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High-precision line intensities are of great value in various applications, such as greenhouse gas
metrology, planetary atmospheric analysis, and trace gas detection. Here we report simultaneous
measurements of cavity-enhanced absorption and dispersion spectroscopy of the prototype molecule
12C16O using the same optical resonant cavity. Nine lines were measured in the R branch of the
v = 3− 0 band. The absorption and dispersion spectra were fitted separately with speed-dependent
Voigt profiles, and the line intensities obtained by the two methods agree within the experimental
uncertainty of about 1‰. The results demonstrate the feasibility of SI-traceable molecular density
measurements based on laser spectroscopy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) such as carbon dioxide,
methane, carbon monoxide, and nitrous oxide are mea-
sured by global satellite remote sensing and terrestrial
platforms to monitor the natural background and iden-
tify emitting sources. Most existing quantitative mea-
surement methods and instruments require calibration
with Standard Reference Materials (SRMs) [1]. Al-
though optical methods based on molecular absorption
spectroscopy are widely used nowadays, conventional gas
metrology relies on the gravimetric method. However,
discrepancies arising from absorption on the internal sur-
face of the cylinder and the gas fractionation during stan-
dard mixtures preparation often exceed the compatibil-
ity target (0.1 µmol/mol for CO2) recommended by the
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) [2].

In recent years, it has become increasingly attractive
to realize greenhouse gas metrology traceable to the In-
ternational System of Units (SI), which aims to establish
a direct link between molecular absorption spectroscopy
and SI units. These systems facilitate spectroscopic in-
struments with unprecedented accuracy, enabling direct
calibration of remote sensing satellites and ground-based
platforms and improving the accuracy of in situ measure-
ments [3–6]. However, accurate measurements of CO2

line intensities are often complicated by the adsorption
and desorption of CO2 on the inner surfaces of measure-
ment cavities [7, 8]. A few CO2 lines in the near-infrared
and infrared regions up to better than 3‰ have been
reported with a joint experimental and theoretical study
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providing rotation-vibration line intensities with the re-
quired accuracy. It is still very difficult to reach the
WMO criteria of 0.1 µmol/mol of CO2 in the air, which
corresponds to a fractional uncertainty of 0.2‰ in the
line intensities. Meanwhile, CO is a more favorable candi-
date to validate calculations and experimental methods.
Its reduced susceptibility to adsorption and desorption
effects allows for an accurate determination of the pres-
sure. As a simple diatomic molecule, CO has simpler en-
ergy levels with less overlap of adjacent lines and isotopo-
logues in its infrared spectrum, and the transition mo-
ments could be calculated more accurately. These char-
acteristics greatly facilitate measurements with a higher
accuracy.
The semi-empirical dipole moment of carbon monox-

ide and line lists for all its isotopologues have been
reconstructed and checked by simultaneous nonlinear
least squares fitting (NLLSF) of the selected experimen-
tal intensities for 12C16O and the ab initio permanent
dipole moment [9]. Some problems have been found
with the previous CO line list in HITRAN calculated
by Li et al.[10, 11]. Line positions in the near-infrared
second overtone band (3-0) of 12C16O have been deter-
mined by cavity-enhanced spectroscopy with 10−10 accu-
racy [12, 13] or even higher [14, 15]. Cygan et al. [13] also
reported the intensities of the R(23), R(24), and R(28)
lines with relative uncertainties at the parts per thou-
sand level. The intensities of the P(26) to P(28) lines
were reported with similar accuracy by Reed et al. using
frequency-stabilized cavity ring-down spectroscopy [16].
However, there are many controversies between different
data sources, especially for intensities at the sub-percent
level. Recently, accurate intensities of lines in the (3-
0) band of 12C16O have been reported independently
from three laboratories, including the cavity ring-down
spectroscopy (CRDS) at the National Institute of Stan-
dards and Technology (NIST), cavity-mode dispersion
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spectroscopy (CMDS) at the Nicolaus Copernicus Uni-
versity (NCU), and the Fourier-transform spectroscopy
(FTS) at Physikalische Technische Bundesanstalt (PTB).
The agreement between the experiment and the theoret-
ical calculation from University College London (UCL)
reaches the level of 1‰ [4], shedding light on the SI-
traceable determination of the CO concentration in gas
samples.

