed an increase in absorptivity when the pump laser beam was close to the Si 
frame, and this leads to a double-peak pattern in the histogram (Fig. S3b). To remove those points, we 
discarded all data points with absorptivity > 2000 ppm, and did a Gaussian fit on the remaining data points 
(Fig. S6d). This gives us an absorptivity of (1.94 ±  0.027) × 10−3 for the SiNx membrane. Note that in 
this paragraph, the uncertainty of the absorptivity estimate comes directly from the distributions in Fig. S6, 
and may underestimate the true uncertainty, as described in the next section. 
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Error-bar calculation 
 
In Fig. S6, the distribution of absorptivity values is indicative of uncertainty due to variation in the material 
across the sample and noise in the PCI setup. However, for us to appropriately estimate the absorption 
coefficient, we also need to consider the uncertainty of the measured absorptivity values of reference 
samples (𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟). Here, we assume these 2 sources of uncertainty are independent. 
 
As described in the main text, the absorption of the reference (graphene-coated SiN membrane), 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟, is 
(1.5 ± 0.11)%  for graphene-on-Si3N4 and (2.6 ± 0.16)%  for graphene-on-SiNx. To translate the 
uncertainty of 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  to the uncertainty of absorptivity, we repeat the process in the above subsection, 
with  𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 = (1.5 − 0.11)%, 1.5%, (1.5 + 0.11)%  for graphene-on-Si3N4 reference, and 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 = (2.6 −
0.16)%, 2.6%, (2.6 + 0.16)% for graphene-on-SiNx reference, and calculate the standard deviations of the 
absorptivities of Si3N4 and SiNx with those different  𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟  values (denoted as 𝜎𝜎𝐴𝐴

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4  and 𝜎𝜎𝐴𝐴
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥 , 

respectively). 
 
The total error bar of absorptivity, 𝜎𝜎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4  and 𝜎𝜎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥 , can be estimated using equations 𝜎𝜎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4 =

��𝜎𝜎𝐴𝐴
𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4�

2
+ �𝜎𝜎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4�
2

, 𝜎𝜎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥 = ��𝜎𝜎𝐴𝐴

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥�
2

+ �𝜎𝜎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥�

2
, where  𝜎𝜎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4  and 𝜎𝜎𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥  are standard 

deviations from PCI measurements calculated in the previous subsection (1.2 × 10−7  for Si3N4, and 
0.027 × 10−3 for SiNx). Using this approach, we obtained the absorptivity of Si3N4 membrane to be (3.4 ±
1.23) × 10−7, and the absorptivity of SiNx membrane to be (1.94 ± 0.12) × 10−3. 
 
Absorption-coefficient calculation 
To convert the absorptivities of the membranes to the absorption coefficients of Si3N4 and SiNx, we applied 
the transfer-matrix method[S12] on an infinitely wide single-layer membrane surrounded by air as illustrated 
in Fig. S7. For the Si3N4 membrane, the thickness used was 194.4 nm (fitted from ellipsometry, Table S2), 

and the complex refractive index at 1064 nm is 2.004 +
𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4⋅𝜆𝜆

4𝜋𝜋
⋅ 𝑖𝑖, where 𝜆𝜆 = 1064 𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛, and 𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4 is the 

unknown to be solved. Using the root finder, we found when 𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖3𝑁𝑁4 = (2.09 ± 0.76) × 10−2 cm-1, the 
membrane had an absorptivity of (3.4 ± 1.23) × 10−7  (corresponding to the PCI measurement result). 
Similarly, for the SiNx membrane, the thickness used was 2.01 𝜇𝜇m, and the complex refractive index used 

at 1064 nm was 2.147 + 𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥⋅𝜆𝜆
4𝜋𝜋

⋅ 𝑖𝑖, where 𝜆𝜆 = 1064 𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛, and 𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥 was the unknown to be solved. Using 
the root finder, we found when 𝛼𝛼𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑥𝑥 = 7.94 ± 0.50 cm-1, the absorptivity of the membrane was the same 
as our PCI measurement result ((1.94 ± 0.12) × 10−3). 

 
Fig. S7. Illustration of the model used in the transfer-matrix calculation to determine the absorption coefficients of 
Si3N4 and SiNx. 
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S6. Comparison of measured loss in Si3N4 with other works 

Table S5. Loss and absorption coefficient of Si3N4 reported in other papers 
Work Method Growth Wavelength 

(nm) 
Loss in dB cm-1 Absorption 

coefficient (cm-1) 
Our work Self-

referencing PCI 
LPCVD 
(purchased 
from 
Norcada 
Inc.) 

1064 5.43×10-2 ~1.25×10-2 

Ikeda/ 
Fainman 
2008[S13] 

Measure loss vs 
different 
waveguide 
lengths 

PECVD 1548 4 (transmission 
loss) 

0.92 

Ji/ Lipson 
2017[S14] 

Cavity 
ringdown; 
compare losses 
in different 
structures 

LPCVD 1560 (1.3±0.5) ×10-3 
(bulk) 

~3×10-4 

Luke/ Lipson 
2013[S15] 

𝛼𝛼 calculated 
from Q factor 

LPCVD 1550 4.2×10-2 
(transmission loss); 
2.94×10-2 
(absorption loss) 

9.7×10-3 

(transmission 
loss); 6.8×10-3 
(absorption loss) 

 
S7. Application in light sails 
 
Here we calculate the equilibrium temperature of a hypothetical light sail under laser illumination, modeled 
as an infinitely-wide thin membrane (Fig. S8a). The membrane thicknesses of such hypothetical light-sails 
are chosen such that the reflectivities of the sails are maximized. Using the transfer-matrix method, we 
determined the optimal thickness of Si3N4-based light sail to be 132.68 nm with a reflectivity of 0.36, and 
the optimal thickness of SiNx-based light sail to be 123.57 nm with a reflectivity of 0.42. 
 