Here we report the measurement of CO line inten-
sities by both cavity-enhanced absorption spectroscopy
and cavity-enhanced dispersion spectroscopy using the
same high-finesse cavity. Metrological-grade temperature
and pressure calibration techniques were applied to the
measurement of several lines in the (3-0) band of the main
isotopologue 12C16O. Line intensities with uncertainties
at the 1‰ level were derived by fitting the spectra with
the speed-dependent Voigt Profile (SDV). Systematic er-
rors from various sources have been identified.

II. EXPERIMENTAL

FIG. 1. Configuration of the experimental setup for cav-
ity ring-down spectroscopy (CRDS) and cavity mode disper-
sion spectroscopy (CMDS). Abbreviations: APD, avalanche
photodiode; BS, beam splitter; ECDL, external-cavity diode
laser; EOM, electro-optic modulator; AOM, acousto-optic
modulator; PBS: polarized beam splitter; PDA and PD, pho-
todiodes.

Cavity ring-down spectroscopy (CRDS) and cavity
mode dispersion spectroscopy (CMDS) were applied to
measure the CO lines near 1560 nm using the same high-
finesse cavity. The experimental setup is similar to that
presented in Refs. [14, 17, 18]. A schematic configuration
of the experimental setup is shown in Fig. 1. The outer
chamber was made of stainless steel to maintain vacuum.
A heating pad was attached to the outer layer of stain-
less steel to facilitate initial temperature control. The

chamber consists of three distinct layers of aluminum al-
loy construction. The outermost layer is for temperature
control, the middle layer provides heat shielding, and the
innermost layer is used as the sample cell. The opti-
cal cavity was composed of a pair of high-reflective (HR)
mirrors (R = 99.997% at 1.5-1.7 µm), separated by a dis-
tance of 118 cm, corresponding to a free-spectral range
of 126.9 MHz, and a mode width of about 0.6 kHz. An
external cavity diode laser (ECDL, Toptica DL Pro) was
used as the probe laser source. A beam from the laser,
referred to as the “locking beam”, was introduced into
the optical cavity and the frequency was stabilized using
the Pound-Drever-Hall (PDH) technique. Another laser
beam, referred to as the “probing beam”, was frequency-
shifted via an acoustic-optical modulator (AOM) and a
fiber electro-optical modulator (EOM) and then intro-
duced into the cavity from the opposite side of the cavity.
Frequency scanning was accomplished by switching the
radiofrequency applied to the EOM. When the sum of
the frequencies applied to the AOM and EOM matched
a longitudinal mode of the cavity, the probe beam passed
through the cavity and was detected by a photodiode. All
radio frequencies were synchronized to a GPS-disciplined
rubidium clock (SRS FS725).
In the CRDS mode, the ring-down event was initiated

by switching off the RF signal applied to the fiber EOM,
the ring-down signal was recorded with a digitizer (NI
PXI 5922), and the curve was fitted with an exponen-
tial decay function to determine the decay time τ . In
the CMDS mode, transmission spectra of tens of cav-
ity modes were recorded to derive precise mode posi-
tions. Changes in the mode positions due to the molec-
ular absorption line were measured, giving the sample-
induced dispersion spectra. Different sample pressures
up to 1.3 kPa were used in the measurements. Fig. 2 and
Fig. 3 show CRDS and CMDS spectra of the R(27) line
recorded at different pressures, respectively.

III. DATA ANALYSIS

CRDS measures the absorption spectrum, while
CMDS measures the dispersion spectrum. The line shape
models for both spectra are:

α(νm) = A× Re [φ (νm − νc)] (1)

∆ν

νm
= A× Im [φ (νm − νc)]

2nk0
(2)

where A is the integrated intensity of the absorption
line, νm is the frequency of the mode with index of m
equal to the laser frequency plus the microwave frequency
(fAOM + fEOM ); n is the frequency independent refrac-
tive index of the gas, and k0 is the wave vector of the tran-
sition frequency. Within a range of over 5 GHz around
the absorption line, we can ignore the dispersion due to
the cavity mirrors. [19] The frequency shift of the cav-
ity mode due to the dispersion induced by the molecular
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FIG. 2. Upper panel: CRDS spectra of the R(27) line of
12C16O measured at 299 K, with a pure CO sample gas of 194,
343, 471, and 529 Pa. Experimental data are shown as dots,
and the solid lines indicate simulated spectra. Bottom panel:
Fitting residuals. Speed-dependent Voigt (SDV) profiles were
used in the fit.

FIG. 3. Upper panel: CMDS spectra of the R(27) line of
12C16O measured at 299 K, with a pure CO sample gas of 133,
343, 471, and 529 Pa. Experimental data are shown as dots,
and the solid lines indicate simulated spectra. Bottom panel:
Fitting residuals. Speed-dependent Voigt (SDV) profiles were
used in the fit.

absorption line is ∆ν. The lineshapes of the absorption
and dispersion spectra are the real and imaginary parts
of the normalized line shape function [20, 21] φ (νm − νc),
respectively.

Since all the spectra were recorded at pressures below
1.3 kPa, we used the velocity-dependent Voigt (SDV)

line shape in the fit. We also tried to fit the spectra with
the Hartmann-Tran profile (HTP) [22], and the difference
between the amplitude obtained from the fit with SDV
and that with HTP was less than 0.3‰. The line-mixing
effect was neglected in the fit. As an example, the CRDS
spectra of the R(27) line together with the fit residuals
are shown in Fig. 2. Fig. 4 shows the line broadening
widths Γ0 and Γ2 obtained from fitting CRDS spectra
under different pressures. We can see that they follow an
excellent linear dependence on the pressures.

FIG. 4. Line broadening parameters Γ0 and Γ2 obtained
from fitting CRDS spectra of the R(27) line recorded un-
der different pressures. Speed-dependent Voigt (SDV) profiles
were used in the fit. Coefficients γ0 and γ2 were determined
by a linear fit of the data.

The signal-to-noise ratio of the CMDS spectra was
about an order of magnitude worse than that of the
CRDS spectra. Non-physical parameters could be ob-
tained by relaxing all parameters in a non-Voigt profile
to fit the CMDS spectra. According to Eq. 1 and Eq. 2,
both absorption and dispersion spectra should have the
same profile function. When fitting the CMDS spectra,
we fixed the γ0 and γ2 coefficients to those obtained from
fitting the CRDS spectra. Fig. 3 shows the CMDS spec-
tra of the R(27) line fitted with SDV profiles. The fit
residuals are at the noise level, indicating an excellent
consistency between the absorption and dispersion spec-
tra.

IV. UNCERTAINTY BUDGET

In this section we analyze the uncertainties in the line
intensities obtained from the absorption and dispersion
spectra. The R(27) line is used as an example. The
uncertainties from different sources are discussed below,
and the uncertainty budget is given in Table II.
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A. Gas Purity

The sample gas used in this experiment is pure CO gas
(AirLiquid co., stated purity > 99.99%). A cold trap was
applied to remove possible contaminants in the sample
before use.

FIG. 5. CRDS spectra of the CO sample gas near 6255 cm−1

recorded at 200 Pa (red) and 500 Pa (blue). Abundances of
three minor isotopologues relative to the main isotopologue
were determined from the spectra. Note the spectrum of the
13C16O isotopologue has been multiplied by a factor of 0.1.