In a sail under illumination, two major thermal processes happen. First, the sail absorbs incident light due 
to its non-zero absorption coefficient, leading to an increase in the temperature. Second, the sail emits 
electromagnetic waves that lead to cooling (known as radiative cooling) (Fig. S8a). The equilibrium 
temperature 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 is reached when the power absorbed is equal to the power emitted and, to maintain sail 
integrity, the upper limit of 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 should be lower than the ultra-high vacuum (UHV) melting temperature of 
Si3N4

[S16] Here we set the upper limit of 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 to be 1500 K, which is on the lower end of the estimates of the 
decomposition temperature of Si3N4

[S17,S18]. 
 
We thus calculated the equilibrium temperature 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 reached by each sail using the following equation: 

 
𝐴𝐴 ⋅ 𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =  2𝐴𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 �

𝑐𝑐1
𝜆𝜆5

𝑏𝑏

𝑎𝑎
⋅

𝜖𝜖𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠(𝜆𝜆)

exp � 𝑐𝑐2
𝜆𝜆 ⋅ 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒

− 1�
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑 

( S3 ) 

where 𝐴𝐴 is the absorbance of the sail, 𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is the incident laser power on the sail, 𝐴𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 is the area of a single 
side of the sail, the factor of 2 accounts for the emission on both sides of the sail, 𝑎𝑎 = 1.4 𝜇𝜇𝜇𝜇 and 𝑏𝑏 =
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32 𝜇𝜇𝜇𝜇 are the integration bounds that capture the vast majority of thermal radiation and are the bounds for 
SiN material properties from Luke et al.[S19], 𝜖𝜖𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠(𝜆𝜆) is the wavelength-dependent spectral emissivity of 
the sail, 𝑐𝑐1 = 2𝜋𝜋ℎ𝑐𝑐2, 𝑐𝑐2 = ℎ𝑐𝑐/𝑘𝑘𝑏𝑏, ℎ is Planck’s constant, 𝑐𝑐 is the speed of light, and 𝑘𝑘𝑏𝑏 is the Boltzmann’s 
constant. Here, 𝐴𝐴 for a given sail geometry is calculated using the transfer-matrix method and the absorption 
coefficient measured by PCI. 𝜖𝜖𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠(𝜆𝜆) for a given sail is calculated using the transfer-matrix method and 
the complex refractive index of Si3N4

[S12]. For simplicity, we assume 𝜖𝜖𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠(𝜆𝜆) for SiNx to be the same as 
that for Si3N4. In Eqn. (S3), the left-hand side (𝐴𝐴 ⋅ 𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) is the power being absorbed by the sail, 𝑃𝑃𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎, and 
right-hand side is the power being absorbed by the sail, 𝑃𝑃𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒. 
 
The absorbed and emitted power densities under 10 GW/m2 (which is the driving laser power density in the 
Breakthrough Starshot mission)[S20] of illumination as a function of temperature are plotted in Fig. S8b for 
Si3N4, and in Fig. S8c for SiNx. The temperature at which 𝑃𝑃𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 =  𝑃𝑃𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 is the equilibrium temperature 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒. 
We observed the equilibrium temperature 𝑇𝑇𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 of the Si3N4 sail to be approximately 820 K, lower than the 
decomposition temperature (1500 K) of Si3N4. It must be noted however that the calculated equilibrium 
temperature will more than likely change with the use of temperature-dependent absorption data and more 
optimized sail designs[S20,S21]. We note that for SiNx, an equilibrium temperature is not achieved at the 
GW/m2 power scale. We also calculated the equilibrium temperature as a function of incident laser 
intensity. To achieve a similar equilibrium temperature for SiNx as for Si3N4, the laser power must be ~3 
orders of magnitude lower (Fig. S8d). 

 
Fig. S8. (a) Schematic of a silicon-nitride sail in space illuminated by a 1064 nm laser used in our thermal-equilibrium 
calculation. In our calculation, both the silicon-nitride sail and the incident laser are infinitely wide, and the incident 
laser has a uniform power density. (b) Absorbed and emitted power density vs sail temperature for a Si3N4 sail, 
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illuminated by a 10 GW/m2 laser with 𝜆𝜆 = 1064 nm. The orange shaded region corresponds to the error bar of the 
absorbed power density, due to the uncertainty of absorption coefficient of Si3N4. (c) Absorbed and emitted power 
density vs sail temperature for a SiNx sail, illuminated by a 10 GW/m2 laser with 𝜆𝜆 = 1064 nm. The orange shaded 
region corresponds to the error bar of the absorbed power density, due to the uncertainty of absorption coefficient 
of SiNx. No thermal equilibrium can be reached within the 300-2100 K temperature range for this SiNx sail. (d) 
Equilibrium temperature as a function of incident laser intensity for the Si3N4 sail and the SiNx sail considered in (b) 
and (c). The dashed line corresponds to the decomposition temperature of Si3N4 at 1500 K. Shaded regions 
correspond to error bars of incident laser intensity, due to the uncertainty of absorption coefficient of Si3N4 and SiNx. 
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