The HITRAN recommended abundances of 6 isotopo-
logues of CO are given in Table I. We used the CRDS
absorption spectra to determine the abundances of three
major isotopologues after the main isotopologue 12C16O
in our gas sample: 13C16O, 12C18O, and 12C17O. Four
lines in the range of 6254.8 - 6256.0 cm−1 were mea-
sured, corresponding to 12C16O, 12C17O, 13C16O, and
12C18O, respectively. Two less abundant species in the
sample, 13C18O and 13C17O, are neglected since their
abundances are below 0.1 ‰. We estimated the abun-
dances of 12C17O, 13C16O, and 12C18O from the absorp-
tions obtained from the experimental spectra and the line
intensities given in the HITRAN database. The uncer-
tainties of the HITRAN line intensities are less than 2%,
so we obtained the abundances of these three minor iso-
topologues with a 2% uncertainty, as given in Table I.
We can see that they reasonably agree with the natural
abundance recommended by HITRAN. The abundance
of the main isotopologue in our sample was determined
to be 98.699(22)%, which is slightly higher than the value
of 98.6544% recommended by HITRAN.

B. Pressure Measurement

A capacitance manometer (Leybold CTR101N) with
a stated uncertainty of 1.2‰ was used in the experi-
ment. The accuracy of the manometer was verified by

TABLE I. Isotope abundance (value in parenthesis is the 1σ
uncertainty in the last quoted digit)

Isotope this work HITRAN
13C16O 0.01063(21) 0.0110836
12C18O 0.00200(4) 0.00197822
12C17O 0.000379(8) 0.000367867
13C18O - 0.000022225
13C17O - 0.00000413292
12C16O 0.98699(22) 0.986544

FIG. 6. Deviations (Pmano/Popt−1) of the calibrated Leybold
manometer from the optical pressure gauge. The working gas
was pure argon. Data points measured at different dates were
shown with different colors.

comparisons to an optical pressure gauge several times.
The optical pressure gauge was based on a Fabry-Pérot
interferometer made of ultra-low-expansion (ULE) glass,
and it was calibrated by a piston gauge from the National
Institute of Metrology (Beijing) using the working gas of
pure argon (AirLiquid Co., purity > 99.999%). [23] After
calibration, the optical pressure gauge has an accuracy
of 0.012 ‰ (k = 1) when measuring pure argon. Fig. 6
shows the differences between the Leybold manometer
and the optical pressure gauge when measuring pure ar-
gon gases. The pressure range is similar to the CO sam-
ple gas pressures used in this work. We can see that
the manometer readings agree excellently with the opti-
cal gauge. As shown in the figure, the 1σ deviation of the
pressure readings is 0.5‰, and we use this value as the
uncertainty of the pressure measurement in this work.

C. Temperature Measurement

The temperature drift during the measurement was
monitored by two PT25 platinum sensors placed at both
ends of the ring-down cavity. The sensors were calibrated
at the National Institute of Metrology (Beijing) and the
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FIG. 7. Temperature drift measured by two PT25 sensors.

uncertainty was less than 5 mK. Fig. 7 illustrates the
temperature drift recorded by the two sensors over 12
hours. The results show that the fluctuation was only
about 1 mK and the difference between the two sensors
was less than 3 mK, indicating excellent temperature sta-
bility of the sample cavity. The contribution of the tem-
perature measurement to the line intensity, including the
correction for the temperature-dependent population of
molecules, was estimated to be less than 0.1‰for R(27).

D. Statistical

For each spectral line, several thousand spectra were
recorded at each pressure. Fig. 8(a) illustrates the frac-
tional Allan deviation of the line intensities derived from
fitting the spectra of the R(27) line. It can be seen that
the Allan deviation, which represents the statistical un-
certainty of average value, decreases to 0.02‰ after av-
eraging hundreds of CRDS spectra or 0.2‰ after averag-
ing several thousand CMDS spectra. The signal-to-noise
ratio for a single CMDS spectrum is about an order of
magnitude lower than for CRDS. As a result, we typi-
cally acquired CMDS spectra ten times more frequently
than CRDS scans. Fig. 8(b) depicts the line intensities
obtained from all recorded spectra at different pressures.
For better illustration, deviations from the UCL calcu-
lated values are shown in the figure. Notably, the CRDS
values show reasonable agreement with the CMDS values.
We found a systematic deviation between the values ob-
tained from the two methods: the averaged CRDS inten-
sity of R(27) is less than the CMDS value by 0.9‰, which
is considerably larger than the statistical uncertainty. A
similar trend was also found for other lines studied in this
work. In principle, the CMDS method could be immune
to many sources of systematic errors [13] since it mea-
sures only the frequencies and frequency is the quantity

that could be measured most precisely. Cygan et al. also
reported [24] systematic deviations between CRDS and
CMDS in the line intensity measurement. They observed
a pressure dependence of the CRDS-measured line inten-
sity. Here we did not observe such dependence in our
CRDS measurement within the range of 100-500 Pa, as
shown in Fig. 8(b). The reason for the systematic devia-
tion between our CRDS and CMDS measurements is yet
unknown and needs to be investigated in the future.

E. Lineshape

The recorded spectra were fitted with the Hartmann-
Tran profile (HTP) [22, 25] and the line shape param-
eters for the higher-order HT parameters were set to
zero. So it was basically the SDV profile. Besides
the line center ν0 and the area A, the SDV line shape
parameters include: Doppler half-width ΓD, velocity-
averaged Lorentzian half-width Γ0, speed-dependent re-
laxation rate Γ2, velocity-averaged line shift ∆0, and
speed-dependent line shift ∆2. In the fitting of each
spectrum recorded by CRDS, the Doppler half-width was
fixed to the calculated value at the experimental temper-
ature, line shift parameters were set to zero ∆0 = ∆2 = 0,
and the other four parameters A, ν0, Γ0, Γ2, were set to
floating. Fig. 4 shows the line broadening parameters Γ0

and Γ2 obtained from fitting CRDS spectra of the R(27)
line recorded under different pressures, and the broaden-
ing coefficients γ0 and γ2 were determined by a linear fit
of the data. The relative uncertainties for γ0 and γ2 were
about 2‰ and 13‰.
We have also tried to implement the HTP model and

float the pressure-induced line broadening and shift pa-
rameters, but the result of A was found to be iden-
tical to the SDV profile within the fit uncertainty of
0.3‰. Therefore, we conservatively give an uncertainty
of 0.3‰ to account for the possible systematic uncer-
tainty due to the line profile model.

F. Others

Nonlinearity in data acquisition could introduce devi-
ations in the retrieved line intensity from the spectrum,
especially for CRDS measurements. We conducted tests
using two data acquisition cards (DAQ), the NI 9223
(1 MSa/s, 16-bit) and the NI PXI 5922 (4 MSa/s, 20-
bit), during the measurement. The CRDS integrated
absorbance of the R(27) line at 230 Pa obtained with
these two DAQ cards show a deviation of 0.02(30)‰.
We replicated these comparisons multiple times and con-
firmed that the deviation attributable to the DAQ card
should remain below 0.2‰.
High intra-cavity laser power induces saturation ef-

fects, potentially leading to deviations in the results. In
this study, we minimized the input laser power, and the
intra-cavity laser power was estimated to be less than
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FIG. 8. (a) Allan deviations of the intensities of the ratio between the R(27) line intensity obtained in this work and the
calculated value. (b) Comparison of the CRDS and CMDS line intensities obtained at different pressures. Data shown as the
deviations from the UCL calculated values.

TABLE II. Error budget (k = 1) of the line intensity of R(27)
(unit: permille, ‰)

Source ur(CRDS) ur(CMDS)
‰ ‰

Type A
Statistical 0.05 0.4

Type B
Sample gas purity 0.1 0.1

Isotopic abundance of 12C16O 0.22 0.22
Pressure 0.5 0.5

Temperature 0.1 0.1
Line shape 0.3 0.3

Others < 0.3 < 0.3
Total 0.7 0.8

0.2 W. We deliberately recorded spectra under different
laser powers, and the discrepancies among the results re-
mained within 0.2‰.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In total, we measured 9 lines of 12C16O in the (3-0)
band within the R branch for rotation numbers up to 32.
The results are given in Table III. Line positions in the
table are from our previous Lamb-dip measurements [15].
The line intensities obtained from this work range from
1 × 10−26 cm/molecule to 8 × 10−25 cm/molecule, and
the fractional uncertainties are in the range of 0.7-0.8 ‰.
The UCL calculated line intensities are also given in the
table. The CMDS line intensities obtained in this work
are larger than the UCL values by 1.3‰ in average, and
also larger than our CRDS values by 0.7‰ in average.
Deviations between the UCL calculated results and ex-
perimental values from NIST and NCU [4] are also illus-
trated in Fig. 9. All the values agree within a combined
uncertainty below 2‰.

The main systematic uncertainty in this work comes
from the pressure measurement (0.5‰). It also prevents
us from extending the high precision measurements to
more lines in this band at this stage. Transitions with
lower rotation numbers are interesting to compare with
FTS measurements [4]. However, these lines are stronger
and need to be measured at lower pressures for pure sam-
ples, while it is a challenge to accurately determine the
gas pressure below 100 Pa. Gas absorption/desorption
from the cavity walls would become more serious at such
low pressures. Alternatively, these lines could be mea-
sured with mixed gases, as has been done by the NIST
group [3, 4], provided that the CO concentrations in the
samples are known accurately. Transitions with higher
rotation numbers are weaker and need to be measured
at higher pressures to achieve a sufficient signal-to-noise
ratio. The current pressure gauge used in this work can
only reach 1.3 kPa, and a new gauge covering higher pres-
sures will be used in subsequent studies. Since the popu-
lation of molecules at high rotational levels is more sensi-
tive to temperature, the contribution to the uncertainty
from the temperature measurement will increase. The
uncertainty from the line profile model also needs to be
considered at high pressures, and it is necessary to use ac-
curate (sophisticated) line profiles such as the Hartmann-
Tran profile (HTP) [22]. For the measurements per-
formed in this work at pressures below 1 kPa, we found
that the relatively simple speed dependent Voigt profile
is sufficient for the analysis with an accuracy of 1‰. [26]

The establishment of SI-traceable determination of
molecular densities based on absorption spectroscopy
mandates accurate intensity measurements at the 10−4

level to meet the requirements of various applications.
Cavity-enhanced spectroscopy methods well suited for
such measurements, where both high signal-to-noise ra-
tio and wide dynamic range are essential. Many sources
of uncertainty considered in this work, such as iso-
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FIG. 9. Comparison of line intensities obtained in this work
and literature. The horizontal axis is m = J+1 for transitions
in the R branch. All values were normalized to the calculated
values given by the UCL group.

topic abundance, pressure and temperature measure-
ments, and line profile models, should be analyzed to im-
prove the measurement accuracy. Cavity-enhanced mode
dispersion spectroscopy (CMDS) measures the frequency
shifts, eliminating many systematic errors in data acqui-
sition, and is considered more promising for quantitative
measurements. However, as shown in this work, the sen-
sitivity of CMDS is still worse than that of cavity ring-
down spectroscopy (CRDS) by an order of magnitude.
The comparison between CMDS, CRDS, and other spec-
troscopic methods with precision at the 1‰ level or
better would be very useful to investigate the systematic
uncertainties of different methods, which is necessary for
an SI-traceable measurement towards the 10−4 accuracy.
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